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CHAPTER 17

A Local Earth Gap School view:
filling in the blanks in the “worlds” or “ages” of multiplégenerations”
of Earth’s history in Gen. 2:4; Heb. 1:2]1:3,
from the start of the Last
Ice Age c. 68,000 B.C., and also including some passing reference to the
Aper satyr beast from c. 200,000-100,000 B.C. to the Holocene World.

a] A brief overview of Worlds 17-21.

b] The Last Ice Age in Scripture.

c] Isthe Toba Eruption related to Gen. 1:2?

d] General Persian Gulf conditions during Late Pleistocene Il &
earlier Holocene.

e] Man and the Persian Gulf Region during Late Pleistocene Il &
earlier Holocene.

f] Recapitulation.

(Chapter 17) a] A brief overview of Worlds 17-21.

In Volume 1, Part 2, Chapter 3, section f, “The generally united GagoSeiew:
filling in the blanks in the ‘worlds’ or ‘ages’ of multiple ‘gemions’ of Earth’s history
in Gen. 2:4; Heb. 1:2; 11:3, following the creation of the temporal anduspihieavens,
from the Pregeological World af. 4.6 billion B.C. to the start of the Last Ice Age
68,000 B.C.; creation, Not Macroevolution — mind the gappra the depiction ends
with the Cenozoic Age dtate Pleistocene. | l.e., Quaternary Worlds: 16) Pi (Greek

= P) Pleistocene Period from Early Pleistocene to the ehdtefPleistocene (c. 2.6
million B.C. toc. 68,000 B.C.). The Late Pleistocene starting from about 130,000 years
ago, is not generally internally subdivided into two sub-periods,Liage, Pleistocene |
andLate Pleistocene Jlin the way it is so subdivided in this work. But in this work |
refer toLate Pleistocene &s from the end of the glaciation128,000 B.C. to the start of
the last Ice Age. 68,000 B.C., andlate Pleistocene las from the start of the last Ice
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Age c. 68,000 B.C. through to the HoloceaeB,000 B.C. . My three primary provable
geological reasons for doing this, which | consider in themsehkadd warrant this
distinction without any reference to the other reasmrisg, are the fact that there is the
marker of an Ice Age at 68,000 B.C.; following this Ice Age marker in time, man first
appears in the fossil record with Cro-Magnon maa. a83,000 B.C.; and following this
Ice Age marker in time, there were also mass extinctions stayting around 50,000
years ago, North America lost about 36% of its megafauna, and EanopAsia, lost
about 72% of its large animals (megafauna); e.g., the woolly mamnwatolly
rhinoceros, and musk ox all went extinct Another geologically non-provable primary
reason relates to the model of creation used in this work, whichdessishan was made
in Eden inLate Pleistocene Il A further secondary reason for this distinctior_ate
Pleistocene llis that around the start of this period, a lot of Aper satystbesppear to
have died out, with their numbers reduced to a fairly small population group of animals.

This is seen in the following chart

1 Cooper, D., “Ice Age Animals ...,” News in Sciendeustralian Broadcasting

Corporation, 3 Nov. 2011
(http://www.abc.net.au/science/articles/2011/11/834853.htm

2 Other than material in the Cenozoic Era such as that onddn@d®World, or

the definition of man, this chart is largely drawn fr&ncyclopaedia Britannica CD99
op. cit, “Geochronology: The Interpretation & Dating of the Geologicacdrd:
Geologic History of the Earth: Cenozoic Era: Holocene Epoch,” Table 4.
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CENOZOIC AGE

CENOZOIC AGE

Quaternary Worlds: World 17 (Rho, Greek

= R) Late Pleistocene Il Period to Holoce
Period World i.e., from the Lower Pleniglac
Ice Age of 68,000 B.C. to end of Ice Age frg
c. 8,000 B.C. EXCLUDING World 18 (thg
unfallen World of Eden) & World 19 (th
fallen World of Eden & its derivative Great

Eden civilization in the area now under th&reater Eden civilization of post-Noah’'s Flo

Persian Gulf). After Noah's Flood in World 1
c. 50,000 B.C. +/- 16,000 years, which on
best estimate on presently available data awvs
35,000 B.C., post-Noah’s flood Adamites wg
given dominion not only over World 19
Eden (Gen. 1:26; 2:10-14), but over World
with the entire planet (Gen. 9:1,2; 1(@2).
The post-fall and post-Noah's flood out-g
Eden Adamites in World 17 (Late Pleistoce
Il Period to Holocene Period World excludi
World 19), adopted and refined satyr be
cultural practices and so were hunter-gathe
and first appear in the fossil record as G
Magnonc. 33,000 B.C., and show the Adam
guality of a “soul” (Gen. 2:7) in spiritug
expression (Gen. 8:20; 12:8; 13:4) with C
Magnon’s nude female lust idols of 33,000
B.C. (Hohle Fels, Germany, 26,000 B.C. +/-
1,000 years (Dolni Vestonice, Czechg,
24,500 B.C. +/- 1,500 years (Willendo
Austria), ancc. 23,000 B.C. (Laussel in Frang
& Petrkovice in Czech), which are probal
also spiritual idols; & later Adamites also bu
a stone-age sanctuary in Spair22,000 B.C. .
Adamites replaced satyr beast hunter-gat
on the wider planet, all of which were extin
by c. 8,000 B.C. .

Quaternary Worlds: During the La
neleistocene Il Period ONLY, World 18 (Sigm
aGreek Cor / | = C or S)the unfallen
rVorld of Eden in the area now under f{
e Persian Gulf a world in the area now under t
ePersian Gulf, and World 19 (Tau, Greek
o) the fallen World of Eden and its derivati

Otimes in the area now under the Persian G
‘Bhe exact time of transition between Worlds
1 19 is unknown, but since fallen Adam w
2r£30 years old when Seth was born (Gen. §
pfand Abel seems to have been at least in his
WwWhen murdered by Cain (Gen. 4:1-8),

flonger tharc. 100 years, and possibly a lot le
rehus World 18 can be dated to sometime g
nthe start of the Lower Pleniglacial Ice Age
a88,000 B.C. . Since Adam dates to an absd
reesige ofc. 51,500 B.C. +/- 16,500 years,
raost probable range aof. 60,000 B.C. +/-
t8,000 years, and a best estimate on
lpresently available data of 65,000 +/- 3,000
rorears, these same dates (and their uncertair
must also apply to the stagate of World 18
And World 19 would then be. 1-100 years
later, depending on how long Adam was
rfEden before the Fall. World 18 had fruitar
eAdamites (Gen. 1:29) & vegetarian anim

iliGen. 1:24), serpents that as tree snakes
not, at least in general, “go” “upon” the
hébelly” (Gen. 3:14), & no thorns or thistlg
aGen. 3:18). Due to the Fall, World 19 ca
to resemble the World 17 of the wider plane
its flora and fauna properties, but retain
cattle (Gen. 4:2,4,20; 6:20; 8:1; 9:1
agricultural crops (Gen. 4:3; 5:29; 9:20), g
civilization (Gen. 4:17; 8:20; 9:20), ar
experienced the anthropologically universal
geographically local, Noah's Flood 50,000
B.C. +/- 16,000 years, with a best estimate
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CENOZOIC AGE

CENOZOIC AGE

Quaternary Worlds: World 20 (Upsilon, Gre

/= U/ Y) Holocene Period ONLY in th
area now under the Persian Gulf, the fall
WORLD OF GREATER EDEN from the en
of Ice Age c. 8,000 B.C. with the partig
regression of Persian Gulf till present sea le

c. 3,000 B.C.; by which time the Sumerignte ending of Ice Age. 8,000 B.C. and th¢

had exited the Persian Gulf region, arriving
Mesopotamiec. 3,300-3,000 B.C. . The exa
time for the end of major sea movements in
Persian Gulf, or noticeable high oscillations
disputed for maximum levels within ranges
c. 4,000-2,300 B.C., but by a process
triangulation with the appearance of cert
domestic creatures that look to be coming fr
Persian Gulf civilizations, | favour a date af
3,000 B.C. for the final movement out of t
Persian Gulf, while allowing for later eve
higher sea levels to. 2,300 B.C. (althoug
this methodology would not be accepted

=)

there was such a movement of men

animals). As the waters increased in

Persian Gulf, civilized man in Greater Ed
with his domestic creatures moved into, €,
the Fertile Crescent, going both north, €|
Sumerians going into Mesopotamia of Ag
Joining others in the Fertile Crescent 4
beyond as out-of-Eden immigrants, or ot
hunter-gatherer Adamites learning skills
civilization from them, led to civilization bein
established outside of the Greater Eden re
for the first time during the Holocene,

various places around the globe, and also
loss of the Persian Gulf Greater Ed
civilizations due to rising sea levels. T
Sumerian tongue speaking group from Gre
Eden was divided into, for instance, the Sem
tongues of Hebrew, Aramaic, and Babyloni
at Babel which was in the local “earth”

Mesopotamia (Gen. 10:9-12; 11:1-9).
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(Chapter 17) b] The Last Ice Age

in Scripture.

The importance of the Last Ice Age 68,000 B.C. tcc. 8,000 B.C.) is marked

out for us in Scripture in a number of ways.

Its start fimn70,000 years ago i

S
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connected to the destruction event of Gen. 1:2 since the pre-Ad&oden the area of
the Persian Gulf could only occur after its sta$8,000 B.C. . Of course, that does not
mean that the pre-Adamite Flood did dry ugci8,000 B.C., since it is possible that a
smaller area made dry by this event, was later flooded to foe pre-Adamite Flood,
and then dried up, and this could have occurred in the Persian Guliemnyin the range
of the Adamic dates used in this creation model i.e., an absolge odo. 51,500 B.C.
+/- 16,500 years, a most probable range.d0,000 B.C. +/- 8,000 years, and a best
estimate on the presently available data.@5,000 +/- 3,000 years. Nevertheless, that
the actual drying up of the waters of the Persian Guif 68,000 B.Cin one portionof

the Persian Gulf was the termination of the pre-Adamite Floddeof. 1:2 remainsne
possibilityfor the pre-Adamite flood, though by no means the only possibility.

The termination of the Last Ice Age is also isolated for uscriptire in the
words of Gen. 10:25, “And unto Eber were born two sons: the name of one hegs Pe
for in_his days was the earth divided.” This refers to the dividing of the New World
of the Americas from the Old World as a consequence of risiniggela near the end of
the Last Ice Age which cut the land bridge from Siberia in Bagt to Alaska in North
America. Hugh Ross thinks this land bridge existed fco88,000 B.C. to 9,000 B.C.
across the full length of the Bering Stfaivhereas others think it existed for a shorter
period of time than this til€. 9,000 B.C. . But either way, it is clear that the capacity
that existed for man to cross over into the Americas at the Bk Leaf Rainbow
Gate (see Volume 1, Part 2, Chapter iafra), was terminated by the closure of this
Rainbow Gate in connection with rising sea levels and the enditigedBst ice age.
Thus inc. 9,000 B.C., “was the earth divided” (Gen. 10:25) between the Old World of
Europe, Asia, Africa, and Australia (whose existence had hesized as Latinterra
australisincognita or an “unknown southern land” from ancient times, long before its
actual discover), and the New World of the AmericasThus the starting and ending of
the Last Ice Age are marked out for us in Scripture as important dates.

(Chapter 17) c] Is the Toba Eruption related to Gen. 1:2?

To the extent that a date for the termination of the pre-Addfoted atc. 68,000
B.C. is both inside the most probable range of Adamic dates6&f,000 B.C. +/- 8,000
years, and also inside the best estimate of Adamic dates oreiemiy available data of
€. 65,000 +/- 3,000 years, there is an associated matter that is worth considEnaigs,
the issue of whathight have caused “the earth” of this region to be in “darkness” during
the pre-Adamite Flood (Gen. 1:3j,that flood of the Persian Gulf was dried up in a
particular smaller region of the Persian Gulf either asgfdtte drop in sea levels caused

® Ross, H.The Genesis Questipop. cit, pp. 177-180.

* See Volume 1, Part 2, Chapter 9, section d, at Australia.
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by the start of the Last Ice Age @ 68,000 B.C. . It must be stressed that this is ONLY
ONE POSSIBILITY since while my model allows for this Gen. 1:2lvdi® ef the first
three 24 hour days to have been at c. 68,000 B.C., my model also allowsniteataser
dates as well, and the issue of when the Toba Eruption actually occuaist ia matter
of uncertainty. Thus in the final analysis, while we do not know the answeheo t
guestion of what caused the “darkness” in Gen. 1.2, the Toba Eruptioe {gossibility
though by no means the only possibility.

The Toba Eruption has been dated variously at somewhere between 75,000-
67,000 B.C. (Wikipedia, 202p c. 73,000 B.C. (Rose & Chesner, 188%. 72,000 B.C.
(Rampino & Self, 1993, this approximate date qualified in their 1992 dates, 72,000
B.C. +/-2,000 years (Chestet al, 1991), 71,910 B.C. +/- 2,590 years (Martingaral,

1987), 71,500 B.C. +/- 3,500 years (Ninkovihal, 1978), either 71,500 B.C. +/- 3,500
years or 71,000 B.C. +/- 4,000 years (Rampino & Self, 992,000 B.C. (Williamst
al, 2009), 70,000 B.C. +/- 3,000 years (Rose & Chesaenl, 19919, 69,100 B.C. +/-

> “Toba Catastrophe Theory,”  Wikipedia
(http://enwikipedia.org/wiki/Toba_catastrophe-thdory

® Rose, W.l. & Chesner, C.A., “Dispersal of ash in the greaa®ubption, 75
ka [= 75,000 years ago]Geology Vol. 15, Oct.1987, pp. 913-917 (see also their 1991
article,infra).

”  Ramping, M.R., & Self, S., “Climate-Volcanism Feedback & thebal
Eruption of ~ 74,000 Years Ago [symbol ~ = aboutQuaternary Researchvol. 40,
1993, pp. 269-280 (see also their 1992 artidiga); citing at pp. 169-270 Chestet al
(1991), Martinsoret al (1987), & Ninkovichet al (1978) (the latter of which | have
independently looked at); in Ninkovia al, “K-Ar-[Potassium (K) — Argon (Ar)] age of
the late Pleistocene eruption of Toba, north Sumaiattre Vol. 276, 7 Dec. 1978, pp.
574-577.

8 Ramping, M.R., & Self, S., “Volcanic winter & accelerated cigltion

following the Toba super-eruptionNature Vol. 359, 3 Sept. 1992, pp. 50-52 (see also
their 1993 article, submitted in May 1992, and so the same basic time as tlsisprge,

° Williams, M.A.J.et al, “Environmental impact of the 73 ka [= 73,000 years

ago] Toba super-eruption in South AsiaPalaeography, Palaeoclimatology,
PalaeoecologyVol. 284, 2009, pp. 295-314.

1 Rose, W.l. & Chesner, C.Aet al “Eruptive history of Earth’s largest

Quaternary caldera (Toba, Indonesia,) clarifigggblogy Vol. 19, March1991, pp. 200-

203 (see also their 1987 artickprg. Revising their 1987 date, Rose & Chesner here
consider some evidence supports a date. af1,000 B.C. +/- 4,000 years, and other
evidence supports a datea66,000 B.C. +/- 7,000 years; the overlap of these date being
70,000 B.C. +/- 3,000 years this is what | give as their dates.
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5,00(;1 Yyears (Zielinsket al, 1996}!, and 69,000 B.C. +/- 5,000 years (Robatkal
2009)~.

On the one hand, if the upper range of these dates earlier. 8&000 B.C. up to
c. 75,000 B.C. are correct, thgima faciethe Toba Eruption is too early to be a
candidate for the making the “darkness” of Gen. 1:2. Although $kiseiis further
complicated by the fact that 68,000 B.C. is not a precise date, and, for instance, Rose
estimates the Persian Gulf regression could have been up to 4,008aréarsat 72,000
B.C., and while | allow for this possibility, for my generalatahtions | am using the
date ofc. 68,000°. Thus relative to these Toba Eruption dates the matter takas on
greater significance in terms of thessiblerange of dates that these two evenéyhave
overlapped in. But on the other hand, if the lower range of these fdatec. 68,000
B.C. toc. 64,000 B.C. are correct, then the Toba Eruption is more clearly a canftida
the creating the “darkness” of Gen. 1:2. Given that the lower ata$ dor the Toba
Eruption are put at. 68,000-64,000 B.C. (Ninkovicét al, c. 68,000 B.C.; Rampino &
Self, c. 68,000 B.C.; Rose & Chesnast al, c. 68,000-67,000 B.C.; Zielinslet al, c.
68,000-64,100 B.C.; & Robocét al, c. 68,000-64,000 B.C.), given that this includes
dating techniques by Rampino & Self (1992) and Rose & Chesner (199d) tdih
give a lower date range of 68,000-67,000 B.C., and Ninkovi@t al (1978) includes
dating techniques that gives a lower date range in rounded numherg800-68,000
B.C.,infra, this further refines the possible lower end range; and given that this lodier e
date ofc. 68,000 B.C. clearly fits inside my best estimate on the presavaiiable data
for Adam atc. 68,000-62,000 B.C.prima facieit is certainly possiblethat the Toba
Eruption may have been used by God to create the “darkness” of Gen. 1:2.

However, this must be qualified by the four facts. Firstlydéue for the Persian
Gulf's regression at. 68,000 B.C. is not an entirely precise date itself, since ittedda
variously atc. 68,000-72,000 B.C. . But even staying at the preferred lower end date
range ofc. 68,000 B.C., it is stiljust possibleat the lower end of Ninkovich’s rounded
figures for it to correlate with this evepbssiblyup to several hundred years earlier
inside a range af. 68,500-68,000 B.C. . Secondly, the upper end of dates for estimates
of the Toba Eruption go as high @s75,000 B.C., which iat least7,000 years to early
for it to be a candidate in making the “darkness” of Gen. 1:2 oprésently preferred
date ofc. 68,000 B.C., or up to 3,000 years to early on even the upper estimatech Persi
Gulf regression date af. 72,000 B.C. . Thirdly, the fact that this explosion had a
massive impact well beyond the region of the Persian Gulf, would/ithptif God did
SO use it, it was most probably for some other purpose or purposeslas.gv, some

11 Zielinski, G.A.et al “Potential atmospheric impact of the Toba mega-eruption
~71,000 years agoGeophysical Research Letteigol. 23, No. 8, 15 April 1996, pp.
837-840.

12 Robock, Aet al, “Did the Toba eruption of ~74ka B.P. produce widespread

glaciation?,”Journal of Geophysical Researcghtmospheres (1984-2012).

13 See Part 2, Chapter 17, section e, and Rose’s “New Light oraf{um

Prehistory in the Arabo-Persian Gulf Oasis” (2010), p. 8i8s.
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have conjectured it is connected to the very starting of theckastge. Fourthly, Toba
ash has been found as far west of Toba in Sumatra as the Baygafl Beuth of Calcutta
and Indian Ocean, but not further west in the Indian Ocean than about dheokout
Bombay”®. This means that it is unlikely on the presently availabla thett the heavy
black ash of the Toba Explosion reached as far as the Persian Golwever, on one
model the Toba eruption caused a volcanic winter estimated at abgaass®. Even if

the volcanic winter was shorter than this, a volcanic winter nsghtbe part of the
“darkness” of Gen. 1:2. Therefore, the best we can say at dgs & that the Toba
Eruption isone speculative possibilitgs a mechanism for God to have used in making
the “darkness” of Gen. 1:2, but it is by no means the only speculative possibility.

The Toba Eruption was a super volcanic eruption in Lake Toba at Suimatra
Indonesia dated by different methodsa$9,500 B.C. +/- 5,500 years. Some think that
this created a volcanic winter that plunged the earth into 8teda age. But this is
conjectural and by no means certainSome of those advocating this theory claim that
the satyr beast populations, found in e.g., the Aper satyr bedasts, they wrongly claim
were a “human” group ancestral to contemporary mémas reduced te. 15,000” ‘c.
70,000 years ago.” However, all such estimates are based onukarcusage of
mitochondrial DNA®, which assumes certain rates of mitochondrial change on a
macroevolutionary model which considers that men, monkeys, and apebasksa
common ancestor, and so these claims are certainly false in the formetipey.ar

Given the presently unresolved conflicts and disagreements ofedgiffdating
techniques for the Toba Eruption inside the range. 1,000 B.C. +/- 4,000 years, |
certainly do not think it would be safe or wise to operate on theigpeethat its date
necessarily do correlate with the period of the Persian’s @glession, even though
mighthave been. Thus e.g., Robatkal (2009) say, “The erupted volume in dense rock
equivalent material ... was about three orders of magnitude langarfor the 1980
eruption of Mount St. Helens. Zielinskt al (1996) estimate that the eruption was
71,000 years ago +/- 5000 years on the basis of ice core datingent@pper (2002)
reviewed nine different estimates over a wide range, anduaettthat the eruption was
74,000 +/- 2000 years ago. For the purposes of this paper, the exact datetduatter

: 17 " By contrast, for our purposes the exact date, or at leasherhbie eruption was
Wlthln the period after the regression of the Persian Gu#B,000 B.C., opossiblyc.

Y Rose & Chesner, “Dispersal of ash in the great Toba eruptiors, 76k cit,
p. 913 (see “Ash Localities” Map).

15 williams, M.A.J. et al, “Environmental impact of the 73 ka Toba super-

eruption in South Asia,dp. cit, p. 295; referring to Rampino & Self, “Volcanic winter &
accelerated glaciation following the Toba super-eruption” (19§2)cit..

16 “Toba Catastrophe Theory,”  Wikipedia
(http://enwikipedia.org/wiki/Toba_catastrophe-thgory

17 Robock, Aet al, op. cit..
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68,000-72,000 B.C., certainly does matter. Rampino & Self radiometridatigyd
relevant volcanic deposits on Sumatra to either 71,500 B.C. +/- 3,500 0re@is000
B.C. +/- 4,000 year§ and these have a lower date range. &8,000-67,000 B.C.; and
Rose & Chesner dated Toba ash deposited by a isothermal plasganttiiack technique

to c. 71,000 B.C. +/- 4,000 years and 66,000 B.C. +/- 7,000 Yearsd the overlap of
these dates at 70,000 B.C. +/- 3,000 years also have a lower range8dd00-67,000
B.C. . Ninkovitchet alused a potassium (symbol K) decaying into argon (symbol Ar)
radiometric dating technique to arrive at a “K-Ar age of 73.53+16"2% but putting
these figures into powers of 10 (heré 103,000 years) means that the error bar is up to
500 years more than this (as the next power of 10 1s 404,000 years), and so in
deciphering these rounded numbers, Rampino & Self say that the kpbzsiBn has
“been dated by the K/Ar method at 73,500 +/- 3,500 yr old (Ninkowitchl, 1978f.”
This means that if one is looking at a volcanic winter of up to satsyor so as being
connected to the “darkness” of Gen. 1:2, one would have to date it &rthstart of the
regression of the Persian Guif 68,000-72,000 B.C., which on the data presently
available to me was most probably, though not definitelg8,000 B.C. . Therefore, on
the presently available data, one certainly could not rule out trstbpitg of the Toba
Eruption producing a volcanic wintar. 68,000 B.C. which was an element of the
“darkness” of Gen. 1:2; although if so, one would also have to stipuldtduhag the
time of the drying up of the Persian Gulf68,000 B.C., (opossiblymore widely atc.
68,000-72,000 B.C.,) that this drying up of some smaller localized portidtnvas the
terminus of the pre-Adamite Flood of Gen. 1:2.

But against thisit must be stressed that on the presently available data, the upper
dates for the Toba Eruption may be corrextd if so, these are beyond the Persian Gulf
regression dates af 68,000-72,000 B.C., and this matter does not ultimately have any
impact on the veracity of the claim for the “darkness” of Gen. 1That is because, the
God of heaven and earth could e.g., have caused a dust storm in conjwiitttia thick
heavy fog, so as to have created the “darkness” of Gen. 1:2refditeeif the resolution
of dates for the Toba Eruption should ultimately favour a rangelcleafore the
regression of the Persian Gulf at the start of the lasAd¢me so that this rules it out as a
candidate for the “darkness” of Gen. 1:2, this does not ultimatefyinge on an
appropriate scientific model for Gen. 1:2. On this matter oeptascertainty as to just
when the Toba Eruption occurred, just when the Persian Gulf regressiomeoc and

18 Rampino & Self, “Volcanic winter & accelerated glaciatimfiowing the

Toba super-eruption” (1992)p. cit, p. 50.

19 Rose, W.l. & Chesner, C.Aet al “Eruptive history of Earth’s largest

Quaternary caldera (Toba, Indonesia,) clarified” (198f) cit., p. 200.

20 Ninkovich et al, “K-Ar-age of the late Pleistocene eruption of Toba, north

Sumatra,”op. cit, pp. 576 & 577.

2L Ramping & Self, “Climate-Volcanism Feedback & the Toba Hompof ~
74,000 Years Ago,bp. cit, p. 269.
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just what its impact was in the Persian Gulf region, | amnded of the wise words of
the Honorary Local Earth Gap Schoolman, the Venerable John Pratt (d, d@M&fime
Anglican Archdeacon of Calcutta when India was “the jewel ofBiigssh Empire” and
Calcutta was “the second city of the Empire” after “thet ficity” of London.
Archdeacon Pratt was philosophical about the uncertainties and vagfattesscientific
data available to him as at 1871, and concludétese are questions which can be
decided only by scientific observérs “We must not be surprised at these reverses,” as
“science” is in an “onward progress” and sometimes thereeasrers made,” “leading to
truth at last.” But he stood confident, that whatever science should ultirhatebn the
matter, it could “never” be “an argument against the infallibility of the Wor@axf>.”

(Chapter 17) d] General Persian Gulf conditions during Late Pleistocene Il &
earlier Holocene.

The present Persian Gulf is a sea of the Indian Oceani¢sabétween the
Arabian Peninsula also known as Arabia on its west-side, and sosthrareon its east-
side which includes the southern parts of the Ararat-Zagros mouataje on its north-
east side. (It is referred to by Arabs as the Arabialf.)G The Persian Gulf is. 615
miles or 990 kilometres long, and its width varies from a maximum 260 miles or
340 kilometres to a minimum in the Strait of Hormuz d35 miles or 55 kilometres, and
it has a total sea area@f93,000 square miles or 241,000 square kilometres

At least to date, large portions of the Persian Gulf hawveived relatively little
sedimentation during the latter part of Pleistocene.|68,000-8,000 B.C.) and into the
following Holocene €. 8,000 B.C. to Second Advent). What relict sediments there are,
occur mainly along the eastern part of the Persian Gulf imrawmaoastal strip along the
Iranian coast. This is reflected in the fact that certain relict geglments at the present
bottom of certain shallow parts of the present Persian Gulf haveradmcarbon dated
to ¢. 11,000-5,000 B.€!.  This means that while there has been some amount of
sedimentation in the Persian Gulf over the last 13,000-7,000 years, by laaking
modern hydrographic map we can still get a good generalizedddmush” picture of
what the topography of the Persian Gulf was like when it wadathd during the Late
Pleistocene Il ¢. 68,000-8,000 B.C.). But to this must be made the qualification that

22 Pratt, J.H.Scripture and Science Not at Varianséxth edition, 18710p. cit,
pp. 186-189, 217-221; seventh edition, 18%2,cit, pp. 186-189, 217-221.

3 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD99p. cit, “The Indian Ocean: Major Marginal
seas of the Indian Ocean of special interest: Persian Gulf.”

4 sarnthein, M., “Sediments & History of the Postglacial Tgeession in the

Persian Gulf & Northwest Gulf of OmanWarine GeologyVol. 12, 1972, pp. 245-266.
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unless one uses a model that isolates one or more present islénel$efsian Gulf as
part of “the high hills” (Gen. 7:19) of “Eden” (Gen. 2:10), (and on the ptBsavailable

evidence of no relevant flood deposits on any of these islands havingesreifound,

this is an improbable, though not impossible conjecture,) then any satémporary
hydrographic map would fail to show what were formerly “the hidis"h(Gen. 7:19) of

this region, which may have been as highcaS0-67 metres oc. 165-220 feet, since
such a contemporary map includes erosion by the sea of such former “high hills.”

Therefore, though any such former “the high hills” (Gen. 7:19) of hE@E&en.
2:10) of this region have now been removed by Persian Gulf sea erosion, (unless one uses
a model that isolates one or more present islands of the Persfaas@Guth “high hills,”)
“the high hills” (Gen. 7:19) of “Eden” (Gen. 2:10) may have reachedeights ot. 50-
67 metres oc. 165-220 feet. The Egyptian king Mycerinus left a Pyramid whiah a
66 metres oc. 218 feet, though smaller than Cheops’ Pyrarsid280 metres oc. 756
feet) and Chephren’s Pyramicl 216 metres oc. 708 feet), is still one of the three Great
Pyramids at Giza near Cairo, built on the Nile River of Egyptis reminds us that if
“the high hills” (Gen. 7:19) of “Eden” (Gen. 2:10) had fairly steéegines, something
like Mycerinus’s Pyramid which stands tall@at6 metres oc. 218 feet, then a series of
such high hills with larger peaks than Mycerinus’s Pyramid, woeltthmly have made a
strikingly impressive sight on the relatively flat plains of Edemmething like, though
not exactly the same as, a close cluster of perhaps a dozen erMyoerinus’'s
Pyramids. There are also three smaller pyramids in front of the thre@g@aids.
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The three Great Pyramids of Giza, Egypt. The south-west side of Myterinus
Left to right: Cheops, Chephren, Mycerifius  Pyramid, Giz&.

North-side entrance to Mycerinus’s Pyramid which.&6 metres oc. 218 feet is

about the height of “the high hills” (Gen. 7:19) of “Eden” (Gen. 2:10); and thus “the
tops of the mountains” in “the mountains of Ararat” (Gen. 8:5,6) on which Noah’s
Ark came to rest. The relative size perspective in this photo shows how the people
between the buses & pyramid look like small specks relative to its soarifg. heig

Therefore, even though a contemporary hydrographic map of the P@rdfais
helpful in aiding us understand what this area was like during tleeRlaistocene Il and
earlier Holocene periods, we need to use any contemporary hgphagrmap in a
critical way that e.g., recognizes erosion of any such “high hillsh(@g.9) by sea water
may reasonably be said to have occurred over the last séveusbnd years. In this
context, | thank God for all of my six trips from Sydney to London (@hthe longest

% Picture from “Giza Necropolis,”  Wikipedia

(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Giza Necropojis

% This and the following picture of Mycerinus’srgnid from George Delangs
unum “Ancient Egypt ... Mycerninus ... Pyramid. Near f@ai Giza, Egypt’
(http://www.delange.org/Menkaure/EP3-4.htm
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plane trips in the world,) where | have worked as a school téached for the fact that
when | have been there | have been a member of the BritishryLibriondon’s British
Library is a gold-mine that | have been privileged to dig in, and /lgokl nuggets have
acted as a powerful attraction to me on all my trips thereith Wspect to the Out-of-
Eden Persian Gulf model found in this work, | have looked at a numberps imahe
Maps Room of the British Library which | have found most useful. €uoh series of
excellent British Admiralty Map maps | first learnt of August and September 2003, is
seen in the map pictured below which is a British Admiraitgrographic map of “Qatar
to Shatt Al'Araf®.” It could only be photocopied in smaller sections which | then stuck
together. As pictured below, it shows the various depths of the present Persias &ulf
1951. The region of Tangistan as seen in a close-up in the secondiregpn the
Persian Gulf's north-eastern portion, includes places such asdtiern Mohammedan
coastal towns of Bashi and Barbu. Interestingly, at for instdtoemozgan which is
also part of Tangistan though much further south, indeed, in the-sastigrn portion of
the Persian Gulf, which is an area is too far south to be p&tief, we find that the
Ararat-Zagros mountains rise up from the Persian Gulf with nervehing coastal
plain®®, so that if this area was dry, the Ararat-Zagros mountain rangklaere extend
directly into the present Persian Gulf. And more geneved\see from these maps that
if the Persian Gulf was dry land, one could reasonably understandopdines Ararat-
Zagros mountain range as extending into what is presently the Persian Gulf.

2’| went from Sydney, Australia, to London, UK, April 2001-April 2002 (1st
trip); Dec. 2002-July 2003 (2nd trip); August 2003-April 2004 (3rd trigt. Q005-April
2006 (4th trip); Sept. 2008-March 2009 (5th trip); & Oct. 2012-March 2013 (6th trip).

8 British Admiralty Map 2847, Hydrographic Department, “Asid®etsian

Gulf” “Western Sheet,” UK, 1951. According to my British Libracgmputer file
records, | requested this map in September 2003.

29 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD99p. cit, “Hormozgan.”



One of the British Admiralty Méps of Persian Gulf
Gavin got from British Library, London, UK, 2003.

This very useful British Admiralty Map Persian Gulf “WesteSheet,” shows
multiple Persian Gulf depths in fathoms (1 fathom is 6 foat. dr.83 metres), with sea
levels in the deepest central parts of the Gulf varying betwe&® 35 fathoms oc. 36-

66 metres, occasionally going higher than this to depths of, fanicest. 42 fathoms or

C. 77 metres, and. 44 fathoms oc. 80 metres, and frequently less than this from some
distance out from the east and west coasts as one approachesodstse Another
British Admiralty Map | photocopied, Persian Gulf “Eastern SHgetas more detail at
the south-east end of the Persian Gulf, and its shows that thewsds are again
generally low, although in the south east section near the twast are some deeper
points where the Gulf is more commonly between 40 and 50 fathoms ceepetw/3
andc. 91.4 metres; and at its very deepest south-eastern parts tte depth varies
between e.gg. 42 fathoms oc. 77 metres, 46 fathoms or84 metres, 47 fathoms or

86 metres, 49 fathoms or 90 metres, 53 fathoms or 97 metres, 58 fathoms or 106
metres, and 60 fathoms ©r110 metres, although these higher range depths are quite rare
and unrepresentative of the general Gulf depths. Without considerindgttikof this
very broad-brush “big picturethe big point to note is that the Persian Gulf is relatively
shallow and relatively flatand so can become a dry area with relatively small drops in
sea-levels such as those found in association with an ice age,@hdraimes it can be
easily affected in terms of its size at the coast®dwyllations in sea-levels relating to
atmospheric pressure, wind conditions, or longer term alterationdilienite change
seen in, for instance, the amounts of water freezing in the AxgticAntarctic regions.

%0 British Admiralty Map 2837, Hydrographic Department, “Asi@efsian

Gulf” “Eastern Sheet,” UK, 1951. According to my British Librargngputer file
records, | requested this map (as well as Persian Gulf Map 2858) in August 2003.
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E.g., such factors meant that globally, overall sea levels rabe itwentieth century by

c. 1.2 millimetres orc. %/2d" of an inch, although due to oscillations in sea levels, for 10
years between 1946 and 1956, there were significant sea levedfrsés5 millimetres
orc. /s of an inch per annuth

Let us now consider a very broad-brush picture of the Persian Giutigdine
Late Pleistocene Il perioct.(68,000-8,000 B.C.) and the earlier part of the following
Holecene period.

In the Pleistocenec( 2.6 million B.C. toc. 8,000 B.C.), near the end bhte
Pleistocene [c. 128,000-68,000 B.C.), io. 78,000 B.C. the Persian Gulf sea-levels were
c. 20 metres or 65% feet below present levels, and they then stadeapt’. Then in
the followingLate Pleistocene Jli.e., during the last ice age 68,000-8,000 B.C., with
sea-level drops caused by the ice age, the Persian Gulf becamly dry land with
continental conditiors.

Only in the far north-west portion of the Persian Gulf is the sewlirdistinctive,
and unlike modern river deposits where there is a dominance of magh(dy mix of
fine-grained minerals), the indications are that the anciemtrsriof the Tigris and
Euphrates which fed into the Persian Gulf during this time of cortheonditions
carried with them relatively little sediméht This conclusion is supported by pollen
analysis, Quaternary sediments in southwest Iran, and climedey’®>. This indicates

31 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD9@p. cit, “Sea level.”

%2 Chafetz, H.S. & Rush, P.F., “Two-Phase Diagensis of Quate@@bonates,
Arabian Gulf ...,” Journal of Sedimentary Reseaydbol. A65, No. 2, April, 1995, pp.
294-305, at p. 299.

3 swift, S.A.et al “Gas venting and late Quaternary sedimentatichérPersian

(Arabian) Gulf” (1996)pp. cit..
3 sarnthein, M., “Sediments ... in the Persian Gulf op?cit, pp. 257 & 259.

% \bid., p. 264; citingfor pollen analysisVan Zeist, W. & Wright Jr., H.E.,
“Preliminary pollen studies at Lake Zeribar, Zagros Mountaionsithswestern Iran,”
Science Vol. 140, p. 65; & Van Zeist, W., “Late Quaternary vegetation hjstufr
western Iran,” Review of Palaeobotany & Palynologyol. 2, pp. 301-311;for
Quaternary sedimentsn southwest Iran: Butzer, K.W., “Quaternary stratigraphy &
climate in the Near EastBonner Geographische Abhandlung&fal. 24, 1958, pp. 1-
157; Bobek, H., “Nature & Implications of Quaternary climatic changésan, 1963, in
Proceedings of the World Meteorological Organization (WMO) — UnitedioNst
Educational, Scientific, & Cultural Organization (UNESCO) Symposium, Changes of
Climate Rome, 1961, UNESCO, Arid Zone Research, Paris, France, pp. 403-413; &
Vita-Finzi, 1969; andor climate theoryFairbridge, R.W., “Eiszeitklima in Nordafrike,”
Geologische Rundschdinternational Journal of Earth Sciences), 1965, Vol. 54, No. 1,
pp. 399-414; Lamb, H.H., “Climatic changes & variations in the atmosp&edcean
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that the Lord formerly had some form of filtering system in place on #terdlow of the

Tigris and Euphrates into the Land of Eden. This filtering sysippears to have
involved making these rivers substantially less active during Rkgistocene 1l and the
Early Holocene, and while the manner in which this was done isllgpige, this was

possiblyaccomplished by, for instance, having river water go interees of lakes in
Mesopotamia, similar to those found today between Bagdad andBasra

During Late Pleistocene I{c. 68,000-8,000 B.C.), the generally dry Persian Gulf
region which on the model endorsed in this work was home to the land ofilkEde
smaller portion somewhere in its more north-easterly regionnwas generally affected
by oscillations in sea in its southern parts i.e., south from tle¢ysaf Eden. (And if
Eden had a physical wall of e.g., ice, it would also have had seweé df protection
from e.g., any possible short term sea oscillations going funibréih.) Thus Fairbridge
(1961) who dated the maximum Wurm glaciation witlikimum area of the Persian Gulf as
dry land fromc. 68,000-15,000 B.€, dated a partial return of the sea in the southern
parts of the Persian Gulf at 43,000-28,000 B.C., although Curray put itca3,000
B.C¥®. Amidst other disputed dates for sea oscillations in the Re@i#, infra, this
partial ocean transgression of sea waters into the southerarP&musif was then later
dated by Swifet al (1996) atc. 27,400-20,800 B.€% as during this time frorn. 28,000-
20,000 B.C. the sea level rose to about minus 40 metres (or — 130 feet)emut t
dropped to about minus 120 metres (or — 390 feet) (®widd, 1999f°. The dates of
Swift et al have some support from Carbon 14 dated samples of miliolites i.e., asbon
cemented sand dunes generally with marine shell debris and doliteslith$?), from

circulations,” Geologische Rundschainternational Journal of Earth Sciences), 1965,
Vol. 54, No. 1, pp. 486-504; & Flohn, H., “Ein geophysikalisches Eiszeit-Modell,”
Eiszeitalter Gegenwart/ol. 20, 1969, pp. 204-231.

3¢ \bid. .

3" Fairbridge, R.W., “Eustatic changes in sea levehysics & Chemistry of the

Earth Journa) Vol. 5, 1961, p. 99; cited in Stoffers, P. & Ross, D.A., “Late Plegstec
& Holocene Sedimentation in the Persian Gulf — Gulf of Om&edimentary Geology
Vol. 23, 1979, pp. 181-208, at p. 206.

% Kassler at pp. 24,32; in Purser, B.H. (Ediftine Persian Gulf1973),0p. cit..

39 swift, S.A.et al “Gas venting and late Quaternary sedimentaticheérPersian

(Arabian) Gulf” (1996)0p. cit..

40 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.

41 Egg-shaped or spherical crystalline deposits usually madef @alcium

carbonite, but sometimes of silica, siderite, calcium phosphate, iron silicata oxide.
Their diameters vary from. 0.25-2.0 millimetres ol/100" to #/100" of an inch.
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the Trucial Coast area around the United Arab Emirates in thb-a@st Persian Gulf
which gave dates af 28,000-18,000 B.¢2

During this time there was a long estuary or bay formed asdhth-east of the
Persian Gulf which reached the Gulf of Oman’s shelf m&tgbut | think this was too
far south to possibly be one of the “seas” (Gen. 1:22) of “Eden” (G&D), Zince on my
understanding of the Ararat-Zagros mountain range with respelee tartding place of
Noah’s Ark (Gen. 8:4), | would look to a more local flood under the watevghat is
now the north-east region of the Persian Gulf, than a local flcozhirgy this far south.
Furthermore, there is evidence that the sea-levels wereatisglback and forth into this
more southern region of the Persian Gulf as seen in, for instdreceemains of reefs
Therefore, if, unlike myself, and like, for instance, Hugh Ross in 2014vereto argue
for a model in which “The Location of Eden” was “in what is now #uaitheastern
portion of the Persian GUdf” then one would face the problem that during Pleistocene I
(c. 68,000-8,000 B.C.) with respect to both smaller and shorter as wellges &nd
longer transgressions of Indian Ocean waters, the southern ames teekave been too
unstable with respect to the need of remaining dry for it to hase deandidate for the
Land of Eden. Furthermore, if one were to theorize a moré@wuEdenic area, one
would also face the problem that any such ocean transgressooiis ave introduced
saline poisoning to any agricultural land. While such a locatioridMoi theoretically
possible if Eden was surrounding by a water-proof wall, if thishere God did locate
Eden, he “would have been doing it the hard way” relative to a natberly location.
And of course, if there was not a water-proof wall around Eden, areawater-proof
wall only designed to hold back very short term floods, then Eden vinawiel had to be
at a more northerly location in the Gulf. And all this is ddiion to the point already
made, that the ending of the Ararat-Zagros mountain range at anorinerly point in
the Persian Gulf would also create problems for a southern end HEdeet with regard
to the resting place of Noah’s Ark (Gen. 8:4).

During the earlier part of thelolocene(c. 8,000 B.C. to Second Advent), the
Persian Gulf became increasingly flooded in a succession oflatagl sea-levels
connected with overall increasing sea levels eventually neguhia complete flooding
the Persian Gulf; though the precise details of this, and prdatss for these sea level
oscillations, remain matters of academic dispute by differesearchers,infra.

2 purser, B.H. & Seibold, E., “The Principal Environmental Factftsdncing

Holocene Sedimentation in the Persian Gulf,” p. 24; in PuiBsktk, (Editor) The Persian
Gulf (1973),0p. cit.

43 sarnthein, M., “Sediments ... in the Persian Gulf op” cit, pp. 260 & 261
(map).

* Ibid. .

%> Ross, H., “Q[uestion] & A[nswer]: Four Rivers the Location of Eden,” (10

April 2014),0p. cit..
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However, as the “big picture” applies to the Out-of-Eden Persiahn@del endorsed in
this work, different ocean level rises appear to have pushed out wlifferg-of-Eden
Persian Gulf migrants who in one most important particular véroed earlier waves of
migrants following Noah’'s Floodt. 50,000 B.C. +/- 16,000 years, which on a best
estimate on presently available data wa35,000 B.C. . And that is this, that whereas
the pre-Holocene Adamites exiting Eden during Pleistocenersbbk their culture of
civilization by adopting and modifying the animal cultures of shaasts that they came
into contact with, so as to produce hunter-gatherer cultures whichitexihiboth cultural
continuity with, and cultural change from, earlier satyr beastumasd; by contrast, the
post-Holocene Adamites exiting Eden retained their cultural céionsawith civilization

as originating from Adamic times in the Land of Eden and asm@d after Noah’s
Flood in Greater Eden. However, diversities of civilization temrga after this time
imply multiple ethnic civilizations in the post Noachic Flood Perdbulf region, taking
with them multiple ethnic civilizations rather than one specific type ofizatibri*®.

There are rival dates on rival models for the different Isgal oscillations
affecting the Persian Gulf in, and around, the Holocene. In msisinces, at least to
date the lack of discovery of something like shells from cleaftogeal start and end
levels that can be Carbon 14 dated, means that what materalishthat has been
Carbon 14 dated can be explained on differing models, and variationesffoathese
sea oscillations can be in the order of thousands of years. Thus in connection with dating
the start of relevant Persian Gulf sea level rises 8,000 B.C., Sarnthein notes, “the
exact time for the starind the end of the risas well as its precise progress are
somewhat controversiél” Baetemaret unumdate the rise in the Persian Gulf fram
12,000 B.C®®. Milliman & Emery date the start of the Persian Guift®an return te.
11,000-10,000 B.C. from. 100-65 metres below present sea levels. 830-210 fe€f.
Stoffers & Ross date the start of the Gulf's ocean regression1i0,000 B.C., and say
that some ocean regression of the Persian Gulf has been datadfibg-grained
aragonitic mud sequence ¢09,000 B.C. +/- 80 years, with the sea reaching the northern
end of the Persian Gulf by 6,500 B.C:°.  And Swiftet al date “the major glacial melt”

% This Out-of-Eden transfer of civilization during the Holocéras been

misinterpreted by the spiritually blind Darwinian secularists“the start” of man’s
civilization as he “evolved up” from a hunter-gatherer culture to creaté&zeins.

47 Sarnthein, M., “Sediments ... in the Persian Gulf .ap. cit, p. 260

(emphasis mine).

8 Baeteman, Cet unum “Holocene sedimentary evolution & palaeocoastlines
of the Lower Khuzestan plain (southwest Irartiflarine Geology Vol. 242, 2007, pp.
83-108, at p. 86.

49 Milliman, J.D. & Emery, K.O., “Sea levels during the past 35,968rs,”
Science 1968, Vol. 162 (3858), pp. 1121-1123; cited in Sarnthein, M., “Sediments ... in
the Persian Gulf ...,bp. cit, p. 262.

0 Stoffers & Ross “Late Pleistocene .. op. cit, pp. 181 & 206.
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atc. 7,500-6,500 B.C., as sea levels rose from minus 50 metres (or — 16% fexts
28 metres (or — 92 feét)

But the Persian Gulf was still not at present sea levelswoip this; and there
were a number of subsequent sea-level oscillations in the Gulf.eir @ating and
magnitude is also subject to various levels of dispute, once agaito dine absence of
e.g., something that can be clearly Carbon 14 dated at a starichpdiet of a given sea
level oscillation. Thus as with earlier sea level osaiiet, we find disputed
interpretations of dating this or that mud sequence or sedimentargrs® in which the
relevant dates lack any sufficiently objective standard toupdes the generality of
researches outside broadly agreed limits of up to several thousands of years.

Baetemanret unumwho date the rise in the Persian Gulf fram12,000 B.C.,
supra then consider this rise was escalated betwe@/®00 B.C. and. 4,000 B.C., later
reaching its maximum level about 1-2 metres or 3%-6%% foot above present seelevels
2,300 B.C., followed by a slow sea-level decrease to contemporarg’fevdlhus e.g., a
sedimentary sequence to the north-east of Basra (or Al Bagsamarth of the present
Persian Gulf,) towards the Karun River, was interpreted by Baetemamumto mean an
inundation of the post-glacial sea-level around 6,000 B.C., and in theirthiewneans
that the Persian Gulf extended at least 80 kilometres or 5k mdrth of its present
shoreline position i. 6,000 B.C. . But they freely say that the “sedimentary sequence
... can be interpretetithis way’ i.e., other possible interpretations exist. And they refer
to another analyst, Aqrawi (2001), who “found a similar transition in the Tigris+&tgsh
plain” to themselves, but say “he estimated” it to be about 3,500 \ater “at
approximately” 2,500 B.€%.. But on their earlier dates, they say “Isisggestetthat
following a deceleration in the relative sea levels fron8,500 B.C., “the coastline
remained relatively stable.” Others however clearly demagyith these earlier dates of
Baetemaret ununt>. E.g., they say that on their estimates they would disagtkehei
dates of those arguing for higher sea-levels at .4,000 B.C. such as Dalongeville &
Sanlaville (1987), Sanlaville (1989 & 2002, his date wa% 300 B.C.nfra, and alsc.

L swift, S.A.et al “Late Quaternary stratigraphy ... of the Persiarapan) Gulf

region” (1996)op. cit, p. 20.

2 Baeteman, Cet unum “Holocene sedimentary evolution & palaeocoastlines
of the Lower Khuzestan plain (southwest Irariflarine Geology Vol. 242, 2007, pp.
83-108, at p. 86.

> Baeteman, Cet unum(2007),0p. cit, pp. 87 (map for sample B54) & 97
(emphasis mine).

> |bid., p. 104; citing Agrawi, A.A.M., “Stratigraphic signatures of climat
change during the Holocene evolution of the Tigris-Euphrates dettaer |
Mesopotamia,’Global & Planetary Change Journal, Vol. 272001, pp. 267-283.

> |bid. (emphasis mine).
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3,000 B.C.,infra), and Dalongeville (2008}  Certainly Baetemaet unumoffer no
solid reason for their much earlier dates, which at best aredbaound a highly
conjectural andh dubiodating interpretation of a sedimentary sequence.

In general, researchers use much later dates than Baetermnum so that their
post-glacial inundation date af 6,000 B.C is at an upper end range in the order. of
6,000-3,000 B.C., although in general these dates fall in the raicg4,0600-3,000 B.C. .
Thus in connection with dating the end of relevant Persian Gulesehrlses ta. 4,000
B.C., Sarnthein (1972) notes, “the exact timetha start and the end of the r&e well
as its precise progress are somewhat controverstal’ That controversy also includes
elements of a disagreement as to where in the range4gd00-2,300 B.C. the Persian
Gulf reached its generalized sea level maximums. (And thougintelge scope of this
work, more widely there has been variation of views for the RelGiaf's northern
extension over the period of 6,000 B.C. toc. 1560 A.D%®) This matter may also
intersect with the issue of what has happened at the mouth o¥élsepotamian
Depression which has resolved into three conflicting and rival vie®eme says it has
been stable (e.g., Kassler, 1973); others that it has undergone subgelgncAl-Zamel,
1985); and others that sedimentation exceeded subsidence so that, ficeinStalaville
(1992) proposed that at. 4,000-3,400 B.C. the Persian Gulf's went north into
Mesopotamia up to. 260 kilometres or 160 mile$

Thus in this “somewhat controversial’ issue of “the exact tiare f the end of
the rise” of the Persian Gulf sea levels, in addition to theehiginge date of Baeteman
et unumatc. 6,000 B.C., there is dispute in the lower range of dates whighbedween
oscillations at e.gg. 4,300 B.C. and. 3,000 B.C. (Sanlaville, 1989& 2002Y: c. 4,000

*% |bid., p. 106.
>"  Sarnthein, M., “Sediments ... in the Persian Gulf .ap’ cit, pp. 260
(emphasis mine) & 262.

*8  Baeteman, Get unum(2007),0p. cit, pp. 83 & 87-88. E.g., Hansman (1978)
thought there was no appreciable change in the Persian GulfiBadrem the time of
the ancient Greek Empire, whereas Sanlaville (2002 & 2005) disagndepr@posed a
10th century A.D. mediaeval highstand for Persian Gulf sea levels.

9 Swift, S.A.et al “Late Quaternary stratigraphy ... of the Persiaraptan) Gulf
region” (1996)op. cit, p. 18.

% bid., p. 13; citing Sanlaville 1988p. cit..

®1 Baeteman, Get unum(2007),0p. cit, p. 86; citing Sanlaville, P., “Considération
sur I'évolution de la basse Mésopotamie au coursldasers millénaires,Paléorient Vol.
15, 1989, pp. 5-27, & “The deltaic complex of thevés Mesopotamian plain & its
evolution through millennia,” 2002, in Nicholson,., EClark, P. (Editors),The Iraqi
Marshlands Politico’s Publishing, London, UK, pp. 133-150.
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B.C. (Sarnthein, 197%” c. 4,000-3,400 B.C. (Sanlaville, 1992); aed 3,000 B.C.
(Purser, 1973¢t al, infra). And beyond this, relative sea-level maximums in the Persian
Gulf are further disputed with this being dated from the afeébe north-western Persian
Gulf (at Kuwait) variously at e.gg. 2,630 B.C. +/- 60 years (Sanlaville, 1989 & 2002),
or c. 2,300 B.C. (Baetemast unum 20073). There are thus oscillating sea levels
reaching claimed peaka date ranges af. 6,000-2,300 B.C. .

Though on the presently available data | think it a less likelyilmbigs | allow
for the possibility that Sanlaville’s (1992) proposalight be correct i.e., that at 4,000-
3,400 B.C. the Persian Gulf's went north into Mesopotamia up 260 kilometres or
160 miles. If so, major sea-level changes would have ended00 B.C.; and if so, |
allow that it was possibly the drop in sea levels 400 yeatgrea. 3,400 B.C. that
stimulated population movements. But though the data is not sdaiear3,200 B.C.
+/- 200 years for one to be absolutely sure on this matter dinti@s| nevertheless think
it favours a later wave. 3,000 B.C. .

Thus of these various dates, | faveu,000 B.C. for a later wave of the out-of-
Eden Persian Gulf inhabitants bringing with them domestic anifrais Greater Eden,
because of its intersecting agreement with the first appearancertainceomestic
creaturesat c. 3,000 B.C. that look to me like they are coming from Begsian Gulf
civilizations; although | allow for the Persian &td have then risen even higher at these
later dates o€. 2,630 B.C. +/- 60 years @ 2,300 B.C. (dated by oolites / oolitfs |
also see a correlation here with a Chinese groutm@xhe Persian Gulf to join earlier
waves of Chinamen in China, and this then correjatvith one of two rival dates for the
Chinese emperor, Fu-Hsi (or Xi), who on the eadiate ruled foc. 115 years from 2,952
to 2,836 B.C. . My methodology for the date of c. 3,000 B.C. would cleatlyp@@ccepted
by anyone who did not first concur with my Out-deE model premisthat there were
people living in civilizations in the Persian Gulf who mowed in waves from various sea-
level oscillations affecting their Persian Gulf Gred&den homelands both in and before
c. 3,000 B.C., taking their domestic creatures with them during dhecehe (other than the
dog which went earlier). And even if they did concur with@ut-of-Eden model premise,
they might still consider that the sea levels redctheir maximums at an earlier date, and
that the Out-of-Eden Persian Gulf inhabitants wareinknown locations for a period of
some hundreds of years before records of their domesti@aribrought from Greater Eden
appearc. 3,000 B.C.. And indeed, were future research to indicate thaader eates
of e.g.,c. 4,000 B.C. were correct, then this would become the best interpretatioyn of
model. But while it is subject to review if new clear datdigates that it is clearly

%2 sarnthein, M., “Sediments ... in the Persian Gujf op. cit, p. 260.
®3  Baeteman, Cet unum(2007),0p. cit, p. 86; also citing Sanlaville 198%p.
cit. & 20020p. cit.

4 Egg-shaped or spherical crystalline deposits usually madef walcium

carbonite, but sometimes of silica, siderite, calcium phosphate, iron silicat® oxide.
Their diameters vary from. 0.25-2.0 millimetres ol/100" to #/100" of an inch.
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incorrect, (as opposed to simply more conjectures comparable to Hentpadternative
speculations of dates up 06,000 B.C. which are unsubstantiated with any clear and
convincing evidence,) on the presently available data I think a dat8®&f00 B.C. is the
better view because of its intersecting agreement witle thikger matters. And | would
presently hold to a similar view for the Egyptians, whom | thiaktier moved from the
Persian Gulf to the Nile River, and for associated reasonsiog ricean levels at.
3,000 B.C. then moved up out of the Nile around the same time. Howtehenld also
be noted that in this “somewhat controversial’ arkdating, there have been a number of
researchers who while not sharing relevant elemehtsiy Out-of-Eden Persian Gulf
methodology, have quite autonomously concluded tthatrelevant sea level rises ended
about 5,000 years ago or about 3,000 B.C. (evéeyfdo not agree on what caused this).

Thus e.g., Purser & Seibold say, “the sea level began to rise Ab@@O to
20,000 years B[efore] P[resent], andit.reached its present level some 5,000 years ago
in a series of rapid advancesparated by stillstands®>.” A sea level curve constructed
by Sanlaville based on archaeological and core data from the Lidesopotamian
Depression show the sea level was at about minus 20 metres (orfeddp¥ac. 6,000
B.C.éGrising to about plus 3 metres above the present sea levell(dbfeet) inc. 3,000
B.C.".

Although in what is a possible qualification, and depending on hovs it i
interpreted, either a partial or a more fulsome conflictingniopi of Diester-Haass
(1973), involves aeductionhe made which might be wrong, to the effect that in at least
parts of west coast Iran on the eastern side of the Persian Gulf,itilepo# the lobes
off Iran were not continuous during the Holocene, #rebe did not occur due to the
presence of two dry periodshich he dated at. 7,000-5,500 B.C. and. 3,000-1,500
B.C®". Besides this deduction about what was happening in parts of taee@stsian
Gulf, we have evidence of some differences in the south eastdronpoir the Persian
Gulf. At the south eastern end of the Persian Gulf in the Musa@Gtamnel, while marl
deposits (an earthy mix of fine-grained minerals) startethiatchannel’s northern end
shortly afterc. 8,500 B.C., indicating a sea-rise at this time; such marl dspdisi not
start on this channel’'s western end’s northern edgec.ti3,320 B.C. +/- 80 years,

®  Purser & Seiboldpp. cit, p. 27; in Purser, B.H. (Editoffhe Persian Gulf
(1973),0p. cit.(emphasis mine).

% Swift, S.A.et al, “Late Quaternary stratigraphy ... of the Persiarapan) Gulf
region” (1996)op. cit, p. 13; citing Sanlaville 198@p. cit..

7 Swift, S.A.et al “Late Quaternary stratigraphy ... of the Persiaraptan) Gulf
region” (1996)0p. cit, p. 11; citing Diester-Haas, L., “Holocene climate ia Bersian Gulf
as deduced from grain-size and pteropod distribyitidarine Geology Vol. 14, pp. 207-
223.
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indicating a further sea-rise in this area at that tinleagt in the south eastern portion of
the Persian Guif.

Also in the central-western and south-western portion of thealRe®ilf, is some
further evidence. There were clearly upwards oscillationsalesels in the area of the
central to south western coast of the Persian Gulf, seerigheth bank” on what is a dry
land “terrace” of “very well-cemented shells” about 3 metre$0 feet above present sea
level, and which “were collected with hammer” prizing them ouludail Industrial City
(also known as Al-Jubayl / Jubail), a port city of Saudi-Arabia optésent central-west
coast of the Persian Gulf, and also shells from the southemast of the Persian Gulf in
the Trucial Coast area around Qatar. These showed Carbon lfbd#tescentral west
Persian Gulf (Jubail) coast of 2,000 B.C., and for the south-wesaiP&ssIIf Trucial
Coast area of 2,340 B.C. +/- 180 years, 2,200 B.C. +/- 200 years, and 1,930-B3D
year§®. Thus the Persian Gulf was3 metres or 10 feet higher than what it presently is,
on its central western to southern western coastligg®00 B.C. .

We thus find that while there were cleaHplocenePersian Gulf oscillations till
c. 2,000 B.C., a number of these appear to have been regionalized to pertiains of
the Persian Gulf area. Both for this reason, and also due to dimges, in any
synthesis of the data, the overall picture of the Persian Gadillating sea-levels are
thus open to diverse models of interpretation in terms of what was riagpe the
Persian Gulf more generally. While for my immediate purpo$esé selected a model
looking to oscillating sea levels with one of the higher rises 3000 B.C. given the
uncertainty of the dath allow that this specific applicatiomight be wrong But“the
big point” | make is rock solid, namely, that there were oscillatieg Eevels in the
Persian Gulf during the Persian which | consider correlate with armda@x population
movements transporting civilization out of the Persian Gulf regioGrefater Eden
during the Holocene In the event that future solid evidence should rule out my
provisional model of a higher rise at 3,000 B.C., and so an earlier final date in the
present range of up m 6,000 B.C. had to be selected, e.g., a date 4f000 B.C. (or
earlier), this would ultimately not impact “the big picture,” buduM merely qualify it to
mean that one of the latter groups that | thought had left the Persian Gulftabéhisust
have left earlier than this, and their domestic animals whish dppearc. 3,000 B.C.
must have been somewhere else for some time and we simply do noebtends as to
where they were in the interim.

Hence at this time we are left with a number of uncertaintreluding the issue
of “how close to the edge” of the Persian Gulf present shoredinigter high-level,

®  Swift, S.A.et al “Late Quaternary stratigraphy ... of the Persiaraptan) Gulf
region” (1996)op. cit, p. 11.

%9 z6tl, J.G. & Al-Sayari, S.S. (EditorsQuaternary Period in Saudi Arahia
Cooperative Research Project of the Austrian Academy of Sci@mad&snna, Austria,
and the University of Petroleum and Minerals in Dhahran, Saudi Ar&panger-
Verlag, Vienna, Austria, 1978, pp. 56-57.
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might such civilizations have been? | am certainly open to the posdihdittheymight
have been quite close “to the edges,” although, “How close?” is amjopstion. | saw
an example of this wheen routeto London, UK, in October 2012 from Sydney,
Australia, at which time | thank God | was privileged to stop in Baga (Hong Kong,
China, airport stop), Central Asia (India), Asia Minor (Turkey), aadtexn Europe
(Bulgaria). In Asia Minor one of the sites | visited was ddigmodern Iznik), and
among other things | inspected the site of General Council oNc825 A.D., whose
Trinitarian doctrine upheld Biblical orthodoxy against Arian heregitacking the Deity
of Christ. (See e.g., Articles 1-3,8,21, Angli@hArticles) The General Council was
held in the Senatus Palace by the Emperor, Constantine the(r8at), and the stone
work from an old part of Nicea which dates from this timstil visible as seen in the
below photo. It is thought by some to be part of the Senatus Patatey others to be
simply be a part of the older city of Nicea that existe@25 A.D., but not specifically
part of the Senatus Palace. Either way, these are the drdityofemains from Nicea as
it was in 325 A.D., with the rest of the old city now under theevgadf the Sea of Nicea
(or Lake Iznik).

- —=
All that remains of the ancient part of Nicea in Asia Minoodern Iznik in Turkey)
from that part of old city Nicea where the General CouncilNotea was held in 325
A.D., which upheld Trinitarian orthodoxy against Arian heresy.is Iihow largely sunk
below the Sea of Nicea (or Lake Iznik), showing how smaller @iyfizations quite
close to the edges of the Persian Gulf might likewise have lbseinl even relatively
small oscillations of sea levels during the Holocene. October 2012.

(Chapter 17) e] Man and the Persian Gulf Region during Late Pleistocene Il &
earlier Holocene.

In terms of methodology, | maintain the validity of the integratwdrmaterial
from the Bible and the sciences, for example, from the sai@tees. Thus in Volume
2, Part 6, critical usage is made of Sumerian, BabylonighEgyptian as written evidence
for a Flood date o€. 35,000 B.C., which | regard as the best estimatéherpresently
available data, even though | allow for the posgimf Noah's Flood in a broader range of
c. 50,000 B.C. +/- 16,000 years i.e, 66,000-34,000 B.C. . | also recognize the
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absolute infallibility of the Divine Revelation of the Holy Bibleydamaintain that no
data in the wider scientific material may properly be inttgat in a way that is “contrary
to God’s Word,” or “against God’s Word” (Articles 20 & 34, Anglica® Articles). For
“I believe in the Holy Ghost, the Lord and giver of life, who procdedfietm the Father
and the Son, who with the Father and the Son together is worshippgtbafed, who
spake by the prophétsf both the Old and New Testaments (Luke 11:49,50; Eph. 2:20;
Rev. 11:3,4; cf. Ps. 119:109)icene CreedAnglican 1662Book of Common Prayger
Articles 5-8, Anglican 39 Articles). Therefore, when looking at the higsibrgan, as by
the grace of God | subject myself to the authority of God’s Wordsyhthesis | make of
the data is necessarily quite different to that of e.g., aaebarwinist anthropologist.
This is clearly very important when we come to consider man on the Out-ofFedgian
Gulf model endorsed in this work.

Sea levels started to rise and the waters began to returrhent®etsian Gulf
betweencirca 20,000 anct. 17,000 years ago, and simultaneously cereals began to be
cultivated in Egyptc. 15,000 B.C. . Was this just a quaint coincidencer Does this
indicate some small amount of pre-Holocene movement from, or conithgt the
civilizations of Greater Eden?The Persian Gulf progressively became more flooded as
the ice age approached its end about 8,000 B.C., and as this happdmetha#marks
of civilization appearing in the regiarearthe Persian Gulf. For example, in Israel the
first grain growers appear about 10,000 B.C., the bone or flint sicklerapg®aut 9,000
B.C., around this time Jericho is founded and has a stone wall andiipwbout 8,500
B.C., with a four acre surrounding wall by 8,350-7,350 B.C., and in the midsilé¢hea
domesticated goat also appears about 8,500 B.C., and the domesticatebehe800
B.C.”°. In Mesopotamia agriculture occurs about 9,000 B.C. and a copper pendamt dati
to c. 8,700 B.C. appears in northern IfagWas this just a quaint coincidence?

Sea levels further rose globally and e.g., Setifal date “the major glacial melt”
atc. 7,500-6,500 B.C., as sea levels rose from minus 50 metres (or — 16% fiexts
28 metres (or — 92 feet). Amidst disputed dates, oscillatiorseifPérsian Gulf's sea
levels occurred in a range of disputed range in the order6e000-3,000 B.C., although
in general these dates fall in the rangeco#,000-3,000 B.C., (as discussed in the
previous sectionsuprd?). Once again, there were broad correlating waves of human
populations appearing with cultural hallmarks of civilization in sreaar the Persian

70 See  “List of domesticated  animals,” Wikipedia

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

L E.g., “History of Copper” Http://copperalliance.org/history-of-copper&

Carey, D., “Who Discovered Copper?,” http://www.life123.com/career-
money/commodities-2/copper/who-discovered-coppni3h

2 E.g., Swift, S.Aet al “Late Quaternary stratigraphy ... of the Persian lbfma)

Gulf region” (1996)0p. cit, pp. 1,4 (map),18,20; Purser, B.Hp. cit, p. 27; Dervelle, J.,
De la prehistorie a I'’Atlantide des megalithjes 1990,
(www.angelfire.com/me/ij/chrono.html
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Gulf. Indeed, we see in such waves the beginning of major civilizations ardliaaltyo
known to man of which the most major one is the Sumerian. For exaabplat 7,500-
7,000 B.C. agriculture and pottery are found in Iraq, Syria, and Palestide¢hen about
7,000 B.C with the sea level rising the domesticated goat appeslissopotamia. Was
this just a quaint coincidence?r about 8,000-4,000 B.C. copper centres appear in Iraq,
Iran, Israel, Syria, Turkey, and Greece. Then at about 4,000 B.@ndnea Israel and
Lebanon the start of bronze casting, the first use of a plough,ira Egypt and
Mesopotamia the first use of a pottery whe#l/as this just a quaint coincidenceR has
generally been assumed that civilization simply appeared fronherewaround these
times. But could it be that in fact civilization actually transferred litseut of the
increasingly deluged Persian Gulf region of Greater Eden to a more habitadplen?
Is the real “cradle of civilization” the Persian Gulf?

Certainly on the Out-of-Eden Persian Gulf model endorsed in this there can
be no doubt that the cradle of civilization was indeed the Persiah GWhat of
archaeological evidence in the Persian Gulf region for the bartten before Noah's
Flood inside an absolute Adamic date range. &8,000-35,000 B.C., or a most probable
Adamic date range af. 68,000-52,000 B.C., or on my best estimate for an Adamic date
range on the presently available data (based on the criticaleusf Egyptian,
Babylonian, and Sumerian records of uncertain historical veracity san possibly
incorrect and subject to review,) of 68,000-62,000 B.C.? What of archaeological
evidence in the Persian Gulf region for Greater Eden aftethNoFlood inside an
absolute Noachic Flood date rangeco66,000-34,000 B.C., or on my best estimate for
Noah’s Flood as dated on the presently available data (based onititted usage of
Egyptian, Babylonian, and Sumerian records of uncertain historicakitse and so
possibly incorrect and subject to review,)f35,000 B.C.? It must be candidly said
that there is no direct archaeological evidence from the area now be®wdters of the
Persian Gulf in terms of artefacts for any such civilizations, althohgtetis support for
the proposition of such civilizations from a number of ancient historical written records

Certain Egyptian, Babylonian, and Sumerian records will be condidere
Volume 2, Part 6 e.g., Babylonian records in Berosdds®ry of Babylon Therefore
the details of what | here say on the Sumerian King Lestragre greatly elucidated on in
Volume 2, Part 6. But in support of the proposition that some men maasfeom a
southerly homeland in the Persian Gulf up into Mesopotamia, there exdople, some
interesting support from ancient Sumerian stories. This inclumegutidence of the
Sumerian King List and Sumerian Flood Story as further considerédlume 2, Part 6.
While the historical veracity of the Sumerian King List nisg; and generally has been
guestioned, given that a critical usage of its dates fit ingideboundaries | have
determined from other sources, | think it reasonable on the preagatlgble data to use
them to fine-tune those dates. Thus | consider that on the presesmtbble evidence,
the reliability of key dating elements of their historicisygreater than has previously
been generally recognized. The Sumerians were a linguigtreai-Semitic people (I
do not say non-Shemitic, since Shemitic peoples include both SemitesarSemites
such as Australoids via Shem’s son Elam). They were a brodedeaglutinative
speaking Mediterranean people, who arrived in Sumer about 3,300-3,000 B.C. and
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assimilated the pre-existing Ubaid culture into their own. Thgengrof this, the oldest
significant civilization archaeologically known to man, is gerngrakgarded as a
mystery, but on my model they appear to have originally livatderPersian Gulf region,
and moved out from Greater Eden as the water rose, finallyray@tiSumer. Thus this
would explain why they brought advanced civilization with them.

The principal Sumerian king lists says there were 134 kings fne Flood to the
eleventh king of Isin in 2,201 B.C. totalling 28,876 years (although an dlterriablet
gives 139 kings and 25,063 years). This yields a Flood date of 31,077 BdD. tfoe
alternative tablet, 27,264 B.C.).  For example, Arpu reigned 720 gadr&tan 635
years. The shortest reign was 410 years, and the longest @sgh, 200 years. Given
the ages men lived in Gen. 5,9, and 11, a reign of 1,200 ygass$ possibleon the basis
that the difference between an average man living to 70 and an unasubvimy to 100
today gives a ratio of 7:10, and on this same ratio of 7:10 since Adan930 years
another could live 1,328 years, since Methuselah lived 969 years anotleliwodl 384
years, and since Noah lived 950 years another could live 1,357 yeamnseor® living to
100 years today is rare, and someone living on this ratio of 7:10 bamsisert 1,300 years
would also be rare, but since the post-flood Sumerian King clasiel 200 year reign
as unusual this heightens the possibility thatight be correct. The king list then says
that before the Flood there were ten antediluvian kings from Alorgeimg 120sars
and asar is 3,600 years, so this is usually calculated to 432,000 JeafEhis figure is
usually regarded as unreliable and if solar years are meantertainly disallowed by
the Biblical and anthropological data. But if the ten kings are understood as ten
dynasties of kings, and if the pre-flood chronology is understood to be in luna year
rather than solar years, the Sumerian pre-flood dates become more crediloliably, a
sar of 3,600 years is easily divisible by 12 lunar months, making about@@0yzars.
Thus 432,000 lunar years is approximately 36,000 solar years or (muofijdg,000 by
360 and dividing by 365.2442 — the number of days in a year,) more precisely 35,483
years and some months. When added to the Sumerian flood date of 31007thiB
would date the first Sumerian king, Alorus, to 66,560 B.C., or on the alterrfadbd
date tablet, 62,747 B.C. . This is just short of the PersiarisGatfession irc. 68,000
B.C. .

The discrepancy between the rival Sumerian King Lists illtesrdooth that
perfectly accurate records were not kept by the Sumeriadsalso that the approximate
dates given in both tablets are fairly close and therefore thegh dates may be said to
have been independently corroborated in a very broad way. If one canthaddhe
Sumerian King Lists as interpreted above are historicalighiel, as in broad terms | do,
then within a relatively small error bar, Adam dates to aboutithe of the Persian
Gulf's regression in 68,000 B.C., and the first Sumerian King dates to either al&iQ 66,
B.C. or about 62,747 B.C. . As further discussed in Vol. 2, Part 6, of this wor
considering different historical records, | find critical fastar favour of a flood date at
c. 35,000 B.C., since the margin of error evident in the difference between therinval

3" Bury, J.B.et al (Editors), The Cambridge Ancient Histqr923, 2nd edition,
1924, Vol. 1, pp. 150,152,365.
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facie Sumerian flood dates of 31,077 B.C. and 27,264 B.C. 45000 years, | consider
that such an error bar must also be allowed in the opposite direetiomp toc. 35,000
B.C., and as further discussed in Vol. 2, Part 6, | find this alsola@sewell with a
critical usage of Egyptian records. Thus it looks to me as ththegKing Lists from
between the Flood back to the first Sumerian King may have bederdédly
“doctored” to achieve the right overall effect, once the flood date slightly lowered
(possibly in corruption with a slightly later local flood event)hu$ a similar margin of
error in the pre-flood dates is required in the other direction, tayktiem back to
something under the 68,000 B.C. marker which | understand to be the most likely date
for the drying up of the Persian Gulf at this time, although tleeserange of possible
dates in a disputed range @f68,000-72,000 B.C. . Though we have only here briefly
considered these dates in this section, they are relevant tonolysion in Vol. 2, Part 6
that my best estimate date for Adam on the presently ailaitiata isc. 68,000-62,000
B.C. orc. 65,000 +/- 3,000 years.

But for our immediate purposes here in the Volume 1, Part 2, Chaptendfé
that a critical usage of these Sumerian written records isstemswith a model of a
civilization in the Persian Gulf region of Greater Eden datiagkitoc. 68,000-62,000
B.C., with a flood atc. 35,000 B.C. . Sumeria is the most ancient of the major
civilizations archaeologically known to man. The Sumerian’s Pegddnd of Dilmun
equates the Biblical Eden of Adam and Eve; and also has streganith the Biblical
picture of Eden restored (Isa. 11:6-9; 65:25) which also includes e‘gitya (Rev.
22:2). This is seen in the following Sumerian description of Milrfwith added words
in italics), which in the fuller text is said to include such animals as “the'dove

The land Dilmun is a pure place, the land Dilmua @ean place,
The land Dilmun is a clean place, the land Dilmaua bright place;

In Dilmun the raven uttered no cries,
Thekite uttered not the cry of tHate,
The lion killed not,

The wolf snatched not the lamb,
Unknown was the kid-killing dog,
Unknown was the grain-devourihgar,

The sick-eyed says not “| am sick-eyed,”

The sick-headed says not “I am sick-headed,”

Its [Dilmun’s] old woman says not “I am an old womjia
Its old man says not “l am an old man,”

The singer utters no wail,
By the side of the city he utters no lament"...

" Samuel Noah Kranmer'Sumerian Mythology(1945) http://www.sacred-

texts.com/ane/sum/sum03.hHtat Chapter 2, “Myths & Origins,” “Enki & Ninhurga The
affairs of the water-god” p. 5Bitp://www.sacred-texts.com/ane/sum/sumQ07.htim#@gaf)e
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Sir Henry Rawlinson (1810-1895) aligned the location of the Sumeilzhmisin
with the Bahrain Islands in the Persian Gulf Bahrain is located in the south-west
portion of the Persian Gulf, and so while this is some way framty model’'s proposed
site for Eden in the north-east portion of the Persian Gulf, tineeBans could certainly
have moved to the south-west portion of the Persian Gulf at some peiniNagh's
Flood ofc. 35,000 B.C., so a south-west area may well have been part of GEdater
Moreover, as the oscillations in sea-levels started to affiecPersian Gulf, they may
have moved to “the high ground” of the Bahrain Islands whose geograglbges the
upward spirally central mountain of Dukhan (Dukhkhan), whose peak of 410rf&26
metres makes it higher than the waters of Noah’s Flood which omaal occurred at
the opposite end of the Gulf at the north-east portion. It may tivesdeen seen as “a
safe” location. Alternatively, the Sumerians may have moved twbtiee about 2v2
dozen smaller islands around Bahrain, or an island that latenbestdbmerged, and they
may have had an emergency survival strategy of “headingpédnigh hill of Bahrain” if
the flood waters “keep a’ comin’,” and either this, or the gerecallity of their island to
Bahrain, may have led to some confusion between it and Bahrain.

Notably, the ancient Sumerians called the central Mesopotagnésslands the
Edin, and this seems to reflect the some elements of the Bildlieatew usage of
“Eden.” If this Sumerian usage &idin shows the naming of one Mesopotamian area
after an earlier more southerly Persian Gulf region, then ibdstrates the possibility of
this having also happened with other names (like Birmingham, Alap&iSA, was
named after Birmingham, England, UK). Thus e.qg., if the lower soufation of the
Ararat-Zagros mountain range going down to some now eroded “high(Bks. 7:19)
was known as “the mountains of Ararat” (Gen. 8:5), as man moved outafteG Eden,
so the lower southern portion of the Ararat-Zagros mountain rangennwould be
named “Ararat,” and as he moved up into Mesopotamia, so too the mdnerhyoparts
of the Ararat-Zagros mountain range would come to be known asdtAr@der. 51:27),
e.g., “the mountains of Ararath” or “Ararat” near “Nineve[h]” (Taki 1:17,21,
Apocrypha).

In support of a Dilmun-Bahrain nexus, Dilmun is mentioned in 3rd milleBrda
Sumerian commercial texts, at a time when it was on a t@ade between Sumer in
Mesopotamia and India in the Indus Valley of the north-west Indianostibent.
Dilmun acted as a shipping port link for imports to both Sumer and &alwfl e.g.,
pearls, stone beads, precious stones, dates, and vegetables, andoéxmgmitailtural
products out of Sumer and Babylon in Mesopotamia. Significantly #rehaeological
work in Bahrain has discovered the largely limestone built angagan temple of
Barbar, and thousands of burial mounds which all indicate its formennmeooe. The
largest site is Fort Bahrain (Qala’at al-Bahrain), on thendk north, which covers an

> Rice, M.,Search for the Paradise Lantlongman, London, UK, 1984, pp.
27,121.
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area ofc. 45 acres oc. 18 hectares. This includes a city usually dated 2t800 B.C.,
with a second building phase that includes a city wall, usuallyddate. 2,300-1,800
B.C.”®. Artifacts found include e.g., weights made of chert (adiréned quartz,) of the
same type as those of the Indus Valley, as well as quardftiespper. These finds
relate to similar archaeological discoveries on both other islaihtte Persian Gulf, as
well as the north coast of Arabfa While these dates are too late for the earlier part of
the Persian Gulf model proposed in this work, they are consistentheitproposition
that the Sumerians were in the Persian Gulf, and moved to Dilmurswanelunding
islands as “the high ground” when waters kept rising in the &efSulf, and that some

of them also moved to Mesopotamia.

In additional support for his identification of the Sumerian Dilmun alr&n in
the Persian Gulf, Rawlinson refers to the ancient Greek faistdierodotusd; 484 toc.
424 B.C.), who refers to similar Phoenician legends tracing thigjins to Persian Gulf
Island<$®  This is significant for showing that not just the Sumerianslegopotamia,
but also the Phoenicians of coastal western Asia looked to arP&sid homeland
origin.  Given that the Phoenicians arrived in the general areaodémnm Lebanorc.
3,000 B.C., bringing with them traditions of coming from the Persian’&Gthis is once
again consistent with a model of rising Persian Gulf sea-lsuetsilating movement of
civilized peoples into Mesopotamia (Sumerian), west Asia (Phoenicians), andhets.

Furthermore, that the Greeks kept some corrupted form of Gen. letditiést in,
for example, the name of their titan, Japetus (Japheth). Imthenailegend of Atlantis
recorded in the dialogues of Platm 428 B.C. toc. 348 B.C.), Timaeusand Critias,
Atlantis is described as a large island bigger than Asia MandrLibya combined, and
located just beyond the Pillars of Hercules, that is, the Sofsbraltar. The islanders
were said to have conquered much of the Mediterranean world untilnhettéck by the
Athenians of Greece; and having become wicked and impious, theid isias covered
up by the ocean after earthquakes. Notably, after the discolvéing Canary Islands,
some Renaissance men identified Atlantis with the Canargdéfa The fact that in
Plato’s Critias, Plato dates Atlantis to “9,000” “years” in the past, that is, aBga@0
B.C., and says before this time Atlantis benefited from “the laboumany kings, which

6 Although on the dating system | use, these dates could easilyt by about

100 or more years; due to prioritizations within my time conssaihthave not
researched this matter any further, e.g., | have not direotigulted pottery or other
matters used for such dating on Bahrain, and then compared thisdatéisd would use
for Egypt. (My chronology is further discussed in Volume 2, Part 6.)

" Encyclopaedia Britannica CD99p. cit, “Dilmun.”
8 Rice, M.,op. cit, pp. 27,121.
9 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD99p. cit, “Phoenicia.”

8 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD9@p. cit, “Atlantis.”
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extended over many ages,” means that he refers to a civiliZationore ancient that
9,500 B.C. . Before it “sunk” into the sea following “earthquakesg thvilization is
said by Plato to have had, for example, pagan “temples,” a heatlitewhich involved
the “sacrifice” of “bulls” from which was ceremonially takémeir “blood” which was
“mixed” with “wine” by pagan priestly “princes” in “vestmentsdols such as a “grove,”
“flocks,” “metals,” such as “brass,” “silver,” and “gold,” “margardens,” “carpenters,”
“timber,” “ships,” “animals” “tame and wild,” for instance, “elepttg,” “an ample food-
supply,” “spearmen,” and “javelin-men.”  And the wheel had been indesigce
reference is made to “a chariot,” “horses” and “equestrian dsht@gh “a race-course
laid out for horses.” This is significant in showing that thereome written evidence
for an impressive civilization before the Holocene.

There appears to be some links between Atlantis and the @wafyters of
Genesis. Atlantis is said to have been named after &t King Atlas. The Atlas
Mountains of Morocco in north-west Africa are so named in connectidntigt legend
of Atlas, and | was privileged to visit these from my nearby iadarrakesh, Morocco,
in December 2012. They extend to north-west Africa, and so iithsnweason that a
legend connected with the Canary Island might also include in it some referertasto A

Atlas Mtns Morocco, North Africa, one of  Gavin in Atlas Mountains, one of “the

“the ends of the world” in the local “world” *“uttermost parts of the earth” on tla loc
of the Roman Empire (Luke 2:1; Rom. 1:8) *“earth” (Matt. 12:42) and local “heaven”
North Africa, Dec. 2012. of Roman world (Col. 1:23). Dec. 2012.

Notably, Atlas was a titan and the son of Japetus, who seeraequiate the
Biblical Japheth (Gen. 10:1); and his influence is said to havendede“over the
Mediterranean peoples as far as Egypt” in North Africa “anslc@ny” in western Italy.
In it pre-history, Atlantis is said “to have been the fairesdlbplains and highly fertile”
(like Eden, Gen. 13:10), and from here “the natives originally spramrg the earth”
(like man was made from “the dust of the ground,” Gen 2:7), withgreat progenitors,
Evenor and his wife (like Adam and ENe Though a male name, Evenor in this story
appears to be a corruption of a male form of “Eve” “the mothatl &iving” (Gen. 3:20).
Atlantis is said to have had “two springs of water” (which regyate two seas in the
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Persian Gulf's smaller Land of Eden or Greater Eden). de&ribed as a “hallowed
island” (which may equate the Holy Place like notion of theoregif Eden in Gen. 4:16;
or simply its connection to an Edenic derived culture). It wademn a series of disc
shapes, with a series of circular shape pieces of land, eamhddlby a larger water-belt
in a circular shape, but had a canal through to the centre witbléa harbour” “for the
greatest ships to sail through,” and thus had an ocean front as woutdetter Eden
southern exit point of the Persian Gulf when it was dry land if it extended ataninto
the south-eastern region (which is uncertain and problematic in tdrthe fact that it
would be an area very vulnerable to rising sea levels in tb& although perhaps this
also thus helps account for its earlier demise). Its peopldeaibed as a “righteous
race” and simultaneously “in evil plight,” and so the recipientdiaghe “punishment.”
This is similar to Seth’s race, which due to racial elect®ddscribed as “the sons of
God,” but simultaneously as being generally evil due to, for examipdd; mixed
marriages with Cain’s race (Gen. 6:1-4), so that they were arsmiss (cf. Hosea 11:1,2;
13:12,13§"

It seems possible that the story of Atlantis was a corruptitim &lements of
Eden, elements of Noah’s flood, elements of a Persian Gulf ciGreater Eden, and
elements of the either the Canary Islands or some other is&ardnorth-west Africa.
But what the exact mix is would be open to diverse conjecturesvenGhat in the
Genesis 2:10-14 description of Eden, Moses conceptualizes the Ivedhtm and Red
Seas as one body of water, and given what appears to be thetaddodiabetween the
names of the “Gihon” and “Aegeit with either another island near north-west Africa,
or the Canary Islands location in the western waters of the Gikeamn such a corruption
of stories is possible. Furthermore, with respect to the Caslanders, until admixed
with mixed race Spaniards, they were Cro-Magnoids and so thelsssiweracial group
as the ancient Cro-Magnons of Europe, which are the very first griodolamites to
appear in the fossil record, being dated.t®3,000 B.C., and so another group of related
Japhetic Cro-Magnons may have remained in the Persian Guhr&gits submergence
in the oscillating sea-levels starting with the ending of tis¢ ilee age, and possibly
corrupted this with a story of an island in the Atlantic as this is where thaytove

The Japhetic link also explains why this story turns up in the a@nGieek (Gen.
10:4) writings of Platosupra Thus the legend of Atlantieaybe a link to an account of
a Persian Gulf city’s ultimate fate; althoughs also possible that the Atlantians took
civilization with them from the Persian Gulf to an island in the kedineanin an
earlier oscillation of Persian Gulf sea-levedsd then in a connected flooding as global
oceans rose, it went dowmder the waters of a Mediterranean islan8ut either way,
we here have a story of a civilization going back a good deal before 9,500 B.Co, iand s
is consistent with the Out-of-Eden Persian Gulf mahelorsed in this work. But if a

8 Plato in twelve volumes, translated by R.G. Bury, Cambridge Uniwersit

Press, Massachusetts, USA, 1975, Vol. 11, Critias, pp.
265,267,297,281,283,285,287,289,291,293, 297,299,301,303,307.

82 see Volume 1, Part 2, Chapter 11, sectiGupra
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Persian Gulf location is argued for Atlantis, then it may Hasen part of the same type
of movement to an island of “higher ground” in the Persian Gulf, follolwe a later
flooding of that island; that we find recorded for different islamdhe later movements
of the Sumerians from Dilmun. And if so, it is possible that KGlegend transferred the
site of the legend from the Gihon waters around the Persian Gk @Gihon waters of
the Aegean Sea linked Mediterranean Sea as part of a loagbtimnr Given these and
other uncertainties about the Atlantis legend, perhaps the only tlengaw say with
absolute confidence about it, is tlifais a story of a civilization going back a good deal
before 9,500 B.C., and so it is consistent with the Out-of-Eden PersiamGadéd And
given that Atlas was a titan and the son of Japetus, it lookshiiteas with other flood
stories, a corruption of a local flood story i.e., the rising sealdethat led to the exit
from the Persian Gulf and / or the subsequent flooding of Atlantissdraghow here
been fused with the idea of a son of Japheth from the time of the earlier Noah'’s Flood.

Thus a relatively pure Cro-Magnoid stock survived with the CrgpMals of
Spain’s Canary Islands (off the west coast of north Africa),ir@aily known in the
western islands as the Guanche and in the eastern islands anthi®.C But after its
discovery by the Spanish, over about the last 600 years the GuareiMagnoids and
Canario Cro-Magnoids have intermarried with each other, and also ghrisB,
stereotypically it was a case of European males marr@agary Islander females.
Indeed, Y chromosome human genome testing indicates over 90% of thepaterval
lineages to European men, with only 10% retaining Cro-Magnoid patémeabés of
African origins.  Both of these Cro-Magnoid groups had brown codguie light
blondish hair, and blue or grey eyes. These racial charactegstiain with a large
number of contemporary Cro-Magnoid admixed Canary Islanders. TheyGslaader
Cro-Magnoids sought at least some elements of God’s common Bawe 1), for when
the Spanish discovered them at the beginning of the 15th century A.Dwéeheyound
to be monotheistic. This is important in accounting for the lackideace of idols in
Canary Island Cro-Magnon culture as opposed to the idols of Cro-Magitane found
elsewhere such as the Semi-Venus Erycina idol of Hohle Felgrimahy ofc. 33,000
B.C., or the Semi-Venus Erycina idol of Brno in Czecle.d?5,000 B.C. . That is, the
Cro-Magnon’s originally worshipped God not id5ls Another group of Cro-Magnoids
are evident today in the cranial morphology of the Dal people froraral(formerly
Dalecarlia) in Sweden.

The tool-kit of ancient Cro-Magnons was far more advanced thasatiiebeasts
preceding him in their habitation of the area outside of Eden. ifimgliements included
sophisticated tools such as retouched blade tools, end scrapers, emtpléon making
cloths, engraving, and sculpturing. They were capable of aestpptiecation seen in
fine artwork, beads, and ivory carvings of human figures and aniguaie, musical

8 This is a very different view to Darwinists and seculahmmologists who

claim what they call “man” “evolved from atheism,” to heathemiand later some men
became monotheists. Thus they would most likely interpret theoda@xo-Magnon’s
idolatry as a commencement point of religious expression, rdtheras a corruption of
religious expression from Original Monotheism.
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instruments, and impressive cave paintings found in France and Spagir paintings

may well have had some religious significance, though this isrtaic and cannot be
proved. The human figurine idols of Cro-Magnons were stereotypieatjg-breasted,
wide-hipped, and usually pregnant females; from which it may &sonably deduced

that in all likelihood they were idols associated with fertilittes in Cro-Magnon’s
religion. For example, such figurines from Dolni Vestonice, Mikulweyavia, in the
Czech Republic date to 24,800 B.C.. George Bertorelle from the ityvef Ferrari,

Italy, used Cro-Magnon DNA from the Paglicci Cave in southkaty in some
comparative genetic tests. DNAdBXyriborucleic Acid) is the chemical inside a cell's
nucleus that contains the genetic instructions to make a living emgani The Cro-
Magnon DNA came from one set of remains dating from about 23,008 wgar or
21,000 B.C., and a second Cro-Magnon dating to about 24,720 years ago or about 22,720
B.C. . It was compared with the DNA of (Caucasian CaucasoidsViadderranean
Caucasoids in) four pre-historic Europeans from about 5,500-14,000 years dgubor a
3,500-12,000 B.C. together with 2,566 people constituting modern Europeans, Near
Easterners, and Middle Easterners. In samples from the southeoh Arabia, (also
known as the Arabian Peninsula,) in Yemen, and from South-West ASgrim, Iran

and Palestine, individuals were found with a sequence belonginggartteegroup as the
Cro-Magnons from the Paglicci Cave. This finding is consistathi, though does not
prove, my Out-of-Eden Person Gulf model of man’s geographical dftgins

There is also the issue of the Australoid Dravidians of Etamd inThe Table of
Nationsat Genesis 10:22. Shem'’s son Elam is the progenitor of theakuds$, and the
Elamite and Dravidian languages seem to have come from the e language,
Proto-Elamo-Dravidialt. In consistency with the gaps in genealogies in Gen. 5 & 11,
the The Table of Nationsometimes has long gaps so as to isolate peoples from Japheth,
Shem, and Ham, at a time more proximate to Moses when undef vesfieation he
penned the Pentateuch (Matt. 7:10; 19:7.8; Luke 24:27,44; 1l Tim. 3:16). Iretivew
thinking and terminology, a descendant is a “son,” e.g., thisuisdf in the first verse of
the Greek New Testament where we read of “The book of theajemeof Jesus Christ,
the sonof David, the sorof Abraham” (Matt. 1:1). Thus ofhe Table of Nation®.g.,

8 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD9®p. cit, CRO-MAGNON, THE PLACE OF
CRO-MAGNON IN HUMAN EVOLUTION, AURIGNACIAN CULTURE, &
GUANCHE AND CANARIO; “Hominid Species” (Leakey 1994)
www.infoplease.com/cqi-bin/id/ipa/A0001819-44KThe Cro-Magnon people” (Klein
from San Francisco Chronicjan “Cutting Neanderthals off the Family Tredhe Leaky
Foundation (www.leakeyfoundation.org/newsandevents/n4_1.jsp:8Blores, C.et al,
“A Predominant European Ancestry of Paternal Lineages from €aslanders,”Annals

of Human Genetics  67(2), pp. 138-52 www.blackwell-
synergy.com/links/doi/10.1046/j.1469-1809.2003.00015.x/enhancednbs/Discovery
Channel” Study DNA Neanderthal free (www.dsc.discovery-

com/news/briefs/20030512/neanderthal.html)19k

8 McAlpin, D.W., “Proto-Elamo-Dravidian: The evidence and its ingilams,”
Transactions of the American Philosophical Soci#881, Vol. 71, Part 3, pp. 1-155.
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Egypt is the son “Mizraim,” and the HebreMitsrajim refers to both Upper & Lower
Egypt, after these common descendants of Ham’s descendant, Miaeienjoined in
the political union that took their common ancestor’'s name of “MiZrar Egypt. And
the same type of issue arises with Shem’s descendant or ‘d6laraf (Gen. 10:22). As
to how far in time and generations Elam was actually removed &loem, we can but
speculate, but he was evidently the progenitor of the Australoids, sandrie was taken
and used by his descendants who in the much later third millenniakih@dom of
“Elam” (Gen. 14:1,9) used their great progenitor's name so that #neycalled,
“Elamites” (Ezra 4:9; Acts 2:9).

| concur with Baetemaat unumthat, “One of the most ancient civilizations, the
Elamite Kingdom(2700-539 BC) was primarily centred in ... modern-day Khuzestan.
Changes in coastal configuration could have had a profound effect on thetipopula
occupying the ... region from Elamite time®.” Indeed, | would say that the effects
were even more “profound”’than Baetemaret unumrealize.  That is because the
proximity of the Persian Gulf to Elam whose capital was “8ao%/ Susa (e.g., Neh.
1:1; Esther 1:2, Shushan being here later used as an administratte¢ lmaghe Medo-
Persian Empire), with Shushan being north-east of the Persian iGutiodern day
central-west Iran), indicates that they came up out of Gré&aten in the Persian Gulf,
bringing civilization with them, in connection with a sea-level itetodn raising the
Persian Gulf around the start of the third millennia B.C. .

Significantly then, there is some written records further sdimgp this
proposition in heathen Hinduism. This is found in the story of the pammatu Hdity of
Dwarka / Dwaraka. In the heathen Hindu story of Mahabharataaseicheathen Hindu
texts such as the Bhagvata Purana and Vishnu Purana, it ithatidrishna’s city of
Dwaraka was founded on an earlier pagan city of Kususthali whittbéan reclaimed
from the sea. After this time, it is said that the pagaa I§rishna is killed, and the
heathen Hindu’s Vishnu Purana says, “On the same day that Krishriéedejpam the
earth ... the ocean rose and submerged the whole ofake&/at Indeed, the heathen
Hindus say that overall, “that due to damage argtraetion by the sea, Dwaraka has
subggerged six times and the modern-day Dwaraka igtthsuch city to be built in the
ared”.”

Thus the heathen Hinddahabharatal:11 at “Bhumi Parva,” contains a dialogue
which reads, “Dhritarashtra said, ‘... Tell rakso, O Sanjaya, of the extent of the ocefin

8 Baeteman, Get unum(2007),0p. cit, p. 84 (emphasis mine).

8 Heathen Hindu'&ishnu PuranaNag Publishers, Dew Delhi, India, 1989, Vol.
2, p. 785; cited in Graham Hancock’s “The Floodmdwaraka ...,” at “Underground: The
Mysterious Origins of Civilization,” pp. 108-128) Heathen “Hindu Wisdom,” “A Tribute
to Hinduism — The Book™1ttp://www.hinduwisdom.info/Dwaraka.hjm

8 Heathen “Lord Krishna existed. School texts are wrdngd;leathen “Hindu

Wisdom,” op. cit..
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Sakadwipa, and Kusadwipa, of Salmalidwipa and Kehadwipa, truly and without leaving
anything ... Sanjaya said, ‘There are, O king, masignds, over which the Earth
extended. | will describe to thee, however, omlyes islandsand the moon, and the sun,
and the planet ... . Listen to me, O son of Kuru'gfaas he tells him other things e.g., of
“the large mountain called Syama. It hath themsgbur of newly-risen clouds, is very
high, beautiful and of bright body. And since the lofi those mountains is dark, the people
residing there are all dark in complexion ... . iRimashtra said, ‘A great doubt ariseth in
my mind, O Sanjaya, from what thou hast said. Whyvauld the people there be of dark
complexion?’ Sanjaya said, ‘O great king, in all islandsp@of Kuru’'s race, men may be
found that are fair, and those that are dark, hoskt also that are produced by a union of the
fair and the dark races. But because the people there amekalih@refore is that mountain
called the Dark Mountain ... .” We here see that“®humi Parva’ has a clear downward
corruption of moral standards in it, in the off-handed wawhich it deals with a corruption
of the morals against racially mixed marriages foun&&en. 6 & 10, in the unqualified
immoral words, “those also that are produced byiaruof the fair and the dark raé&s
which neither here nor elsewhere in the heatheduwritings is condemned. Thus in the
same way that these heathen Hindu stories arepted by polytheism contrary to the first
commandment, “l am the Lord thy God,” “Thou shaltéawo other gods before me” (Exod.
20:2,3); and corrupted by idolatry contrary to teead commandment, “Thou shalt not
make,” “bow down” “to,” “nor serve,” “any graven image” (Exod. 20:4&)d various
other religious impurities of doctrine that flow from these violagi, so too, the moral
standards of the seventh commandment, “Thou shalt not commit aduend.(20:14)
which require sexual relations inside a marriage which, among ttimgs, is racially
homogenous (Gen. 6 & 10; Ezra 9 & 10; Neh. 13), are here also set aBmes we see
an example of how religious impurity feeds into moral impurity.

M, ” o ” o

To the question, “Where was Dwaraka and the sewsrs?,” the most widely
accepted view among heathen Hindus is India anevétst coast into the Arabian Sea.
Dwaraka / Dwarka / Dvaraka (Sanskrit: [Daieg or Dvaavati; also known as “Jagat” or
“Jigat,”) in the State of Gujarat, west-central ilndis on the western shore of the
Okhamandal Peninsula. In heathen Hindu teachthgsgity of Dwaraka, or the “City of
Many Gates,” is said to have been the capital oapagpd, Krishna, after his flight from
Mathura in the State of Uttar Pradesh, northermalmehere he is said to have been born.
Dwaraka on the Indian west coast is one of thersewajor places of heathen Hindu
pilgrimagé®.

Shikaripur Ranganatha Rao (1922-2013) of India, ewasmewhat controversial
archaeologist. For instance, he claimed to haaptered the Indus script, but more
generally linguists have not accepted his claings, dohn Mitchiner described it as an
“unconvincing attempt to discern an” Aryan or Japmhéinguistic Family “basis in the

8 Heathen HinduMahabharata EpicBook 1: Adi Parva (translated by Kisari

Mohan Gangul (1883-1896), Pauloma Parva at Sedtibn“Bhumi Parva,” pp. 25,26
(emphasis mine)hftp://www.sacred-texts.com/hin/m06/m06011 Jatm

%0 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD99p. cit, “Dwarka” & “Mathura.”
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script” by “Rad™.”  Excavations at Dwaraka, India, by ShikaripuoRare also somewhat
controversial, in that certain heathen Hindus heleened that “Excavations done by ...
Rao at Dwaraka prove that the description as fonrkdése” heathen Hindu “texts ... are to
be treated as based on actualitie¥.”.. Some of Rao’s claims have been shown to be
incorrect. For instance, Rao claimed that someetholed triangular stone anchors which
have been found in abundance in archaeological vedrkDwaraka suggest stylistic
continuity of development with some one-holed anglat Lothal and Mohenjodaro in the
Indus civilization sites on the north-west of tinglian subcontinent. In this context, Rao
then further claimed that the Dwaraka anchors &ereuple of centuries older than the Late
Harappan Period anchors of the Indus civilizatiohhe Early Harappan Period is usually
dated from the early 3rd millennia B.C. downcia2,000 B.C®, and the Late Harappan
Period fromc. 2,000 to 1,500 B.C. . E.g., Rao certainly fowodne pottery and other
artifacts from the Late Harappan Period3,000-1,500 B.C*}. But his dating claim for
the anchors relative to the Late Harappan means he was datingahsmewhere in
either the early second millennia B.C., or possibly even the hatt millennia B.C. .
However, the IndiarNational Institute of Oceanographlgas since dated these Indus
civilization anchors to the 8th to 14th century Ail®., more than at least 2,500 years later
than Rao’s dating, and theational Institute of Oceanographaiso reported that similar
anchors have been found in a number of other ofts @d India. This “bombshell was
dropped” on Rao’s claim@ an article inThe Mariner's Mirror of 2004, which concluded,
“the grapnel anchors from Dwarka ... were associatigial Indo-Arab trade ... . On the
basis of the probable dates of the ports concethedanchors ... can be dated to between
the eighth and fourteenth centuriesAD

o1 “Shikaripur Ranganatha Rao,”  Wikipedia

(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Shikaripura_Ranganatha JRacociting Mitchiner, J.E.,
Studies in the Indus Valley Inscriptior@xford & IBH, New Delhi, Indiac. 1978, p. 5,
referring to Rao’d.othal & the Indus CivilizatiopAsia Publishing House, New York, USA,
& autonomously published in Bombay, India, 1973;katpter 10.

92 “Dwaraka —The Importance of Heritage,” in Heathen “Hikdisdom,”op. cit.
(This includes a picture of Rao).

% Encyclopaedia Britannica CD9%p. cit, “India: History: India from

Paelolithic Period to the decline of the Indus civilization: Tise f urbanism in the
Indus Valley: Extent & Chronology of Early Harappan culture.”

% Gaur, A.S.gt al “Grapnel Stone Anchors From Saurashtra; Remreritelo-
Arab Trade on Indian CoasftThe Mariner’s Mirror, Vol. 90, No. 2, May 2004, pp. 134-
151, at p. 135; citing Rao, S.R., “Excavations eflégendary city of Dwarka in the Arabian
Sea,” Journal of Marine  Archaeology Vol. 1, 1990, p. 69
(http://drs.nio.org/drs/bitstream/2264/1174/2/Maridirror 90 134.pdf

% Ibid., p. 149; &*Shikaripur Ranganatha Radikipedia op. cit..
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The cumulative consequences of Rao’s claims alauind allegedly deciphered the
Indus script, and his dating of anchors at leds®@ years too early, is thRao’s claims
must be treated with caution and looked at critical However, if Rao’s basic claims were
accepted, then Dwarakar, a later Dwaraka would have to be located on west coast India.
Certainly Rao himself, who has worked with the MarArchaeology Unit of thilational
Institute of Oceanographgf India, Archaeological Survey of India, aNgtional Institute
of Oceanographyn Goa, was committed to the proposition of thstdric Dwaraka /
Dvaraka / Dwarka being at this site as seen inlhisnan The Lost City of Dvarak@l999).
Rao here says, “The discovery of the legendarydfiywaraka which is said to have been
founded by ... Krishna, is an important landmark i lirstory of India. It has set to rest the
doubts expressed by historians about the histotitvahabharata and the very existence
of Dwaraka city. It has greatly narrowed the gagndian history by establishing the
continuity of the Indian civilization from the VediAge to the present &y Rao says,
“The main purpose of the” “1989-90” “expedition w&s determine the limits of the
submerged city and the .point where the Gomati joined the sea 3500 yegosvehen
Dwaraka was built.” To this end, among other dbinhe considered that a “significant
antiquity that corroborates a statement ofHlagvamsais the seal bearing the motif of a 3-
headed animal representing the bull, unicorn arat. gd’heHarivamsasays that every
citizen of Dwaraka [/Dwarka] had to carryraudrala seal] as a mark of identification,” and
that “The seal(mudra) found in the excavation belongs to 15th-16th centrg@®’.”
Samples for the water-covered period before Dwavedks built of wood, pottery, hearth
pieces, and animal bones were found and sent torgde e.g., Manipur University in
India, Oxford University in the UK, and the Institued Earth Sciences in Hanover,
Germany; and were dated variously af,600-2,800 B.C2

On the one hand, the majority view, which at leash relativistic sense, is the
traditional heathen Hindu view, and found in Rawiew, identifies Dwaraka with the
present city on west coast India, and the sevandslthen go out into the Arabian Sea off
west coast India. But on the other hand, a mieiéw has emerged in recent times which
relocates Dwaraka and the seven islands in theaRe@ulf. According to this recent
minority view, the pagan Hindu city of Dwaraka, would now be.&6 metres oc. 118
feet under the waters of the Persian Gulf; being one of theefslittle sister islands” of
former high ground that later was deluged as the Gulf watese. This is seen in the
following relevant map or chart, which it must be stressed that 2914, isa recent

% Heathen “Hindu Wisdom dp. cit; citing Rao, S.R.The Lost City of Dvaraka
Aditya Prakashan, New Delhi, India, 1999, pp. 1-25.

o7 Rao, S.R. “Further Excavations of the Submergéty Gf Dwaraka,”

Proceedings of the Second Indian Conference of idaArchaeology of Indian Ocean
Countries January 1990, Published for the Society for Marfwrchaeology National
Institute of Oceanography, India, 1991; & reproduetlll at “Further Excavations of the
Submerged City of Dwaraka,” in Heathen “Hindu Wisgbop. cit..

% Gangadharan, V., “How marine archaeologists found Dwarakajeathen

“Hindu Wisdom,”op. cit..
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modern minority viewalthough any supporter of this view obviously considers it is the
true ancient view) andis clearly only one possible interpretatiof where Dwaraka and

the seven islands were
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It must be candidly said that at least to datereths no archaeological evidence in
support of this recent minority view of “Dwarakad’ i{Cambay Bay” or more generally the
seven islands of heathen Hindu writings as heratéakin the Persian GHif. Developing
this type of interpretation in terms of the Outkafen Persian Gulf model endorsed in this
work, in the heathen Hindu story that Krishna'y at Dwaraka was founded on an earlier
pagan city of Kususthali which had been reclaimmethfthe sea, and that it was submerged
five or six times and so modern Dwaraka in Indithes 7th such city and possibly a sixth

% Ppersian Gulf: Hindus Leave: Floods: Elam Rises 3,250 B.C.,” Izabol, Phoenix,
Arizona, USA (Map / Chart)
(http://www.google.com.au/imgres?imgurl=http://imageshack.us#@a%/6735/persiang
ulf03250.jpg&imgrefurl=http://www.abovetopsecret.com/forum/thread965457/pg6&h=9
34&w=1200&5z=266&tbnid=w5xvnuOEQCcWIQM:&tbnh=90&tbnw=116&zoom=1&usg
= gqHwygGr7jky2F2CpcWthWvdekUY=&docid=ZNcBLGolvnuwtM&sa=X&ei=pzH
LUsqglEYqtiAfvxYH4DA&ved=0CEMQ9QEwWBQ.

10 Eg., “The Lost Cradle of Civilization,” ATS (Awe Top Secret)
(http://www.abovetopsecret.com/forum/thread965456)pg
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city of Dwaraka lies underneath it, this would lemsistent with resettlement of a Persian
Gulf site after it went under water by one sea-l®ggillation e.g., at. 27,400-20,800 B.C.
(Swift et a)*** or c. 28,000-20,000 B.C., when the sea level rose totabinus 40 metres
(or — 130 feet), but then it dropped to about mihR28 metres (or — 390 feet) (Swat al,
1999)%2 followed by oscillations of sea-levels particwain the south of the Persian Gulf
with a series of resettlements of it ate20,000 B.C. and before 3,000 B.C. . Given that
after the time when the pagan god Krishna is killed, the heathen Hiddiisu Purana
says, “On the same day that Krishna departed from the earth .océa®m rose and
submerged the whole of DwardR&” this could be the later oscillation of sea-levels in
the Persian Gulf leading to the Indian exit to places suchaas, Bind a resettlement with
the seventh Dwaraka then being built on the present site, possiblgnmom of the
earlier Persian Gulf Dwaraka since the new site was edslaimed after a known
flooding. Or possibly this movement occurred with e.g., a sixth ewehsh Dwaraka at
their present Indian siteTherefore it would be possible to accept Rao’s basic claim that
the present west-coast Indian Dwaraka was built on a site reclaimedtfi®sea, while
still accepting the Persian Gulf model, on the basis of there have miag Bwaraka’s
and six floods, with the earlier ones in the Persian Gulf, followedhbynmove to
Dwaraka on west coast India, with e.g., the sixth and seventh floods agcarriwest
coast India, OR the west coast Indian site being selected becausergalzasied from
an earlier flooded area and so considered reminiscent of what happened i@nR@usf
Dwaraka.

Of course, as a religiously conservative Protestant Christiantirely repudiate
any idea that Krishna was a “god,” though | am open to the possithiat he was a
historical charismatic religious figure who falsely claimex he a god (just like
Mohammed was a historical charismatic religious figure whgela claimed to be a
prophet of God). Krishna is said to have performed many miradésrae again, | am
open to the possibility that he did perform some genuine miracléselyower of devils,
who were seeking to enslave the poor Indian descendants of Shem’s suon,irEla
heathenism; in which Krishna was a willing and compliant devil-ms&sk and devil-
empowered accomplice, who claimed he was an incarnation of the rnéitidu god,
Vishnu. Therefore, | am not as dismissive of the claim®wifeslevel of historicity to a
number of portions of heathen Hindu writings as some are, but ratbencéptualize
heathen Hinduism as one of Satan’s false religions, and indeed, tme sk big false
religionsthat Lucifer has craftily wrought. Wherefore, the holy Apns8t. Peter, saith,

101 swift, S.A.et al, “Gas venting and late Quaternary sedimentatidhdrPersian
(Arabian) Gulf” (1996)pp. cit..

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

Gulf Region,”op. cit, p. 1113.

193 Heathen Hindu'¥ishnu Puranaop. cit, Vol. 2, p. 785.
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“Be sober, be vigilant; because your adversary the devil, asiagdian, walketh about,
seeking whom he may devour” (I Peter 5°8)

The dates for the flooding in which heathen “Hintkesve” are given on the above
proposed Persian Gulf model map as “3,250 B.(hd the date for Krishna and thus
slightly later, Dwaraka, of Bansi Pandit is giveiglslly later with Krishna’s birth as “3112
BC'%” These two dates fall inside a wider rangehvi®eo’s date for Dwaraka at “3500
years” or 3,300 B.C% and a lower date also giveno®,800 B.C**". This shows a range
of different dates for Dwaraka at 3,300-2,800 B.£,c. 3,050 B.C. +/- 250 years.

But in the final analysis, we are left with three typesstiry from different
written sources. The first type most naturally requires arolbtien Persian Gulf
interpretation such as the Sumerian stories of Dilmun. The segpadséem to be
connected to a common phenomenon of rising sea-levels around this tithesiern a
different locality having sometime afore left the Persian @Gdfon of Greater Eden e.g.,
the modified Rainbow Serpent Story among the Aboriginals of Kakadu iNdhé&ern
Territory which in its localized form seems to date back. {6,000-5,000 B.C:*® or the
movement of Egyptians out of the Nde3,000 B.C.. Then there is a third group, where
it is not entirely clear whether they are in the first arosel group, such as the story of
Atlantis, or the story of Dwaraka and the seven islands. Bwthfing else, the dating of

194 The six big false religions of the world that Satan usestitemporary times
are: Roman Catholicism (including the Rev. 17:5,9, semi-Romanist daehhiehes of
the Roman “mother of harlots,” e.g., the Eastern Orthodox Churches, andh tihasig
particularly painful for me to itemize them, the Puseyite agmi9’useyite Anglican
Churches), Judaism after Acts 7 in 33 A.D. (which shows how Lucé#erpervert the
true worship of God into various falsehoods), Mohammedanism, Sikhism, Buddhism, and
Hinduism. Of course, he has many other smaller false religibes common theme
being to try and keep people away from the wonderful gospel truthe aifallible Holy
Bible foundonly in religiously conservative Protestant Christianity.

195 «“Dwaraka —The Importance of Heritage,” in Heathen thiirWisdom,”op.

cit. . Citing as its source, Bansi Panditee Hindu Mind: fundamentals of the Hindu
religion ... (New Age Books, New Delhi, India, 2001), this claims “Krishna tas at
midnight on Friday July 27, 3112 BCE. This date and time has been tadciha
astronomers on the basis of the planetary positions on that dagiegdry Sage Vyasa.
[The] Mahabharata War took place on November 22, 3067 BCE. The Bhagawad Git
was compiled around 500 BCE ... .”

1% Rao, S.R., “Further Excavations of the SubmerGég of Dwaraka,” in
Heathen “Hindu Wisdom,bp. cit..

197 Gangadharan, V., “How marine archaeologists found Dwarakaj&athen

“Hindu Wisdom,”op. cit..

198 gee Part 2, Chapter, 6, section ¢, subsection iii, HeadisigpBa
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Dwaraka atc. 3,000 B.C. bespeaks of related rises in sea levels; and the mast nat
interpretation for the Elamites is that they were an Out-ofiBRkrsian Gulf Australoid
group who took the name of the great patriarch of the Australoids, Rldh them from
Greater Eden. And in the same way that | consider ethitten records e.g., those of the
Sumerianssuprg seem to have some level of historical credulggduse they fit inside
“the big picture” of out-of-Eden Persian Gulf dafes when it was dry land constituting
Greater Eden; so too, | think these heathen Hiedards of Dwaraka and the “seven sister
islands” seem to have some level of historical @wigd even if some spiritual and moral
corruptions have clearly crept into them as parthef religious apostasy from original
monotheism producing the heathen Hindu religiomdid.

Another matter of some note is the issue of metal-workingrmezf to in Gen.
4:22. Metal working is Hebrewmchasheth and refers to either “copper,” or a copper
alloy such as “bronze” (an alloy of copper and tin), and is founleiAl/ as “brass” (an
alloy of copper and zinc). Itis rendered in the Greek Septuagint at Gen. £BR2lkys
which can mean “copper,” “bronze,” or “brass;” and it is rendenetie Latin Vulgate at
Gen. 4:22 byaes which can likewise mean “copper,” “bronze,” or “brass.” Thee
using the Greek Septuagint and Latin Vulgate as ancient Hebeetionaries, the
Biblical text at Gen. 4:22 indicates that this was either coppex,copper admixed alloy
of bronze and / or brass, but lacks specificity beyond this. Notlaéh, in the general
Mesopotamian region of northern Iraq, copper metal working is foutid avcopper
pendant dating te. 8,700 B.C. . This indicates that those leaving the Persian Gulf and
transporting civilization with them, took some knowledge of copper meieting with
them, although the Hebrew, like the Greek and Latin, lacks sufficient spgdificay on
a linguistic base if this did or did not include metal working in ¢opper alloys of
bronze and / or brass, though the Hebrew, like the Greek and Latainkyeatlows that
such copper alloys were included. (This issue is also relevapart 2, Chapter 18,
infra.)  This is also consistent with the fact that differentesymf copper working
thereafter appear in ancient times, indicating multiple groups the Persian Gulf in
different sea-level oscillations, with multiple local adaptatiang developments both
before and after movement from their Persian Gulf homeland.

So likewise, reference is made in Gen. 4:22 to metal workingon.“i The fact
that in Egypt beads have been found made from meteoric iron daimg 8,500 B.C.
(or c. 3,475 B.C. +/- 125 yearSf, once again, indicates that those leaving the Persian
Gulf and transporting civilization with them, took some knowledgeanf working with
them. But one of the most amazing discoveries pointing to such iets morking

199 Known as the “Gerzeh beads,” they were discovieré811 and are now at the
Manchester University’'s Museum and Petrie MuseumUaiversity College, London.
They are an iron-nickel alloy and come from a griave cemetery near el-Gerzeh in Egypt.
E.g., Kennedy, M., “Ancient Egyptian beads are dlites objects found,The Guardian
20 Aug. 2013 [fttp://www.theguardian.com/science/2013/aug/20&meagyptian-beads-
museuny, & “The History Blog: Egyptian bead made out ofeteoric iron”
(http://www.thehistoryblog.com/archives/254&Bere dated at 3475 B.C. +/- 125 years).
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knowledge before the Holocene, comes from the Cro-Magnon'’s idol frorkoRiee in
Czech, dating te. 23,000 B.C. . Discovered in 1953, it is carved from the iron ore,
hematite. Hematite occurs in certain soils from which camesed ochre clay used by
various satyr beasts and Adamites for colouration; but this isndirect usage of
hematite since it is already in the clay and simply tctfve the ochre or clay a reddish
colouration. Indeed, such hematite coloured red ochre is used to this dayaint
pigment’®.  E.g., such red ochre is presently exported from the Iranian isfand
Hormuz, which is in the Strait of Hormuz between the Persiana®dfGulf of Omah.
But in a usable metal working form, hematite first appearsienarchaeological record
with the Cro-Magnon idol o€. 23,000 B.C. from Petrkovice. This was carved from a
hematite block of iron ore, with finer features than is usub#ycase for Cro-Magnon’s
idols'*2.  Though hematite is harder than pure iron, it is also mortepritnd all
hematites have a rust-red streak colouration. In historicallyemotimes, Hematite
jewellery was at its most popular in nineteenth century Edtdpe Thus the usage of
hematite in iron metal working frons. 23,000 B.C. is clearly very significant for
showing a knowledge of such metal; and providing some evidence f@rdpesition
that Adamites such as this Cro-Magnon idolatec.c23,000 B.C., was at some point
connected to an antecedent metal working culture, such as st@ed.id:22, and which

| would locate in the Persian Gulf. Though the matter is spaailahd | could be
wrong, given both the fine sculptural quality Die Semi-Venus Erycina of Petrkovice
coupled with its usage of iron, | think there is a reasonable chdmmegh not a definite
certainty, that either the idolater responsible for this may lkeamee from the Persian
Gulf civilization to join these hunter-gatherers, and so brought samgetiiithe greater
refinement of that Greater Eden civilization with him, or theseter-gatherers acquired
this idol from the Persian Gulf civilization on some kind of tradanected to it that
occurred in the area, seemingly, as a “one off” rather than on a regular basis.

In Volume 1, Part 2, Chapter 12, sectiorsapra | refer to the domestication of
the guinea pig. 5,000 B.C., in Peru, South America, and given that there are only slight
physical changes compared to its wild form found in South Ametits means on the
presently available evidence this was domesticated from asteitdtk in the Americas, as
a food sourcE”. This is also consistent with the fact that civilization didaunhe to the
Americas tillc. 3,000 B.C., with the Norte Chico (or Caral-Supe) civilization (oraGar
Supe) in north-central Chile. 3,000 to 1,800 B.C., followed later by the Olmec

110 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD9®p. cit, “Hematite.”

111 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD99p. cit, “Hormuz.”

112 “Venus of Petrkovice,” Wikipedia

(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Venus of Pet%C5%99ka®y)i

113 “Hematite,”Wikipedia(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hematije

114 “Guinea pig"Wikipedia(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Guinea_pjig




1581

civilization of Mesoamerica (frors. 1600-1400 B.C. t@. 400 B.C.J*>. Therefore the
fact that the Americas date for civilization is once againetbimg around. 3,000 B.C.,
thus correlating with Egyptian, Indian, and Chinese dates, looks tikeribe last related
wave of Out-of-Eden migrants going to the Americas and introdudiegs of
civilization in Peru around this time. Their route, though speeelato my mind was
most likely by slow boat across the Bering Strait, followthg west coast of North
America down through Central America to Peru in South Americas to how they
knew of such a route, the matter is necessarily speculative; leavé the reader to
consider the issue of the Plukt Olive Leaf Rainbow Gate, discus$ttt 2, Chapter 21,
infra. Though the Plukt Olive Leaf Rainbow Gate was clas€j000 B.C., knowledge
of this route evidently remained as civilization was taken to tinerfcas. These ideas
of civilization then survived in part of the Americas and were ageal; although the
rise of the more famous American civilizations of the Toltddsxjco, south-west North
America, 10th — 12th centuries, A.D), Incas (from 12th century A.[Tuaco, Peru,
South America; empire conquests from 15th century A.D. to 16th centwry empire
lost to Spanish Conquistadors), Aztecs (Mexico, south-west North gaméisth & 16th
centuries A.D.), indicate to me (though as far as | know, not to sewoular
anthropologists,) that in addition to such indigenous American knowledgeglévant
categories of thoughtay wellhave been stimulated by information conveyed to the
American Indians through observation of Western European Norsemen §/ikingghad
some low level of non-permanent colonization of North America fronil@te century
A.D. that lasted about 400 years.

Also in Volume 1, Part 2, Chapter 12, sectiosupra | allow that possibly | am
wrong on a small number of the about two dozen creatures | éemsidarger Edenic
creatures, where the Biblical argument for their definiteusioh is not as strong. E.g.,
was the domestic silkworm not a creature made in Eden aslthawrized? Rather,
was it taken from China back to the Chinese ethnic civilizatiadharPersian Gulf, which
was segregated from other civilizations in the Persian Gol, taere domesticated?
Then in time, did these Chinamen take their domestic silkwormhivaGn the Persian
Gulf EXIT from Greater Eden as the area progressively floodeithg the last Ice Age?
Unfortunately, there is so much that we do not know, we are to a é¢xtgat left
“groping around in the dark” with such theoretic models which may ay not be
correct, and which cannot be easily tested for their probabildyive to archaeology,
since the relevant area of the Persian Gulf is not now dBnacaessible. And to this
is a further complicating factor with the silkworm, namely, wl@s domestic silkworm
taken from China back to the Chinese ethnic civilization in the &efSulf, which was
segregated from other civilizations in the Persian Gulf, and there domeg®icdte., was
there some level of cultural contact between Chinamen in theaRé&ssilf with those in
East Asia, and if so, what was that level of contact? Themresof the wild silkworm
in relevant parts of Asia means it is at least possibleetigat such a silkworm was first
transported from the wild to Greater Eden, and then cultivated by i@eméhere, who

115 “History of the Americas”  Wikipedia

(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/History of the Ameridas
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later took it back to China in its domesticated form when theted>Greater Eden.
Therefore, of the three domestic creatures first presently rknowhe records fronc.

3,000 B.C., namely, the dove, goose, and silkmoth, | am less confident about the silkmoth
than the other two. But in either instance, it looks like the MaigiaChinamen had
domesticated it in the Persian Gulf because of the consistemifiziion of the
Mongoloids via Chinese silk, from the time of the great Mongoloidgratr, “Mash” in

The Table of Nation&en. 10:23).

The silkworm issue implies not only that in the Persian Gulfizations there
was ethnic and racial divisions with race based nations, but that ghesps had some
knowledge of their wider racial brethren’s location.  While thettern is clearly
speculative, it is therefore possible that when various groups movedtuthe wilds”
where they “lived like animals” as they adopted and modified iivea cultures of satyr
beasts, rather than taking civilization to these places, e.g.dtimti@n and modification
of the Aper Satyr Beasts Aurignacian culture by the miitla Cro-Magnons, that such
movements were at firptossiblytemporary pursuits. E.g., they might live likkestfor a
few months, and then return to civilization in the regiothefPersian Gulf. But over time,
it is clear that permanent populations of debasddmdites lived and reproduced in these
hunter-gather animal derived and modified cultuaesl they moved out greater and greater
distances so that temporary return to a Persiah cBiulization homeland ceased to be a
practical possibility. It is also possible thafeliént waves of Adamites might have left the
Persian Gulf to join their racial brethren at vagdimes e.g., the two-edged curved back
knives of the earlier Perigordian culture (contempoia part with the Aurgnacian culture),
as found in the Perigord region of France, posgjaiyned this technology or basic idea
through immigrants from the Persian Gulf civilizati It is also quite possible that Cro-
Magnon’s Nude Female Idols likewise came from Rersiulf civilization idolaters.
These are definitely lust idols, and given that fof them have been found over a period of
about 10,000 years, i.e., the Cro-Magnon nude female damd$ ifrom Hohle Fels,
Germany,c. 33,000 B.C.; from Brno, Czeclt. 26,000 B.C. +/- 1,000 years; from
Willendorf, Austria,c. 24,500 B.C. +/- 1,500 years; from Laussel in Fraiec&3,000
B.C.; and from Petrkovice in Czeah, 23,000 B.C.; these lust idols were atgobably
religious idols in a Semi-Venus Erycina cult. But if sdjere did this Semi-Venus
Erycina cult come from? While we cannot be sure, it quite pgssafiects a hunter-
gatherer adaptation of a similar cult in the Persian Gullization, the tangible evidence
for which is now lost under the waters of the Persian Gulf; altndugink the refined
artwork of the Cro-Magnon idol of Petrkovice in Czech23,000 B.C., coupled with the
fact that it was carved from iron, may well indicate contacteast by trade, from the
Persian Gulf civilization at this time, and gossiblythis idol came from that civilization.

While any such contact may have become progressively lowelgdhthat as the
Persian Gulf flooded from the end of the Last Ice Age, these gkmgye where to go to
take civilization to their racial brethren, and that at least usually, fifaato have done
so along racial lines, disallowing their detection on simplefdicies, thus implies some
level of knowledge and contact in the interim. This createsitgré@adoxes. E.g., the
Cushitic Negroids appear to have left their Persian Gulf catibn, taking with them the
Cushitic languages of the Hamito-Semitic Linguistic Famégd coming in on top of
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their Negroid brethren who had already entered Africa, thesddtike a cork” to seal

the entry / exit point for Negroids by taking the region of “Bi” in north-east Africa

(with some presence also in a joint Hamite-Semite strip al@sj-coast Arabia). And
thus we find the great Hamito-Semitic Linguistic Family afrth Africa and West Asia,
is reflected in the selections madeTine Table of Nation®r the Semitic Mediterranean
Caucasoids descended from Shem, the Hamitic Mediterranean Qdscdsscended
from Ham, and the Hamitic Negroids descended from Ham in Ethiopi&us to the

guestion, Why were the black Negroids of Africa generally unced?z The answer is
that their racial brethren in Ethiopia did not go forth to civilizem, or if they did, they
were met with overwhelmingly strong opposition. We just do not know.

Some thirteen years after | proposed in a 1997 artidRerspectives on Science
& Christian Faiththe location of Eden and later Biblical related “relativetyal ancient
civilizations” in the “Persian Gulf region” sometimes aftebécame dry land “frona.
70,000 ...years agt®” some elements of this basic idea were floated in 2010 fneyef
Rose in an article il€urrent Anthropologyalthough one of its defects is it makes no
reference to my earlier proposal of this idéa The article was favorably reviewed by
Hugh Ross, who among other things says, “Rose points out ... that duringtehe |
Pleistocene era (150,000 to 12,000 years ago) ... sea levels would havecakyiodi
exposed an area of ... the Persian Gulf ... . Rose goes on to ekplaihi$ landmass
would have been well watered by four large rivers flowing int #va: the Tigris,
Euphrates, Karun, and Wadi Batin ... . Rose proposes that during drepkatt of the
last ice age, a thriving civilization might have existed on thd that now sits under the
Persian Gulf ... .” Ross considers that “Rose’s theory” onfdle rivers “lends
credence to the Biblical description of these features of thideGaof Eden ... .” He
further says, “Rose goes on to point out that the existence of th€©@&sit is consistent
with the Biblical account of Noah’s flood. The combination of 1¢regthy torrential
rain storm, 2) a tectonic event to burst open subterranean aquifersudye of Indian
Ocean water through the Strait of Hormuz, and 4) a heat wagenerate a sudden
snowmelt in the surrounding mountain certainly would have caused a dienpfiteod.
It would have been sufficient to wipe out all the inhabitants (aoth@n those aboard
Noah’s Ark) in the Gulf ... region, the Mesopotamian Plain, and a kmege surrounding
Mesopotamia, including what is now the Persian Gulf. Given that world’'s
population was concentrated in this area and had not yet spread beyewént.of this
magnitude agree with everything Genesis 6-9 tells us about Nibabdts Rose’s study
provides an example of how scientific advance, in this case archedlagsearch,
enhances our confidence in the accuracy and reliability of God’s WoT'. .

116 McGrath, G.B. (myself), “Soteriology: Adam and the F&ll997),0p. cit, p.
258.

17" Rose, J.I, “New Light on Human Prehistory in the Arabo-Per§alf

Oasis,”Current AnthropologyVol. 51, Dec. 2010, pp. 849-883.

18 Hugh Ross’s “Research studies shed light on the Gardeheaifbbd,”New
Reasons To BelieyéMagazine, Reasons To Believe, California, USA, Vol. 3, No. 2,
2011, p. 4-6, at p. 6.
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On the one hand | would agree that themoi®meuseful material in Rose’s article;
but on the other hand, | would say that Ross has here greatly exadgereat Rose
actually does say, and the degree to which it is compatible Sdgtipture. To some
extent, | think this is also reflective of a secularist sdieninfluenced value system
adopted by Ross, that wrongly seems to think that secular sciemceéoec made
compatible with Scripture, when very frequently its anti-supernati@esuppositions,
and failure to subject reason to the Bible as godly reason, mkans tfact no such
accommodation is possible for the religiously conservative PaoittesChristian.
(Although in saying this | would not wish to be misinterpreted as stipgdhe type of
thing found in the young earth creatioridbod Geology Schoakhich first claims that
only one view of Scripture is reasonably possible, to wit the yoamth ereationist
Flood Geology Schoonterpretation, and then further claims that a reasonable reafding
the Book of Nature is to be abandoned in favour of their interpretatiorcrgdti8e.)
Thus to some extent, | think Ross offers a false hope, and hences thake type of
exaggerations in a desperate bid to make his fantasy lookel#tieyr and possibly he
does some, or all of this type of thing, at a subconscious levelwith a lack of
intellectual consciousness. (The alternative possibility woulthéiehe is an outright
con-man. But | think the testimony of Ross’s general chardxdds, and sincere
commitment in seeking to present the Biblical passages of Gdd. in a more
scientifically sound manner, is sufficiently persuasive to Ina¢ k would be prepared to
rule out any possibility of him being such a con-man. For alfauls and failings, |
find him to be a sincere man with a basic integrity of character.) And nesaito Ross,
there is still some good material in Rose’s article, thougbnkider one needs to be far
more objective in looking at it than Ross is; that is, from thativestic perspective of
“objectivity” of a religiously conservative Protestant Christi@ho upholds the absolute
infallibility of the Holy Bible, as opposed to the relativistic gwective of “objectivity”
claimed by Darwinian secularists such as Jeffrey Rose.

With respect to the theory of the Karun and Wadi Batin meetinghiat \Ross
regards as “The Location of Eden” “in what is now the southesagtertion of the
Persian Gulf'®” as previously noted, this faces the problem of both larger and |casyer
well as smaller and shorter, transgressions of Indian Ocearnrswdteing Late
Pleistocene li(c. 68,000-8,000 B.C.), which in view of the need to have a dry Land of
Eden, effectively acts to rule out this southeastern regionreasanable candidate for
the Land of Eden, although still allows that after Noah’'s Flood pdriSreater Eden
might at times extended further in this direction. Moreover, in seahwhat Rose
actually does say about Noah'’s Flood, it is not as positive asiivbeates. E.g., Rose
says with regard to alleged “mythology,” that “In regard toglaee of the Near Eastern
Deluge myth in this discussion, | agree with Bailey” i.e., a ialigly liberal view of the
food as a “myth.” Rose claims that, “While it is not valid tarswith the premise that
the ubiquitous flood story might be rooted in an actual event, it is mig&ble to ...

119 Ross, H., “Q[uestion] & A[nswer]: Four RiverstRe Location of Eden,” (10

April 2014),0p. cit..
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ask whether marine incursion into the Gulf basin impacted the devetbphédocal
folklores ... . During the last phase of postglacial flooding stimreline was ingressing
at a pace of multiple kilometres per generation; thereibig yeasonable to suppose this
would have left an impression on incipient sedentary communitieadttg) settle along
the rapidly advancing shoreline.” He thus claims “the ubiquitoear NEastern flood
myth, the ‘Eridu Genesis’ ... was written by the inhabitants ofrdggon” as a “link
between flood mythology and marine incursion into the ... Persian GUf."... Put
simply, Rose thinks that the oscillating sea levels in the &efsulf may have pushed
communities from one location to the next, and simultaneously stedultteir
imaginations to create a fairytale “myth” about a great flsodh as he says one finds in
e.g., the “clay tablets from” “Ur” in “Lower Mesopotamia,” agll as “Akkadian,”
“Babylonian,” and Biblical “Hebrew” sourcé&s.

Looking more generally at Jeffrey Rose’s article (2010), ipnsmised on a
Darwinian evolutionary theory that confuses Out-of-Africa satastsewith Out-of-Eden
Persian Gulf Adamites, and so one must exercise extremercantivhat Rose means
when he refers to anything “human,” as in any given instancenthis or may not
actually be “human” from a Biblical perspective.  But providing Rosaticle is
examined critically, it contains some useful material.

Bearing in mind that the regression date for the Persiani$&génerally given in
this work asc. 70,000 years ago ar 68,000 B.C., it must be remembered that this is not
a precise date, and there is a range of possible dates in Ribsels date o€. 72,000
B.C. is at the upper end. Thus in the range of possible date$®f000-72,000 B.C.,
while the date | am generally using is at the lower end ofdimige, the date Rose uses is
at the upper end of this range. Thus Rose’s estimate is “From 74 &f00eB P[resent]
to ... around 8000 BP,” i.ec, 72,000-6,000 B.C.. He also considers “the Indian Ocean
ingressed more than 1,000 km for620 miles] between 12,000 and 6,000 years?ago
i.e., between 10,000-4,000 B.C., although as with his date for the Persida Gulf
regression at. 72,000 B.C., he is selecting one possible set of dates from a wider
possible range, and generally these are higher end dates thanld use (see the

120 Rose, J.I., “New Light on Human Prehistory in the Arabo-Per§alf

Oasis” (2010)pp. cit, pp. 34-35/79.

2L |bid., p. 50/79. My copy of this article was computer downloaded from a
Sydney University library which was connectedQarrent Anthropologyarticles, but its
printed pages numbering 1-79 bear no relationship to the articles pagers@4®«83,
and so | cannot provide original page numbering for my citations oBift | will give
my page numbers out of 79 so that if this is rounded to 80 pages, tib @give a rough
idea of where it is in the article e.g., this page 50/79 is aldtitor 63% of the way
through.  Another reference point is that the Bibliography stdrthe bottom of p.
52/79, and so rounding off “52” to 50, one can about double my page referenegs to g
the percentage point in the originating article, less its Bibliography.

122 bid., p. 8/79.
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previous section d of this chapter Biprg. Rose refers to how during this time of
“continental” conditions in the Persian Gulf, this further “caused the foomafi‘coastal
oases’ fed by upwelling subterranean sprifitjsalthough he fails to make Geoffrey
Bailey’s qualifying point that this is a theoretical model omiyra). He considers the
Euphrates, Tigris, Karun, and Wadi Batin Rivers “joined togethku$ froviding “one
of the largest and most stable sources of freshwater in soutAsiador the majority of
the Late Pleistocene and the Early Holoc&he There is also “freshwater” on what is
now the “island of Bahrafi>” And in “the Arabian Peninsula,” “throughout the
Pleistocene, ... meteorological dynamics have caused draosidations across the
interior, transforming barren sand seas into fertile grasslami®ack agaitt®” Thus
Rose proposes what he calls “The Gulf Oasis hypothesis, gstyan “while the bulk of
the archaeological record during the Terminal Pleistocene arig ldalocene lies
submerged beneath the waters of the ... Persian Gulf, there aee thvaom 60
archaeological sites that suddenly appear along the newlyigiséabimiddle Holocene
shoreline, which evidence a prospering Neolithic population practicouyrédination of
fishing, date palm cultivation, and animal husbandry” in “sedentasmi-sedentary
villages.”  “The Gulf Oasis model envisages that the wave afdlé Holocene
settlements derive from an indigenous population displaced by the auyahacireline.”
“By 7,000 years ago, settlements along the northern shoreline ... dertenis&dirst
detectable use of lowland irrigation farming to carry out intenagricultural production
..” He thus sees “a local community” being “displaced fram®ulf ..., triggering a
wave of settlement activity around the post 8000 B[efore] P[resent] shore’r%é

Clearly there are some important conceptual similaritiesd®t my Out-of-Eden
Persian Gulf model in which the relevant areas of the post No&tdod settlements in
the Persian Gulf are designated as Greater Eden, and RossanReulf Oasis model.
But there are also some important differences. Rose haswani3amodel in which
e.g., he says, “The first conclusive evidence of a Late Béeise_humarmpresence in
eastern Arabia was unearthed in 2005 ... in the Jebel Faya 1 rodkShehere

123 |bid., p. 3/79; citing Faure, H., Walter, R.C., & Grant, D.R., “The coastal
oasis: Ice Age springs on emerged shelvé$gbal & Planetary ChangeVol. 33, 2002,
pp. 47-56.

124 \bid., pp. 3-4/79.
12 Ibid., p. 7/79.

126 |bid., p. 6/79; citing Fleitmann, Det al, “Holocene ITCZ & Indian monsoon
dynamics recorded in stalagmites from Oman & Yemen (So¢otalaternary Science
Reviews Vol. 26, 2007, pp. 170-188; McClure, H.A., “Radiocarbon chronology of Late
Quaternary lakes in the Arabian DeseNgture Vol. 263, 1976, pp. 755-756; & Parker,
A.G., & Rose, J.1., “Climate change & human origins in southern ArabBiroceedings
of the Seminar for Arabian Studjé#ol. 38,2008, pp. 25-42.

127 \bid., pp. 4-5/79.



1587

“radiometric dates” of material “Place these occupations letwélS 5 and MIS 3,”
which given his dates for “MIS 4” at 72000-58,000 B.C., and “MIS 3” as 58,000-22,000
B.C!?® would mean that on my model those at his earlier dates wouldtyrebgasts,

and those at his lower end range of dates cpultia faciebe either satyr beasts or
Adamites. Thus in reviewing Rose’s work, Gonzalez & Abu-Ametoal from La
Laguna University, Canary Islands, Spain & King Saud University in Sawai&on the
Arabian Peninsula (also known as Arabia) say, “Rose has proposeletiiRersian Gulf
basin could be a continuous home of ... modern human populations that survived, outside
of Africa, from around 120 ka [= 120,000 years ago] onward Clearly on my Out-of-
Eden Persian Gulf model, any such hunter-gatherer creatures hiarh 20,000 years
ago were satyr beasts and not men. Rose also considetsallyiall that is known of

the Late Pleistocene period from the Arabian side of the Gulf €dromn the Jebel Faya

1 rockshelter in Sharjah Emirate” which at the “lowest levekeamblage C, is
characterized by small hand axes, thick bifacial foliates, hammer blades, and

centripetal cores. Assemblage B yielded ...blades ... . Toolsidmcburins,
endscrapers, and sidescrapers. ... Assemblage A yielded platfoesy mostly flake
(rather than blade) production*32” Put simply, these bespeak a hunter-gatherer stone-

age culturg®, which at Rose’s earlier dates would have been produced Yoybsststs,
and in the later dates, either satyr beasts or debased t&danho had adopted satyr
beast culture. E.g., he looks to “populations present around the wastentand of the
Gulf basin sometime earlier than 100 kya [= 100,000 years*4go]

Hence this does not really tell us anything about the PersianciBilizations,
which Rose would think evolved out of such hunter-gatherer creatgrefRese thinks
“low sea levels of ... 74,000-60,000 B[efore] P[resent]” “and” “24,000-12,0@908B¢]
P[resent]” “would have affected hunter-gatherer ranges and nyopditerns. At that
time, the interior savannas of Arabia became desiccated whidetéhousands of square
kilometres of fertile land in the Gulf basin were exposed.is fiossible these shifting
environment dynamic forced hunter-gatherers to increasinglyorelgoastal resources
...B3"  This type of confusion which fails to distinguish satyr be&sts1 man runs

128 |bid., pp. 11/79 & 33/79 (dates given in a review by Jakub Ridl of the
Institute of Molecular Genetics of the Academy of Sciencéxague in Czech, for MIS
2 are 22,000-10,000 B.C., p. 45/79).

129 |bid., p. 35/79 (Gonzalez, A.M., Abu-Amero, K.Ket al from the
Department of Genetics, La Laguna University, Tenerife, Calsdapds, Spain & the
Molecular Genetics Laboratory, College of Medicine, King Saud/&feity at Ridadh in
Saudi Arabia).

130 Ipbid., p. 12/79.

1 Ibid., pp. 13-14/79.

132 Ibid., p. 14/79.

133 bid., p. 33/79.
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through Rose’s article, where in stereotypically normative Daanisecularist fashion,
he thinks one can imperceptibly move between satyr beast and nfdus e.g., he
clearly follows the neo-Darwinists’ Out-of-Africa model, in whion the basis of highly
unreliable circular reasoning with respect to mitochondrial DNRDNA), he refers to
alleged evidence for “an mtDNA bottleneck release ... dated to 70,60Q1#300

Blefore] P[resent] ... or 60,200 +/- 8,600 B[efore] P[resent],” which ihkslto the

allegedly “initial modern human groups leaving Affita

But in terms of areas of intersecting agreement and /rargkeinterest between
Rose’s Persian Gulf Oasis model and my Out-of-Eden Persidmt®dEl, | agree with
Rose thathe archaeological evidence implies an earlier civilization in thesigda Gulf
(even though this is not the only possible interpretation of the aidugeal data). And
| would e.g., note the following points. In the area around thedPe@ulf there has
been “the discovery of” “evidence” for “domesticated sheep, goatcattieé remains at
Arabian Neolithic sites beginning around 7,500 years ago.” (Althoudtoea’s typical
secularist model, he thinks e.g., such “cattle” came from &l “priogenitor.”}*®> The
Ubaid period usually dated et5,200-3,500 B.C., links to pottery styles in Mesopotamia,
and Rose reports that “Middle Holocene sites around the gulf @negdished by the
appearance of Mesopotamian style plain and painted pottery calledd‘Ware**°”
While such Ubaid ware would normally be interpreted as coming fitesopotamia
down to the Persian Gulf, on my Out-of-Eden Persian Gulf model it dmeilcoming
either directly from a Persian Gulf resettlement, or a Mesopiain culture which earlier
came from the Persian Gulf, we simply do not know which. Bustsurely significant
that it shows a clear cultural linkage between these two comesjnithich is consistent
with, though does not thereby prove, my Out-of-Eden Persian Gulf mo@¢Icourse,
this would normally be explained simply as a long trade routendikig from southern
Mesopotamia down to the Persian Gtllf A site from Kuwait dated to 5,500-5,000
B.C. has produced “bitumen fragments” of what is “the oldest” disedvéphysical
remains from a seafaring vessel and while this would once again be seen by
secularists as a likely broad time starting point for suchel@g#/hich they might date
earlier than this, but still within the Holocene), | would againteeeas consistent with
my Out-of-Eden Persian Gulf model in which ship building knowledge u§iigh”
such as on Noah’s “Ark” (Gen. 6:14), was retained for usage sidPeGulf waterways
after Noah Flood of. 35,000 B.C., and then during the Holocene emerges outside of the

134 Ibid., p. 30/79. On the issue of the unreliability of Darwinian usage of
mitochondrial DNA projections, see Volume 1, Part 2, Chapter 6, sectsupi

135 Ibid., p. 21/79.
136 bid., p. 25/79.

137 Ibid., p. 26/79.

138 |bid., p. 26/79; citing Carter, R., “Boat remains and maritime tradé@en t
Persian Gulf during the sixth and fifth millennia BCAntiquity, Vol. 80, 2006, pp. 52-

63.
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Persian Gulf civilizations. Of course, numerous examples sftyfpie of thing exist,
where the data could be interpreted differently on either myo®haten Persian Gulf
model or a secularist model; but the point still remains that #ncergh the data does not
therefore prove my model, it is consistent with my Out-of-Eden Persian Gulf.mode

Thus | consider Rose is partly on the right general track when he"Shgse was
a virtual explosion of settlement around the shoreline of the [RgGiaf in the Middle
Holocene, coinciding with the final phase of marine incursion into temba. By the
time that indigenous groups became archaeologically visible dthiengbaid 3 phase
around 7500 cal[endar years] B[efore] P[resent]” te5,500 B.C., “these communities
had ... undergone a complete Neolithic demographic transition and wéaef,ion the
cusp of the Urban Revolution. This is exemplified in ... Ubaid-rdlattes, including
permanent stone structures, pottery, date palm cultivation, animbarury, fishing,
extensive trade networks, and advanced boat-building. Three nallafter the ...
Ubaid 3 groups along the northern shoreline of the [Persian] Gulf, ghenrbecame
known as Sumeria and was populated by the world’s earliestditeiralization%.” Of
course, | would not agree with Rose that thosec.05,500 B.C., had “undergone a
complete Neolithic demographic transition and were, in fact, orcubp of the Urban
Revolution,” but rather, would see them as coming from a metal mgréilture of
civilization that had devolved down into a Neolithic or New Stone Age culture, but which
took with them from the Persian Gulf much of the trappings of civiimawith their lost
metal-working knowledge (Gen. 4:22) being fortunately preservedsdiyie other
emigrants from the Persian Gulf. Thus the Sumerians he memsoneming some
thousands of years later, had more faithfully preserved cermeats of civilization,
including writing, as seen in e.g., the very significant Sumerian King Lists.

Rose’s article includes a number of reviews attached atriieckit. E.g.,
reviewer Hamed Vahdati Nasab is of Tarbiat Modares UniverBggran, Iran. Modern
day Iran still produces what are known as “Persian Carpets.” sdii#-west coast of
Iran covers the entire eastern side of the Persian Gulf, andl$@icontains the southern
portion of the Ararat-Zagros mountain range that goes down to thiarP&slf region.
Nasab says, “The terms ‘Arabo-Persian Gulf or ‘Gulf’ cannosdientifically applied to
the studied region, which has been called ‘Persian Gulf for .lemmia ... . Although
due to some political reasons some of the neighboring countries tedios have been
trying to apply some other terminologies to the mentioned gpbiga zone” [i.e.,
‘Arabian Gulf],” for “political” reasons, “it is vital thatin archaeological texts the
researchers” do not “use” these other “naiffe’s

Robert Carter of Oxford Brooks University, Oxford, UK, says in anateeew,
“Rose ... interprets the explosion of Arabian Neolithic sites fronb,500 B.C. “as the
result of demographic movement from the Gulf basin,” but “there are gnsbivith
assigning both the populations of southern Mesopotamia and eastern tAr#i@asame

139 Ibid., p. 34/79.

140 bid., p. 47/79.
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demographic origins in the Gulf basin. The leptolithic (blade-basedytry of early
southern Mesopotamia has little in common with the Arabian bifacdition(s) that
prevailed in the” Arabian region “between” 6,000-4,000 B.C. . “It thawever, be
fruitful to compare the leptholithic Qatar B / Fasad industryhwitat of the earliest
documented horizons of southern Mesopotamia.” And “in Yemen” on the soutlofwes
the Arabian Peninsula, “earliest domesticates have been ideérmifidanayzah, [which]
date to the early” sixth millennium B.C., “in association withabtiél lithic industries,
themselves older than known bifacial industries in eastern Atabience Carter thinks,
“One might tentatively propose, as a modification of Rose’s modedjgaificant
population input from the Persian Gulf Oasis into southern Mesopotardigastern
Arabia” in Arabia “in the early-mid Holocene, with a lat@parate phase of Neolithic
colonization of Arabia” on the Arabian Peninsula “from the W&t In his reply, Rose
says, “Carter’s point about multiple expansion into” the Arabian Pglaires “Arabia is
one of great importance and should be carefully considered in future investtfati

Whether any such group came “from the west” as conjecturedatigrGs itself,
also speculative. But as touching upon any lithic or stone age syltwe open to the
possibility of interaction with stone age cultures in the surroundregs; but | would
insist that anything to do with civilization, such as the domesg¢iatures of Manayzah of
the sixth millennium B.C., are either coming directly from thé-6f-Eden Persian Gulf
group, or an Adamite group of men who have learnt of such cultusakiges of
civilization from immediate contact with Out-of-Eden Persian Gulf Adanite

Another reviewer of Rose’s article was Juris Zarins of the Office of thesAdta
the Sultan for Cultural Affairs at Salalah, Oman, on the southAgaftian Peninsula,
whose east coast is the western side of the Persian Glelfconsiders that “Overall, this
is a fine synthesis of the latest evidence for the projected hypotheticabtooupt East”
Arabia and the Persian “Gulf. ... Middle Holocene archaeology andribms of the ...
Sumerians must center [/ centre] on the excavations undertakemdat tGe town in
which the Sumerians originated and created civilization. Esidutuated on a typical
large northeastern Arabian lake ... on the western edge of the Wadlid8dt entering
the South Mesopotamian trough. ... . Excavations .... provided a very long Ubaid
sequence of domestic and religious architecture beginnimfjiocja 5500/5000 BC ... .
It was largely abandoned as a city by the Middle-Late Urukoger... . _The
connections of the city (and other Ubaid Mesopotamian centers) withutieannot be
overstated...>”  While | would not agree with Zarins that “the Sumerians péitgd

. civilization” in Mesopotamia, but rather, transferred it from d&ee Eden in the
Persian Gulf, | certainly concur with him that the connections sf$laimerian city to the
Persian Gulf through the commonality of Ubaid culture is ex@étgnmportant for
showing the basic cultural link that existed between these groups.

Y Ibid., pp. 41-42/79.

142 bid., p. 51/79.

143 Ibid., pp. 48-49/79 (emphasis mine).
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In replying to the reviews, Rose says, “the purpose of” hidatigto argue that
the Gulf Oasis hypothesis ... warrants testing, not a model @cbepted or rejected
outright*~”  This being so, | would find much in his basic idea of a Persialfi G
population exit during the Holocene in connection with oscillating sesddethat is
valuable and good, being “the gold” of his work which must be siftedroat & good
deal of “dross.” But though crippled by hyper-normative secutlamnsl Darwinian
paradigm presuppositions and categories of thought, | think amidstpgsnoymativity
(which such persons paradoxically think to be a hallmark of their “obiggc’ such is
their degree of enslavement to the Devil by it, and hence “the gtdsofvorld” who
“hath blinded” them, Il Cor. 4:4), Jeffrey Rose has still managedhige some ideas
about a Persian Gulf civilization that was pushed out during the Hwdoge oscillating
sea-levels which means he has put forth a model which inerg lvest parts, is an
intellectually stimulating contribution, and for this, we may fairly thank him.

In reviewing Rose’s work, Geoffrey Bailey of the Departmanfrchaeology at
York University, UK, says, “The key problem is that we knowiditbeyond broad
generalization about what these submerged coastal regiondikeece how they were
affected by sea-level change, and almost nothing at all abosunmerged archaeology
It is too early to say whether the development of springs hypo#iteby Faure, Walter,
and Grante (2002),5uprg “could have transformed a landscape the size of the Persian
Gulf into a well-watered mosaic of wetlands. These ateest hypotheses in need of
testing ..1*>” In purely archaeological terms, the same type of imiticcan be made of
my Out-of-Eden Persian Gulf model as first formerly propdsgdne some 13 years
before Rose (2010) in 1997, and as now further developed by me in tlkissoroe 4
years after Rose in 2014. This means, that on the one hand, | caowethat my
model is correct on the basis of positive archaeological evidboten the other hand,
nor can my model be disproved on the basis of positive archaeolayicince.
Therefore my model is within the bounds of science, but still regjaineact of faith in
believing the Gen. 1-11 stories as they relate to the Land of, B¢tmah’s Flood, and
Greater Eden. “But without faith it is impossible to please” “God” (Heb. 11:6).

However, itmight yet be possible to use pollen or other tests from shafts drilled
down into parts of the Persian Gulf, to test if there is anyeexae for crop cultivation.
And it is also possible that evidence for such civilizations might turnfrom the
archaeological layers of the islands of the Persian Gulf, and indeed, | wecddhmend
that this be made an area for such future studyoreover, in addition to Biblical
sources, | have made reference to extra-Biblical written sewvbéch | consider either
support, or at least are consistent with, this model, as wetchaemlogical evidence at
points of intersecting agreement with Rose. But ultimately,Qutrof-Eden Persian
Gulf model is a religious belief based on the Bible, using @&odeiogy of integrating
science and the Bible found in such earlier Protestant watems.g., the six old earth

144 Ibid., p. 52/79.

145 bid., p. 39/79 (emphasis mine).
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creationist Gap Schoolmen especially honoured in this work, namely, the globajagarth
schoolmen, Thomas Chalmers (d. 1847), William Buckland (d. 1856), and Adam
Sedgwick (d. 1873); the honorary local earth gap schoolman, John Pratt (d. &@¥1)
the local earth gap schoolmen, J. Pye Smith (d. 1851) and Henry Jooek @l. 1915).

For whosoever’s servant one is, his servant one is, and | am honoureal ‘®ebeant” of
Christ, and “serve” him (John 12:26), not men and their “philosophy” of “vaeitie
(Col. 2:8). And | am doubly honoured, for my Lord says unto me and others,
“henceforth | call you not servants; for the servant knoweth not likabrd doeth: but |
have called you friends; for all things that | have heard of nlyefd have made known
unto you” (John 15:15). And together with my Christian brethren, | i@hy tronoured,
since “because ye are sons, God hath sent forth the Spirit 8ohisnto your hearts,
crying, Abba, Father. Wherefore thou art no more a servard, dart: and if a son, then

an heir of God through Christ” (Gal. 4:6,7). “Behold, what manneow# the Father
hath bestowed upon us, that we should be called the sons of God: thdrefarerid
knoweth us not, because it knew him not” (1 John 3:1).

(Chapter 17) f] Recapitulation.

CENOZOIC AGE

Quaternary Worlds: World 16) Pi (Greek/ = P) Pleistocene Period from Early
Pleistocene to the end béte Pleistocene (c. 2.6 million B.C. toc. 68,000 B.C.). World
17 (Rho, Greek / =R), World 18 (Sigma, Greek Cor/ / =CorS), & World 19
(Tau, Greek / =T) in theLate Pleistocene I(starting from the last Ice Age 68,000
B.C. to end of last Ice Age. 8,000 B.C.), & also World 20 (Upsilon, Greek/ =U/
Y) and World 21 (Phi, Greek / = Ph) in the Holocene (last 10,000 years from
8,000 B.C. to the Second Advent). (With some passing reference tpénesayr beast
from c. 200,000-100,000 B.C. to. 11,000-8,000 B.C*)  Omitting reference in this
Chapter 17 and leaving till Part 2, Chapter ROra, the future post Second Advent
Worlds 22 (Chi, Greek / = Ch - as in Christ), 23 (Psi, Greek/ = Ps), & 24
(Omega, Greek / =0). And while it is possible that these will be the last &f|th
relevant worlds for our purposes, in connection with the unresolved cosjeitout]
whether or nor the universe will one day end, reference will ladsonade in Part 2,

Chapter 20jnfra, to the possible speculated future Worlds Aleph (Hebrew A) &

Beth (Hebrew = B).

146 gSee Chapter 6, section c, “Soul-talk:” subsection ii, “Disfistling Satyr

Beasts & Man, the Apers & Adamites: A clean cut — like putting a knife through .butter
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The Late Pleistocene Il Period to Holocene Period Wad68,000 B.C. tcc.
8,000 B.C., World 17 on Charsuprg, which EXCLUDES reference tthe World of
Eden and its derivative civilization in the area now under the Per§alf of the
Cenozoic Age is the seventeenth of “the worlds ... framed by tnd of God” (Heb.
11:3) in “the generations of the heavens and of the earth” (Gen. 2igl) geologists can
study in the Book of Nature. This was originally designed fer Bivine Majesty, the
Lord Jehovah, ashe King's Royal Parklands In the Holy Trinity, “God” “by his Son”
“made the worlds” (Heb. 1:2), and for the Son of God who says (ifexett context),
“I am Alpha and Omega, the beginning and the ending” (Rev. 1:8), this semdnt
world is hisWorld Rho(Greek, / =R).

The Late Pleistocene Il Period to Holocene Period Wodd68,000 B.C. tac.
8,000 B.C., Worlds 18 & 19 on the Chastiprg, which is World 1&he unfallen World
of Eden in the area now under the Persian Gaffd World 1%he fallen World of Eden
and its derivative post Noah’s Flood Greater Eden civilization in tha amv under the
Persian Gulf These two worlds of the Cenozoic Age are the eighteenth andentiet
of “the worlds ... framed by the word of God” (Heb. 11:3) in “thengrations of the
heavens and of the earth” (Gen. 2:4). While World 18 could not, evenary the
studied by geologists; by contrast, World 19 might in theorytbdiesd by geologists
from the Book of Naturef they can access it at a future time with e.g., coreirdydl
looking for pollen to show agriculture in the area now under the ReBsiH, or possibly
from archaeological diggings on the islands of the present Peralan @/orld 18 is the
original pre-fall World of Eden which included access to the inredé&n of Eden; and
World 19 is the post-Fall “cursed” (Gen. 3:17-19) World of Eden in whiccess was
barred to the inner “Garden of Eden” (Gen. 2:23) (Gen. 2 & 3), togeititlerthe post
Noah’s Flood expanded global world in that portion of the Persian Gulhvauiturally
continued civilization and which is thus part of Greater Eden.

With respect to World 18, contrary to the theory of those who brihgira about
Genesis 1:2 being related to the fall of angels in an oltl eegtitionist Global Earth Gap
School model, and also the claims of young earth creationistsgius between sin and
death exist®nly in man’s world, and in Scripture it is specifically connectedhwwnian’s
spiritual death (Rom. 6:13; Eph. 2:1,5; Col. 2:13) and human mortality being temnec
to Adam’s primal sin (Gen. 2:17; Rom. 5:12; 8:18-23; | Cor. 15:22). Thusrie man
sin entered into the world” of man, “and death by sin; and so death passedll men,
for that all have sinned” (Rom. 5:12). Thus the Biblical picturefafiarian man (Gen.
2:29) with harmless vegetarian animals (Gen. 1:30), only ever @éxistthe segregated
region of man’s Edenic world (Gen. 2:10-14), and not in the out-of-bounds region
beyond Eden. So too, while in Eden the land serpents seem to haveebesrakes that
did not, at least in general, “go” “upon” their “belly,” and nor eéneir “thorns” “and
“thistles,” nor infertile land; these things did exist outside @éii; and so the curses that
came on serpents (snakes) in Eden and its land in general (Gen. 394,bhad the
effect of making Eden something like the out-of-bounds region beyond Eden, e
though it still seems to have still been a more generaltifefeegion, something like
fertile regions of Mesopotamia in West Asia, or fertilgioas along the Nile River of
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Egypt in North Africa. Thus to take a tunnel-vision approach andtofaim for the
entire planet earth, that the conditions that only existed insidel@i B a region now
under the waters of the Persian Gulf were global conditions, is fundamentally. wron

World 19 is the Land of Eden, and its post Noah’s Flood environs of Greater Eden
in the are now under the waters of the Persian Gulf, that npemeé&d into after Noah's
Flood, but which kept alive civilization cultural values when after Moachic Flood,
debased Adamites spreading outside the Persian Gulf region adopgtedodified the
hunter-gatherer culture of satyr beasts, and thus came tokevarlimals. Thus World
19 includes both the pre-Noachic Flood and post-Noachic Flood eras of sienRzulf.

In the Holy Trinity, “God” “by his Son” “made the worlds” (Heb2). and for the Son of
God who says (in a different context), “I am Alpha and Omega, thariagi and the
ending” (Rev. 1:8), these eighteenth and nineteenth worlds avédnid SigmaGreek C

or / | =CorS)and®orld Tau(Greek / =T) respectively.

Therefore whilst geology, archaeology, and anthropology showpitissible to
theorize Worlds 18 & 19, and that such small ancient civilizatiorfewagl in World 19
may have existed; in the final analysis such a model is mgitoeen nor undermined
from this extra Biblical data. Thus within the parametenseason given above, an act
of faith is required. But surely these Genesis 1-11 stories wetten, at least in part.
for this very purpose i.e., TO ELICIT FAITH! For “without faithis impossible to
please him” (Heb. 11:6).

The Holocene Periodlast 10,000 years,. 8,000 B.C. to Second Advent, World
20 on Chartsuprg which isthe World of Eden and its derivative civilization in the area
now under the Persian Guiff the Cenozoic Age during the Holocene is the twentieth of
“the worlds ... framed by the word of God” (Heb. 11:3) in “the gahens of the
heavens and of the earth” (Gen. 2:4), which in theory geologiststudy in the Book of
Nature if they can access it at a future time. It etlarh the Persian Gulf, but was
transferred out of the Persian Gulf during the Holocene to Mesopotathialsewhere to
form World 21, with such movement probably continuing upcti,000 B.C. (although
relevant dates are subject to some dispute). It is the postéaed” (Gen. 3:17-19)
World of Eden in which access was barred to the inner “Gardemdefi’EGen. 2:23)
(Gen. 2 & 3). In the Holy Trinity, “God” “by his Son” “made tnorlds” (Heb. 1:2),
and for the Son of God who says (in a different context), “I aph@land Omega, the
beginning and the ending” (Rev. 1:8), this twentieth world isMisld Phi(Greek /
= Ph). During the Holocene oscillations in sea-levels ledvibzeid men in World 20,
leaving the Greater Eden region of the Persian Gulf to emMerdd 21, and take
civilization with them.

The Holocene Periodlast 10,000 years. 8,000 B.C. to Second Advent, World
21 on Chartsuprg which excludes reference tbe World of Eden and its derivative
civilization in the area of Greater Eden now under the Persian, Glithe Cenozoic Age
is the twentieth of “the worlds ... framed by the word of God” (HEb.3) in “the
generations of the heavens and of the earth” (Gen. 2:4) whichgggsloan study in the
Book of Nature. In the Holy Trinity, “God” “by his Son” “made thverlds” (Heb. 1:2),
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and for the Son of God who says (in a different context), “I aph@land Omega, the
beginning and the ending” (Rev. 1:8), this twentieth world idNasld Upsilon(Greek
[ =UlY).

Therefore looking at the “Biblical creation model to be sciertifyccompared &
contrasted with the Book of Nature” found in Volume 1, Part 2, Chapterctiorse,
suprg the evidence of this Chapter 17 is clearly consistent with whatvould expect
from the following guidelines.

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 unto
salvation, man may discern that there is a Creator of the uai(@ob 12:7-10; Ps. 19:1;
Rom. 1:18-32); a man must by God’s grace, humbly put himself undeutherigy of
God's infallible Word, the Holy Bible of religiously conserveatiProtestant Christianity
(Ps. 119:105; Il Tim. 3:16), if he is to properly understand creation (dret)assues.
Wherefore ‘scoffers’ (Il Peter 3;3), such as they that beyfeme in an antisupernatural
secularist paradigm, are to be rejected who would have Christianianie ‘salt’ which
‘have lost his savour’ (Matt. 5:13), and would privatize all relevafdreace 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 othense. For suchlike is a God
dishonouring ‘science falsely so called’ (I Tim. 6:21), to be abhoafeall good
Christian men.”

Guideline 9 “Man was created in an area of south-west Asia near thes ®gr
Euphrates Rivers which are to the north of Eden (Gen. 2:14), and conna@isgo the
south down to Havilah (Gen. 2:11) on the Arabian Peninsula also known as Arabia
what was later a Hamite-Semite shared border-regions nesttgp along Arabia (Gen.
10:6,7,22,29; 25:18; | Sam. 15:7); and also south down to Ethiopia (Gen. 2:13) which
included both the later Hamite-Semite shared western bordemneegirip along the
Arabian Peninsula with Midian (Exod. 2:15,21; Num. 12:1; Hab. 3:7), asawedarts of
continental north-east Africa (Gen. 10:6; Jer. 13:23). Thereforetadbkeuplace should
be locatable in south-west Asia near Africa.

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 initiadlglen
this covenant (Gen. 2:17; 3:15,22; 4:2,4). Since Adam and Jacob areteskfmra
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 Gi15his requires an
Adamic date ot. 105,000 B.C. +/ - 53,000 years.”

Guideline 11 “The constitutional nature of man as a dichotomy of body and soul
(Gen. 2:7; 1 Cor. 15:45) who is ‘in the image of God’ (Gen. 1:27), givesahaapacity
for spiritual expression (Gen. 4:2,4; 8:20; 12:8; 13:4) even if this seped to some
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form of idolatry in violation of the First & Second Commandments (ExXiH2-6),
including lust idols in violation of the First, Second, and Tenth Commamdn{Exod.
20:2-6,17; Eph. 5:5; Col. 3:5) which will always be found among Adamites imgjudi
atheists (Pss. 14:1; 53:1), or “a reasonable soMthaghasian Creed & Council of
Chalcedon Job 9:14,21; Eccl. 7:25,27,28) manifested in the conscience morality (Rom.
2:14,15) of a moral code (Rom. 2:22; 7:7; 13:9). Therefore Adamitebeniliscernible

in the fossil record by such evidence of them having souls. Credagking such
CLEAR and OBVIOUS evidence are necessarily NOT human beings.”

Guideline 12 “Man was originally given a dominion mandate over the local
‘earth’ (cf. Gen. 41:56; Matt. 12:42) under the local ‘heaven’ (cutD2:25; Col. 1:23)
of the Edenic ‘world’ (cf. Isa. 23:17; Luke 2:1; Rom. 1:8) (Gen. 1:26-28; 2:8-18\t
following Noah’s Flood which was therefore geographically looahe region of Eden
and anthropologically universal, man’s dominion mandate was generoyspded by
Almighty God to include the formerly out-of-bounds regions of The Kingtyal
Parklands beyond Eden, thus giving him a dominion mandate over the gtabl’ *
under the global ‘heaven’ (cf. Pss. 134:3; 146:6) of the planetary ‘w@fldPs. 89:11;
Mark 16:15) (Gen. 9:1,11-17; 10:1-32). Therefore Adamites will be seg@rdadsout
as an out-of-Eden group (i.e., the relevant areas of the post Ndédcbd settlements in
the Persian Gulf are thus designated as Greater Eden,) tésex@ominion over the
entire planet earth.”

On the Out-of-Eden Persian Gulf model endorsed in this work, the absoige
of possible Adamic dates (beyond a reasonable shadow of a doutathar800 B.C. +/-
16,500 years i.eg. 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.cto/r2,000 B.C.); the
most probable range of Adamic dates (on the balance of probabilies)6®,000 B.C.
+/- 8,000 years i.eq. 68,000-52,000 B.C.; and my best estimate for Adam’s date on the
presently available data (as further discussed in Volume 26Pbaased on the critical
usage of Egyptian, Babylonian, & Sumerian records of uncertain hadtodcacity & so
possibly incorrect & subject to review,) ace 65,000 +/- 3,000 years i.ec, 68,000-
62,000 B.C. . And Noah’'s Flood is placed in the absolute range obj@#glamic
dates (beyond a reasonable shadow of a doubtpb8t000 B.C. +/- 16,000 years, and my
best estimate for Noah’s Flood on the presently available datar(aer discussed in
Volume 2, Part 6, based on the critical usage of Egyptian, Babylokigymerian
records of uncertain historical veracity and so possibly incoaretsubject to review,) is
placed at. 35,000 B.C. .

This means that the leopard wasTime King’s Royal Parklands the old out-of-
bounds to man region beyond the World of Eden which man was only permiiged to
into when he received a new global dominion mandate following Noah’s Flobhis
amazing creature was named by creationist, Carl Linnaeus (1707-1 ™) edish
botanist who was a Lutheran Protestant Christian. Fossil borlespairds have been
found as far back as the Pliocene (5.3-2.6 million B.C.) inTieiary World (66.4
million to 2.6 million B.C.), e.g., north-east of London, UK, in France, anyl. Ital hus
they appear to have been created around this time by Almighty G@uring the
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following Pleistocene, leopard fossils are found at about 40 sitesrop& mainly in
caves, in e.g., England up to Derby, Gibraltar on the Spanish Penih&ban in
Portugal, northern Spain, France, Switzerland, Austria, GermaeghCand Hungaty/.
When visiting Oxford University in October 2012, | saw the followlegpard, and being
a poor, frail, human being, and so unlike my mighty God, who likes to araképlay”
with ferocious creatures such as “leviathan” the crocodile (Job 41:1,5); | hea®dethat
this was not some stalking leopard, but a very dead and stuffed leopard.

The Ice Ages of the Quaternary Worlds were first recognized througtottkeof
old earth creationist, Louis Agassiz (d. 1873) of Harvard University,, &5he
was assisted in his ice ages work in the United Kingdom by old eagtiorrist,
William Buckland (d. 1856) of Oxford University, UK.

Leopards appear to have been created by God in the Pliocene 2563 to
million B.C.) & continue into the Quaternary (2.6 million B.C. to Gt
Advent). A mammalian leopard of tl@&enozoic Ag€66.4 million B.C. to the
Second Advent) in the foreground; and in the Museum, living Adamites from
present world. Photo of touchable stuffed leopar@xdord University Museum
Oxford, England, UK, in a collection developed around the core gedlogica
collection of old earth creationist Gap Schoolman & Anglicarrggiman,
William Buckland (d. 1856) of Oxford University, whose display casé¢hés
middle case in this photo (to the right of the red coloured “Oxford Ddadal’
display case), October, 2012.

147 Cf. “Leopard,”Wikipedia(2013) http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Leopajd
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CHAPTER 18

Mesopotamia c. 4,150-2,200 BC:
Why are ten generations selected in the Gen. 5 & 11 genealogies?

a] The big picture.

b] The Kish Flood of c. 2,500 B.C. .

c] Did the heathen human sacrifices immediately
precede the Kish Flood of c. 2,500 B.C.?

(Chapter 18) a] The big picture.

Almighty God, Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, “one Guodrrinity, and Trinity in
unity” (Athanasian Creedl expects we use consonant godly reason that ongrary to the
Divine revelation to work out various things withs hgracious assistance though the
presence of the Third Divine Person of the Holynityi the Holy Ghost (Job 12:7,8; Ps.
19:1-3; Rom. 1 & 2; | Cor. 11:14). In the wordsAaticle 9 of theApostles’ Creed “I
believe in the Holy Ghost” (John 15:26; 16:13). That phiena facie dates of the
Biblical genealogies of Gen. 5 &11 are meant to isolate types) fthe ancient
civilizations of c. 4,150-2,200 B.C., which thus symbolically point back to the greater
realities of the Persian Gulf civilization, is an integramponent of my Out-of-Eden
Persian Gulf model. As at 2014, it has been a key element eindsrstanding as to
why certain selections are made in the genealogies of Gen. 5 &ndllwhy we are
provided with gprima faciechronology in this part of Scripture, for some 20 years now,
being part of my 1997 article (originally submitted in 1995). Heameng other things,
| say inPerspective on Science and Christian Fg2B07):

As an old earth creationist, | respond to certain issues raisbd tBeely-
Ross exchange (PSCF 59, no. 1 [2007]: 37-54) ... . Seely’s critioena tdate
for Adam “stretches the genealogy in Genesis 5 to unreatistiensions” is not a
Biblically based conclusion. | have previously shown that such dagesithin
Biblical parameters; and that events in Mesopotamia on the ggiesghoima
facie dates are symbolic types pointing backwards e.g., | think the Kaod of
2,600 B.C. (which only covered a part of Kish,) types Noah’s much eHdezt
[footnote, ... <Soteriology: Adam & the Fall,> PSCF 49 (1997) ...3*..

In conjunction with this work, | have undertaken analysis of chronologisaks
in the Old Testament, as more fully discussed in Volume 2, ParA§.a fruit of this
work, | now consider the dates generally used for the Kish Flood2p600 B.C., which
are based on pottery and synchronizations with other parts oficlenaworld as related
to Egyptian chronology, are about 100 years out, and that as with oémts e¥ this era,
their dates need to be contracted. Thus e.g., | would now date thEléashatc. 2,500

198 McGrath, G.B. (myself), “The Gap [School View] in [Genegison]
Creation,” PSCF, Vol. 59, No. 4 (Dec. 2007), pp. 318-9.
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B.C. . My former position, as stated in 1997 and referred to in 20pra was that
“the prima facieFlood date cannot be realistically pushed back earlierah2500 B.C.
(Heb[rew]), or if one includes the ‘130 years’ (LXX) of ‘CainabX(X & Luke 3:36) c.
2,600 B.C*°" Thus because | considered the Kish Flood so strongly recommended
itself as the appropriate symbolic candidate for Noah’s Flood, | ededIwith reference
to the inclusion of “Cainan” in Luke 3:36, that one was meant to adweiseéptuagint’s
“130 years” for “Cainan” (Gen. 11:13, LXX). However, with my r@dsunderstanding
of chronology, | now realize that the Hebrew date.®,500 B.C. (the more precise date
| give in Volume 2, Part 6, isc! 2,498 B.C.”) is the one to use. | do not claim
infallibility, since like my fellow Protestant Local Eartha® Schoolman, Henry Jones
Alcock (d. 1915),I consider myself to be as infallible as the Pogme, very fallible.
Thus there is continuity and change in my 1997 and 2014 positions, in thatl Wwhve
retained my commitment to using the Kish Flood as the symbolicftygéoah’s Flood,

| have now revised its date from 2,600 B.C. tac. 2,500 B.C., and ceased to add about
an extra 100 years onto the Hebrew date. @500 B.C. on the basis of the Septuagint’s
130 years for Cainan. But such refinements aside, | remain ¢wdru the basic idea |
stated 1997, albeit with dates of about 100 years less for events hef@@0 B.C. .

Hence, showing my revisions as at 2014 in a combination of omissees i(s
dots “...”) and square brackets, | said Rerspective on Science and Christian Faith
(21997).

Fischer argues with reference to the Genesis genealogobsealogy,
farming, and metal tools, Adam’s date “fits best’cat,000-5,000 B.G**. On
the one hand, | do not consider one can just assume it is a quaint exdecite
genealogieprima facieplace Adam at. 4,004 B.C. +/<. 250 years. E.g., on
my reckoning, in the Hebrew genealogies Adaprisna faciedate isc. 4,154
B.C. (so that Christ’s birth in 4 B.C., was on the fourth millenniggesntenary
celebration of this date); or on the well known Protestant chronabbgye
Anglican Archbishop of Armagh, and Primate of Ireland, James U$%b81.-
1656), Adam is dated at 4,004 B°€ or on ... [a] traditional Jewish chronology
at 3,760 B.C. (year starts Oct. 3,761 B>}.

199 McGrath, G.B. (myself), “Soteriology: Adam and the Fal8GF, Vol. 49,
No. 4 (Dec. 1997), p. 258.

150 Fischer, R., “In Search of the Historical AdarartPL,” Perspectives on Science
& Christian Faith, Vol. 45, No. 4 (Dec. 1993), pp. 241-251, at (B 24, p. 244.

151 Ussher, JThe Annals of the World.ondon, England, 1658.

152 E.g., in the liberal and non-literal TANAKH Jewish translatafrnthe Old
Testament, the year given is “5746.1985.” Year 5746 - 1985 (plus 1 yd#arass no
Year 0, minus 1 year for inclusive reckoning, both of which cana#i ether out for
A.D. dates) = 3761 B.C. . But Year 1 is 3760 B.C. and so this means tHaAaNAKH
must have been dated between Oct. and Dec. 1985, which is regarded as part of 1986, and
so the actual calculation is 5746 - 1986 = 3760 B.C. .
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But on the other hand, | regard Fischer’s claim as an overstatememtr Aft
all, on theprima faciedates in the Genesis chronologies, [consider] Noah’s Flood
. E.g., on Ussher’s starting date of 4,004 B.C. ptivaea faciel,656 years in
Gen. 5:3-30; 7:6 ... yielded Ussher Noah'’s Flood date of 2,349 B.C., and he then
put the Tower of Babel at 2,247 B'&. Or a similar calculation based on ... [a]
traditional Jewish Adamic date would put Noah’'s Flgoona facieat c. 2,100
B.C.. Since Gen. 11:10-26 putprana facie390 (Heb[rew]) ... years between
Shem and Abraham’s birth, th®ima facie Flood date cannot be realistically
pushed back earlier than 2,500 B.C. (Heb[rew]), or if one includes the “130
years” (LXX) of “Cainan” (LXX & Luke 3:36)c. 2,600 B.C. .

But Sinology shows Chinese civilization was established by theand
with the well known civilizations in Egypt and Mesopotamia of thte 13,000s
and first half of the 2,000s B.C., who after2,600 B.C. [or | would now sag.
2,500 B.C.] could have believed that durmdg,600-4,000 B.C. [or | would now
say c. 2,500-4,000 B.C.] there had been only two significant races of man —
Cain’s race and Seth’s race (Gen. 4 & 5)? Or &ft2r600 B.C. [or | would now
sayc. 2,500 B.C.] “all’ human beings had been killed in a flood (Gen. 6:12,13)
and their present population levels could have grown so quickly from eight
people? ...

Therefore, | consider the logical conclusion to draw both then and now, is
that the known civilizations af. 4,250-2,200 B.C. [or | would now say4,150-
2,200 B.C.] are being used as symbolic types pointing back to somes&bragnd
more ancient civilizations; and some relatively small flood ....i#eing used to
type an earlier Noah’s Flood. Could this include the flood deposkssatin
Mesopotamia (northeast of Babylon) datedcto2,600 B.C. [by e.g., Lloyd
Bailey]™* [although | would now date this Kish Flooddo2,500 B.C.]? Thus |
consider we should carefully study these ancient civilization symbolic.types

This poses the problem of where to draw the line between symbol and
reality. For example, bronze appears ... in the Tigris-Euphdatés [in broad-
brush approximation with] Tubal-Cain [whprima faci¢ dates to sometime
around the beginning of the Early Bronze Age ... . Thus in Gen. 4:22 did Moses
use a doublentendremeaning something like, the “brass” ... , “copper” ..., or
“bronze” ... and “iron” instruments of Tubal-Cainfgima faciedate ofc. 2,500
... B.C. [and earlier]; point back to the metal working instruments of Fuba
Cain?’ ... Should the boat-like shaped object in the Akyayla Rangeasf

153 Ussher, Jgp. cit, pp. 3,4.

154" Bailey, L.R.,Noah(1989),0p. cit, pp. 33 (map), 36 (chart).
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Turkey, be understood as a symbol of Noah's Ark resting on the mountains of
Ararat?>°

The Durupinar site “Noah’s Ark” feature in the
Ararat mountains, Akyayla Range of Turkey

The Durupinar Site in the mountains of Ararat in the Akyaylageaof modern-
day east Turkey, is locatex 11 kilometres or 7 miles southeast of Dogubayazit. In its
favour, it can be said that this object: looks like a big boatngtle measuremembuld
be 300 cubits (Gen. 6:15) i.e.,450 feet orc. 137 metres; it is in the mountains of Ararat
(Gen. 8:4), albeit at the northern end of the Ararat-Zagros mountage;rand it is one
of the traditional sites for Noah’s Ark e.g., one can count 8 Cémistrosses on one of
the nearby large so called “anchor stones.” Certainly tmstidNoah’s Ark, since: the
width is twice that of Noah’s Ark which had a “breadth of ... fifiybits” (Gen. 6:15)
i.e., c. 75 feet orc. 23 metre¥’.  Furthermore, the location is at @r7,000 feet oc.
2,100 metres, and this far too highas it would require a global flood or something
close to it; and scientific analysis shows this is a rock faomaNOT a man-made
object. Moreover, any tradition identifying this as Noah’s ésknes much later in time
than Noah’s Flood. But ancient accounts of sighting the ark in “Aaheeferred to by
e.g., Berosusc( 290 B.C.), Josephus (1st century A.D.), Theophilus of Antioch (2nd
century A.D.), or Epiphanius of Salamis (4th century A.D.), in somall instances,
might be sightings of this boat-shaped object, and in connection with tpersan or
persons unknown must then have made the “anchor stones,” perhaps in connéttion w
local con-men sometimes selling bogus “ark relics” (see JosephnBuities1:3:6 as

155 McGrath, G.B. (myself), “Soteriology: Adam and the F&ll997),0p. cit, p.
258.

156 “phoney ‘Ark’ Wars, Prayer News [Young Earth] Creation Science

Foundation, Queensland, Australia, May 1997, p. 3.

157 Although at one stage David Fasold (1939-1998) claimed this fiteed th
Biblical measurements which he said were meant to representarfie cubic
displacement, he later decided that this was not in fact tharmudkyhile not considering
this is the ark, John D. Morris was prepared to say it is“ehape” and “size consistent
with the Biblical dimensions given, and is within the region calléé ‘mountains of
Ararat” (Creation Ex Nihilp Sept. 1990; & “David Fasold,” Wikipedia
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/David_Fasold
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discussed in Volume 1, Part 2, Chapter 16, secticufwg. Thus it is possibly upon

the basis of this Durupinar site object, and in further developmenttbat was built up

the later legend of the Ark being on Mt. Ararat which is sa@xi&7 kilometres oc. 17

miles north of this site, as claimed, perhaps for the first,timy the Armenian historian,
Faustus of Byzantium (4th century A.D.). Thus both in 1997 and 2014, | ppese t
guestion, Should the boat-like shaped object in the Akyayla Range of east Turkey, be
understood as a symbol of Noah’s Ark resting on the mountains of Ararat?

Archaeological excavations started in Mesopotamia around 1840, andtsnce
time evidence for settlement has been found there dating back #h000 years ta.
10,000 B.C'*®. Given that the symbolic types of this period date fcoh150 B.C., this
includes a special interest in such sites as e.g., Erech (or Whidt) was later included
in the Empire of Nimrod or Sargon | of Accad (Gen. 10:9,10). Tisvs an Ubaid
culture and so culturally links to a number of Persian Gulf citibna (discussed in Part
2, Chapter 17, section suprg. E.g., (though a number of my dates would be a bit
different to his,) Fischer says, “Erech ... has been dated to ad@@@dB.C. ... . ‘Uruk
[/ Erech] was first settled around 4200 B.C. by the Ubaid people, &hd &wer levels
it seems to be a characteristically Ubaid site. Butrivegg around 3500 B.C., there is
evidence of major change which some archaeologists believe weaetehiatic of a new
culture and others believe represented an indigenous evolution of the <Ubddfdns>’

Given that Hebrewnchosheth refers to either “copper,” or a copper alloy such
as “bronze” (an alloy of copper and tin), or “brass” (an alloy agper and zinc) (as
discussed in Volume 1, Part 2, Chapter 17, sectiosuptd, | consider that in its
Mesopotamian symbolic type, Tubal-Cain’s metal working is thusdyp part by metal
working in both copper and the copper alloys of bronze and brass. Thetiefoigsue
of whether the earlier Persian Gulf civilizations used just coppeboth copper and
copper alloys is presently open to some level of discretionargpietation, but in my
opinion the symbolic types of the third to fourth millennia B.C. favourpttogosition
that the earlier Persian Gulf civilizations used both copper and copper alloys.

And with respect to the issue of copper or the copper alloys of besrizérass
being used as symbolic types for “Tubal-Cap¥sna faciedate ofc. 2,500 ... B.C.” and
earlier (Gen. 4:22)suprg given that antediluvian ages could be about 1,000 years, and
we have no specific statement that Tubal-Cain entered a mixethgeawith a Sethite
and so had his age reduced to 120 years (Gen.6:3), one could allow for a special symbolic
type usage of this area for copper or copper alloys ep3®00 B.C. i.e.¢. 3,500-2,500

158 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD9@.999),0p. cit, e.g., “ Mesopotamia.”

159 Fischer, R., “In Search of the Historical AdarartP,” Perspectives on Science
& Christian Faith, Vol. 46, No. 1 (March 1994), pp. 47-57, at p. 48ing Lamberg-
Karlovsky, C.C. & Sarloff J.A./Ancient Civilizations: The Near East & Mesoameyithe
Benjamin / Cummings Publishing Company, Menlo Py Jersey, USA, 1979, p. 145.
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B.C. (although one could also select a lower range down@®00 B.C*). It is thus
of some interest to note, that copper is known to have been mined foumdathe
middle of the fourth millennia B.C. in the Timna Valley about 24 kétnas or 15 miles
north of “Elath” (Deut. 2:8; Il Kgs 14:22; 16:6) or “Eifdt” Thus with special
reference to the geography of Israel, this symbolic typg, rat least in part, be pointing
us to this Timna Valley site i.e., givingmima faciedate for Tubal-Cain of something
like c. 3,450-2,500 B.C. . And given that metal working in iron is shown in theeBerz
beads, that is, the meteoric iron beads from Egypt thattdate3,500 B.C., or more
precisely,c. 3475 B.C. +/- 125 yearsuprg if this lower date range df. 3,475-3,350
B.C. is correct, then the implication is that “Tubal-Cain” as fastructor of every
artificer in brass and iron” (Gen. 4:22), is being typed by e@aions in both South-West
Asia (Israel & Mesopotamia) and North-East Africa (Egypflich exhibited metal
working knowledge at this time. In turn, this is consistent witGraater Edenic
homeland that came from the area under the waters of the P&si&n with
Mesopotamia to its north with the Tigris and Euphrates Rivers.(&&4), and North-
East Africa to its west with e.g., the “Gihon” which “compalkstite whole land of
Ethiopia” (Gen. 2:13).

(Chapter 18) b] The Kish Flood of c. 2,500 B.C. .

Though the are other archeological discoveries from Mesopotamiatback
10,000 B.C. which are quite fascinating, and elements ftomh,150-2,200 B.C. are
particularly relevant to the issue of symbolic types and thusitagral element to my
Out-of-Eden Persian Gulf model, due to prioritizations within my time constréntthe
purposes of this Part 2, Chapter 18, | shall just look in greatastadne further aspect of
particular interest to illustrate the issues of symbolic typesSpecifically we shall
consider in some greater detail the Mesopotamian Kish Flooa. ¢t,500 B.C.
symbolically typing the earlier Persian Gulf Noah’s Floodc050,000 B.C. +/- 16,000
years, which on my best estimate on presently available data weé&52200 B.C. .

In Gen. 11 of the Greek Septuagint, the ages affwwarious patriarchs are said to
live before they begat are altered from their oa¢g as found in the Hebrew. In the
Septuagint (LXX) these are: Shem is 100 when he begat Arghaxears after flood,
Arphaxad begat at 135 years; Cainan begat at 130 years; Salab#&gatyears; Heber
begat at 134 years; Phaleg begat at 130 years; Ragau begat abfds35g¢ruch begat at

160 E g., within this discretionary range, on the data availabteean 1997 |

used a start date of 3,100 B.C., but | now think this discretion can be used closer to the
maximum of about 1,000 years with reference to the Timna Valley copper mines.

181 “Timna Valley,”Bible Placeghttp://www.bibleplaces.com/timnavalley.hxm
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130 years; Nachor begat at either 179 (Brenton’s 133r 79 years (Rahlfs-Hanhart's

LXX *®); Tharrha begat Abraham at 70 years. Therefore tallying these up, 2 + 135 + 130
+ 130 + 134 + 130 + 132 + 130 + 179 (or 79) + 70 = 1172 or 1072 years @snlae
facieperiod from Abraham to Noah’s Flood.

We cannot be sure as to where the Septuagint translators datstasbh and
more conservative estimates generally vary in the range 23080 B.C. +/- 130 years
(although some religious liberals date it down to as low as tter fsart of the 15th
century B.C3)®*.  But dating Abraham on my chronology at around 2,206 B.C., this
gives a Noachic Flood date of 3,377 B.C. if Nachor is calculated as 179 years (on
inclusive reckoning) or 3,277 B.C. if Nachor is calculated as 79 ye#rso, the upper
date may be seeking to correlate Noah’s Flood with the Ninewadd Fif the mid 4th
millennia B.C. . Alternatively, if a lower liberal Abrahandate is being used of e.g.,
1,630 B.C., then this gives a Noachic Flood date. @801 B.C. if Nachor is calculated
as 179 years (on inclusive reckoning)xoR, 702 B.C. if Nachor is calculated as 79 years.
If so, the lower date may be an attempt by ancient libeeskirsy to correlate Noah's
Flood with the floods at Kish and / or Shurrapak and / or Erech (lmik)/or Lagash
dating toc. 2,700 B.C. . The variation in Nachor as either 179 years or 79 yaght, m
thus be connected to not only different floods being isolated, but diffstantdates of
the calculation from Abraham. Of course, all this is spewgelaind we cannot be
entirely sure just exactly what the Septuagint translatore seeking to do in changing
the Biblical dates; although if the variation of Nachor was dddieerit indicates the
presence of rival views. On the one hand, | think we can farljecture that they were
probably trying to correlate Noah’s Flood with a local MesopotarRiaad either at the
upper end ot. 3,377 B.C. at Nineveh or the lower endcoR,702 B.C. on the basis of
records they had available to them (although such a conjectoendicated by the fact
that they may have had records with faulty Mesopotamian flood tzéghey were
trying to synchronize with); and on the other hand, | think we caly fgpeculate they do
not appear to have been trying to isolate the latter Kish Fload 2500 B.C. (Kish

182 By making no specific reference to the Aldine Text, byadifBrenton

indicates “179” has the support of the Aldine Text (Venice, 1522, tke rizsleased
printing press edition of the Septuagint), which is reflective efléingely standardized
Eastern Greek text as in a great measure fixed underrdek @rthodox Patriarchate of
Constantinople from about the 11th century A.D.; though Brenton also mentionisetha
Alexandrine Text of Codex Vaticanus (4th century A.D.) here reads “79.”

163 By making no reference to any variant, by default RahéfsHart indicates

“79” has the support of e.g., the Hexapla of Origen (d. 254), LuciaB1@), Codex
Alexandrinus (5th century A.D.), & Codex Sinaiticus (4th century A.D.).

164 Wood, L.,A Survey of Israel's HistonyZondervan, Michigan, USA, 1970,

pp. 30-31,39. E.g., the religious liberal, J. Bright, simply gives gerai dates at
“roughly 2000-1550” B.C. and says, “It was some time during the courdbesk

centuries that ... Abraham set out from Haran ...” (BrightAJistory of Isragl 1959,

Revised Edition 1972, SCM, London, 5th print, 1979, p. 47).
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Flood IV). If they knew anything about the Kish Floodco2,500 B.C., they would
probably have rejected it on the basis that it was too small, $iedarge size of Noah'’s
Ark is massively out of proportion for Kish Flood 1V, and it is unlikétgt it would ever
have gotten Noah’s Ark of its dry-dock construction striafsa.

Kish was one of twelve city-states in the Sumerian civibra and
Mesopotamian Kish appears to have been Biblically conceptualized sabuab of
Greater Babylon or “Babel” (Gen. 10:10), being located about 8#sror about 14
kilometres east of the central part of Babylon. (Cf. HerodetHsstories 1:78 &
Strabo’sGeographyl6:1:5, at Part 2, Chapter 19, section&a.) Both Babylon and
Kish can be seen on the following map in central-south Mesopdfdmia
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Kish, a suburb of Greater Babylon, was in central-south Mesopotamia.

But in my opinion, the fact that Kish Flood IV i.e., the Kish Floodco®2,500
B.C. was so small relatively to the size of Noah’s Ark which is massiwelyig for it, to
the point that it is unlikely that it would have even gotten Noahls & its dry-dock
construction struts, is one of the reasons why it is such anexc#diod to isolate i.eit
must be understood as a symbolic type since it so clearly was famalb to be the
Biblical Flood of Noah In the following General Survey Map for the City of Kish,
Ingharra can be seen on the eastern side, and Uhaimir on the western side®df Kish

165 Map from “Kish (Sumer),”  Wikipedia
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kish_(Sumer))

186 Gibson, M. The City & Area of KishField Research Project, Coconut Grove,
Miami, Florida, USA, 1972p. 265 (City of Kish, General Survey Mapjfra.
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CITY OF KISH, GENERAL SURVEY MAP

Ancient Kish comprises of what are now seven tells or hills or mewfidshich
the two largest and most important are Tell Ingharra and Utedimer®’ (and lesser
important tells include e.g., Tell el-Bender / el-Bander: Pamtmhaterial found in, Tell

Khazneh, & Mound W: Neo-Assyrian tablets foun®h The following map shows the
tells at KisH®.

167 «104. Tell Uhaimir & Environs (ancient Kish),lrag: Cultural Property
Training Resourcehftp://www.cemml.colostate.edu/cultural/09476/irad®4.htm).

188 «Kish (Sumer)," Wikipedia(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kish_(Sumér)

169

Moorey, P.R.S.Kish Excavations 1923-193Ashmolean Museum Oxford
University, Clarendon Press, Oxford, UK, 1978, p. 14 (“The Tells at Kish”).
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Thus Kish has a number of tells (or hills or mounds) over an area ®f
kilometres byc. 2.5 kilometres oc. 20 square kilometres, ar5 miles byc. 1% miles or
c. 7% square milé€’, and giverthat the evidence for flooding is limited to Tell Ingharra
this appears to have been a relatively small Ificald to only one portion of KisH.
Tell Ingharra in the east is about 1¥ miles or 2 kilometresfreay Tell Uhaimer in the
west’? It is seen in the greater detail in the following map whisedetter “W” refers
to Ingharra Mound “W” (West); and the letters A-G consecutivelynber the work of
the first seven seasons (1923-1929) (the remaining eighth to elevastmsef 1929-
1933 thereafter being named H-K,) of the Joint Oxford Universitgddju Field
Museum expedition (1923-1933). E.g., at Tell Ingharra, “G” repregbetseventh
season of 28 Nov. 1928 to 12 March 1929 which saw the discovery by Watdlia of
four Kish Flood deposits, and thus Kish Flood I\c02,500 B.C:".

As previously discussed, if one uses a Plimsoll Line Gion for Noah's Ark
being at 15 feet (or 4.6 metres) of submergence under watethe Ark was “30 feetc( 9
metres) above water-level, then Noah’s horizon ftoenArk would have been 6.7 miles
or c. 10.8 kilometres when the Ark was in wafér Thus this would mean the flood would
have to be twice this i.ec, 13.4 miles or 21.6 kilometres in diameter for horhave found
it necessary to send out the raven and dove (Gérl28’>. Giventhat the evidence for
flooding is limited to Tell Ingharrai.e., in the area of one of seven tel(lsr hills or

170 Meyers, E.M. (Editor)The Oxford Encyclopedia of Archaeology in the Near
East Oxford University Press, UK, 1997, Vol. 3, p. 298.

171 peter Roger Mooreyish Excavations 1923-1938p. cit, pp. 14 & 15.

172" Douglas FraynePre-Sargonic Period: Early Periods: Volume 1 (2700-2350

BC), Toronto University, Toronto, Canada, 2008, page KIS E1.7.
173 Moorey'sKish Excavations 1923-1938p. cit, pp. 98-99.
17 See also Volume 1, Part 2, Chapter 13 discussion ofrtfris,

17> See Part 2, Chapter 11, section e, at Step@Ba
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mounds),it is unlikely that Noah’s Ark would even have gotten out of its dry-dock
construction struts in the Kish Flood. Looking at Moorey’s stragpilgical diagram of
Tell Ingharra (1978)infra, we see that the Flood Stratum was about 2.5 metres (or
8Ys" ) above the water-table, arhiis sets a lower base limit even if one went to a
theoretical lagoon in Ingharra that reached to the water-tafftr which there is
absolutely no evidence). Hence, bearing in ntivad on the presently available daiae
have no evidence for any flooding at a higher level than this, antdedsmg in mind the
general finding of Jarrett taken over studies of 200 floods (wftitas on western and
west-central United States of America,) that water depa@sisgenerally within 30
centremetres or one foot of the high-water M&rkon any known scenario of a Kish
flood at Ingharra, we have no reason to believe that any such thabtagoon could
have been deeper than an absolute maximum3Mmetres or 10 feet. Hence when this
is compared with the Plimsoll Line calculation beingdus® Noah's Ark being at. 4.6
metres or 15 feethere is really no evidence to suggest that NoaAlkscould have gotten
out of its dry-dock construction struts in the KKlood of c. 2500 B.C. . It most likely
“would have been all dressed up, with nowhere tb go

But let usassume for the purposes of a calculation of Noah’s horizon the unlikely
possibility on the presently available dateat in fact the flood was higher than this, but
left no known traces further out at any high water mark; and l&tirtleer assume that
Noah’s Ark was near the area of water entry where the Egshiraver burst its banks, at
which point there was a pre-existing man-made lagoon built up in s@yevith e.g.,
mud-banks, and that this was flooded as part of the Ingharra flood area, lsisdagdon
the water level rose to a point where it could float such a lfadlgn vesselall of which
is highly improbable on the presently available data, and | do not think thatiagyike
this actually happened But working on these assumptions (which | do not doubt are
false assumptions), given that the entire City of Kish is on§/2 square miles ar. 20
square kilometresupra Noah'’s horizon from the Ark af. 6.7 miles orc. 10.8 kilometres
would have meant that at all times he would have been able to see on his horizon dry land
even if the whole city were floodehd in fact, the flood was smaller than this and only
in one portion of Kish. This clearly shows tlla¢ Kish Flood of c. 2500 B.C. was too
small to be the Biblical Flood of Noah

Other factors also support this conclusion. E.g., why put all theaésand food
on board the Ark, when in a small city like Kish, one could so easlye them from the
area of the flood in western Kish around Tell Ingharra over totbgydryer part of town
in eastern Kish around Tell Uhaimir? And how could such a deluge possagt the
requirements of an anthropologically universal floodPherefore it would have been
clear to ancients, as much as to moderns, that the Kish Flood of c. 2,50€0BICNOT
possibly have been Noah’s Flood. Thus the fact that it is the flood whtesematch so
well with the prima facie dates of Noah'’s Flood in the Hebrew genealafi&enesis 5
& 11, means that in both ancient and modern times, the natural conclusion to draw
would be that the Kish Flood of c. 2500 B.C. is being used as A SYMBOLIC TYPE
pointing back to the earlier Noah’s Flood.

176 part 2, Chapter 11, sectionséipra
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The only qualification 1 would make to this, is that in the eaibys of
excavations at Kish in the 1920s and 1930s, before “the big picture” emegme
people wrongly thought Kish Flood IV or the Kish Flood ®f2,500 B.C. was both
earlier and bigger than what it actually was, and due to th@mplete knowledge, they
therefore wrongly thought it might have been, or even was, Noah’s FIdda: original
work on Kish (1923-1933) was undertaken by Langdon, MacKay, and Watelin.

Stephen Langdon (1876-1937) was born in Michigan, USA, and was a graduate of
Union Theological Seminary in New York, USA, and Columbia Universityew York,
USA'’.  After being ordained as an Anglican deacon in 1905, he becaraglex ie
Assyriology at Oxford University in 1908, and a British citizan1913. But due to
diminished class sizes at Oxford caused by World War | (1914-1918)916 he
returned to America to work as Curator of the Babylonian sectidgheoPennsylvania
University’'s Museum of Archaeology & Anthropology. Then in 1919 he eseaed
Archibald Sayce as Professor of Assyriology at Oxford Unitéfi In 1921, Langdon
of Oxford University, UK, wrote to The Field Museum at ChicagoAU® propose an
Anglo-American expedition which culminated in the Kish Excavation43#3-1933.
The project’'s chief financier was Herbert Weld-Blunt@lland he gave his name to
Weld-Blundell Collections at Oxford University, which includes th&ld-Blundell
Prism. The Weld-Blundell Prism comes from Larsa in southexsddotamia, is usually
dated atc. 2,000 B.C., contains the Sumerian King List with associated refer® the
Flood, and its details were published by Stephen Langdon int®f923

Kish (modern Tell al-‘Oheimir or Tell Al-Uhaimer), is in modeday south-
central lIrag. It was excavated by the Joint Oxford UnivefBiticago Field Museum
expedition between 1923 and 1933 (over 11 sed¥pumder Stephen Langdon, with the
protégé of British archaeologist Sir Flinders Petrie (1853-1942)elyarnest MacKay
(1880-1943) as Field Director from 1923 to 1926, and the French archaeologist Loui

177 See photo of Columbia University in Chapter 9, secticupra

178 “Stephen Herbert Langdon,”  Wikipedia

(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Stephen Herbert Langdon

179 “The Field Museum,” Chicago, USA, “Anthropologg$earch — Europe & the

Near East,” at “The Kish Project, Mesopotamia, 19933”
(http://fieldmuseum.org/explore/department/anthroggleurope/researth

180 “Sumerian King List,” Wikipedia

(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sumerian_King_Ljstciting Stephen Langdon’slistorical
Inscriptions, containing principally the chronolagi prism Weld-Blundell 444, Oxford
University Press, UK, 1923; & Siegfried Horn’s “iRal if the Past,” Part 2, “Museum in
England,”Archaeological DiggingsVol. 20, No. 3, 2013, pp. 81-63 at p. 61.

181 Moorey’'sKish Excavations 1923-1938p. cit, pp. 13 & 15.
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Charles Watelin (1874-1934) as Field Director from 1926 to 1933. Langden wa
Director of the Joint Oxford University-Chicago Field Museum Exj@di and he
personally visited the Kish site on two occasions, once in 1924, and again 11926

Joint Oxford University-Chicago Field Museufish Expedition1923-1933).

Accounts of the Kish Expedition (1923-1933) were published by Langdon,
MacKay, and Watelin. However, following Watelin’s sudden deathamudry 1934
(which occurred at a time when it was intended that he head uxpedi&on to Easter
Island in the south-east Pacific Ocean, but he contracted pneumorgaewpiibring parts
of the interior of Patagonia, and then suddenly died of this on board his French ship in the
waters of Tierra del Feugo, on the western Chile side atvéing south of South
America®¥, then Langdon’s death in 1937 aged®land MacKay's death in 1943 aged
638> regrettably, no final report was ever produced for the Kish Expedit The site
was also visited by McGuire Gibson in 1972 and Roger Moorey in'{978

182 “The Field Museum,” Chicago, USA, “Anthropologesearch — Europe & the
Near East,’op. cit, at “The Kish Project, Mesopotamia, 1923-1933,luding following
photo.

183 Watelin & Langdon’sExcavations at Kisl1934), p. 8; Fischer, S.Rsland
at the end of the worJdReaktion Books, London, UK, 2005; & “Henri Lavachery,”
Wikipedia (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Henri_Lavacheryciting Annual Report of the
Board of Regents of the Smithsonian Instityti@mithsonian Institution Board of
Regents, USA, 1945, p. 437.

184 «Langdon, Stephen Herbert.” “Dates 8 May 18789 May 1937,” University
of Oxford, CDLI Wiki (http://cdli.ox.ac.uk/wiki/doku.php?id=langdon_stephkerber}

185 “MacKay, Ernest.” “Born July 5, 1880; died Oct. 2, 1943 historian and
archaeologist,” The Free Dictionary by Farlex
(http://encyclopedia2.thefreedictionary.com/Ernesaekay.

186 “The Field Museum,” Chicago, USA, “Anthropologesearch — Europe & the
Near East,”op. cit, at “The Kish Project — 2004-2006.” Though thbexe been some
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The four flood deposits (Kish Flood I, Kish Flood II, Kish Flood lll, & Kis
Flood IV,) were found at Ingharra in Kish in the 1928-1929 season, and the ogperm
most recent one i.e., Kish Flood IV, was on average about one f@& centremetres
thick. Evidence for all four floods is limited to Ingharra. MBatiley says, “Langdon
thought that this layer derived from about 3300 B.C. ... and attributedthed-lood of
Sumerian legend’ ... and thus added to the publicity that remains ofltloe’ had ...
been found.” However, Bailey dates this Kish Flood IV at “2600 B%¢.and | would
date it toc. 2,500 B.C. (on the revised chronology found in Vol. 2, Part 6).

P4 TELL INGHARRA
1928 - B2

Tell Ingharra at Kish in the amazing 1928-1929 season.
This discovered Kish Floods | to IV, and thus the Flood
Stratum of 30 centremetres or 1 foot of Kish Flooffv

But in connection with the initial overly early dating of this floodddhe initial
limited excavations which failed to show how geographically sntalvas, after
discussions between Langdon and Woolley, Langdon claimed that this watotie

Japanese expeditions from Kokushikan UniversityTakyo interrupted by the unstable
conditions of Iraq, in 1989 (only one season befloeestart of the Gulf War), 2000, & 2001
(this lasted only a week), their interest has bedrell Uhaimir rather than Tell Ingharra.

187 Bailey, L.R.,Noah (1989),0p. cit, pp. 29,33 (map),36 (chart); & Meyers,
E.M., Oxford Encyclopedigop. cit, p 298.

188 Moorey'sKish Excavations 1923-1938p. cit, p. 92 (map), & p. 93 says,
“In the 1928-9 season (excavation numbers V. 1-949) the Y sounding was extended
southwards. A series of trenches, each about five metres 675" feet] wide, were
driven parallel to the northwest front of the temple and taken down to plain level: C, C1-1
to C-5, and nothing was done in the B trenches.”
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identified by Woolley at Ur as Noah’s Flood and that of Sumergyerid. While
initially Watelin tended to associate this Kish Flood IV witdoah’s” Flood, he later
revised his thinking and rejected this view in connection with hi©dey beneath this
flood deposit of cylinder seals depicting the Gilgamesh of Ninelegld fstory (although
the identification of the seals as “Gilgamesh” was questionragkfort). But further
work show this flood stratum af. 30 centremetres ar. 12 inches to be much later than
Langdon’s original date, and so Watelin came to reject thetfdgathis flood stratum
could possibly be that of Noah's FId88 Hence Watelin said, “Opinion at first inclined
to see in the Flood Stratum of Kish” i.e., Kish Flood IV, “an event wledt its impress
upon history, that is the flood of Sumerian, Babylonian, Hebrew, andaecanadition.
But the discovery of the stratum below it of seal engraved withighee of Gilgamesh is
fatal to that theory. Gilgamesh who knew the historical floodlict not have lived
before it.” And commenting on this, Langdon says that while “Sarhelars deny that
figure in question” is “Gilgamesh,” “if" it is “not” Gilgameshhen there is no figure in
Sumerian and Babylonian archaeology to take its place” foptingoses of identifying
the person in the sédl  Of course, while | would accept that Kish Flood IV was not
Noah’s Flood, | would still maintain that it “left its impress ugostory, that is the flood
of ... Hebrew ... tradition,” as it is symbolically typed by it.

Some other unwarranted grandiose claims have been made for ithEléasl of
c. 2500 B.C., by e.g., Henry Halley (1874-1965), a Minister of the W#gkiples of
Christ'®, who is best known fadalley’s Bible Handbook1924 & 1965)°% InHalley’s

189 Mallowan, M.E.L., “Noah’s Flood Reconsideredraq, Vol. 26, Part 2,
1964, pp. 62-82, at pp. 78-79. Mallowan himself considered that “traces ofi'SNoa
“Flood have been found” at “Shuruppak where, according to the ancigntatlets the
Sumerian Noah first received warning of it,” and he dated tHi2a00 B.C., or perhaps
a century or more after,” but that it was not anthropologically wsatdor in his opinion,
“no flood was ever of sufficient magnitude to interrupt the continuitieSopotamian
civilization” (Ibid., p. 81). Bailey dates a Shurrapak flood to “about 3000 B.C.” (Bailey,
L.R., Noah op. cit, pp. 29-30,36).

19 watelin, L.C., & Langdon, SExcavations at KishLibrairie Orientaliste
Paul Geuthner, Paris, 1934, Volume 4 by Charles Watelin, p. 42 & ftitHis volume
hereafter called “Watelin & Langdon’Excavations at Kish(1934).” Langdon’s
reasoning for this is that, “The identification of that half hanfelf bovine creature
associated with this figure is surely Enkidu, companion of @Gikgh,” and he further
sees “See plates XXVI; 3,4; XXXIX, 6” in this workb{d., p. 42, footnote 1).

191 “Henry Hampton Halley,” Wikipedia

(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Henry Hampton_Halley There are three main “Disciples of
Christ” bodies, and Halley was in the one known “&@jristian Church (Disciples of

Christ),” which “originated in the religious revivenovements of the American frontier in
the early 19th century’HEnhcyclopaedia Britannica CD98p. cit, “Disciples of Christ”).

192 From 1960Halley’s Bible Handbookvas printed by Zondervan, USA, and
formerly printed by Rand McNally, USA.
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Bible Handbook Halley discusses “The Flood Deposit at Kish” in an “Archagickd
Note.” He says, “Kish (Ukheimer, EI-Ohemer, Uhaimir), on thst @dge of Babylon,
on a bed of the Euphrates which is now dry, was said, on the tablétsye been first
city rebuilt after Floof®” While it is true that the Sumerian King Lists have kingshi
first at Kish (a suburb of Greater Babylon or Babel, Gen. 104y, then Erech (or
Uruk, Gen. 10:10), then Ur (Gen. (Gen. 11:31), and over a number of diffeges)t s
returned to Kish a number of times; | do not think this Mesopotamiah isithis site.
Rather, | think it most likely that this Mesopotamian Kish was ewmafter an earlier
Persian Gulf Kish (and so likewise for Erech and Ur; like odern times, e.g., Epping
in Sydney, Australia, is named after Epping in London, UK, or St. Albidiels South
Wales in Australia is named after St. Alban’s England, UKBut | consider this
mentioning of kingship first being at Kish in the Sumerian King Lists it gfathe
propriety of the prima facie Biblical chronology for Noah's Flood being at
Mesopotamian Kishsince it points back to Persian Gulf Kish, and points to the fact tha
the Sumerian records should be looked at critically with respemtrtain matters to do
with Noah’s Flood.

For this 24th revised edition 1965 bfalley’s Bible HandbookHalley should
have looked at, e.g., Watelin & LangdorEgcavations at Kist§1934), which refers to
four floods at Kish (see diagrammfra), and concerning the relevant Kish Flood IV says
it is “a flood sediment, ... averaging 30 cm [30 centremetresfoot] thick'**” And
ideally Halley should have taken into account the work on Kish by Mialhan “Noah’s
Flood Reconsidered” (19643upra In considering Kish, Mallowan e.g., refers to how
“Watelin” found “four flood levels,” even though some “accounts” “do nenhtiron more
than three.” Concerning the “Kish IV” flood, the “the averagyeecorded as 30 cm [30
centremetres = 1 foot],” and it was 1.75 m[etres or 5% feetjwbelain level®”
Though in charity we might allow that Halley somehow misseddvain’s 1964 article
since it was so close to the submission date for his 1965 editioa, daerbe no such
excuse for him not consulting the basic information on the Kish Floaddfin Watelin
& Langdon’sExcavations at Kisli1934) which came out more than 30 years before.

Thus Halley’'s heading, “The Flood Deposit at Kish,” is immedyatetorrect,
since there were multiple flood deposits at Kish from four dfferfloods. Thus he
confuses and amalgamates different Kish Floods, with the réstilhé creates a much
more grandiose picture of what he calls “a flood.” This garakation of multiple Kish
floods into one big fictional Kish flood, then becomes Halley’s sedalFlood Deposit
at Kish.” Hence he says, “The [Chicago] Field Museum-Oxfordvérsity Joint
Expedition, under the direction of ... Stephen Langdon, found (1928-29), a bed of clean
water-laid clay, in the lower strata of the ruins of Kish, 3 feec. 1.5 metres] thick

19 Halley, H.H.Halley’s Bible Handbook1965),0p. cit, p. 78.

194 Watelin & Langdon’sExcavations at Kisl{1934), pp. 40 (flood layer for
Kish Flood 1V), 53 (diagram showing 4 floods at Kish).

195 Mallowan’s “Noah’s Flood Reconsidereay. cit, pp. 78-79.
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indicating a flood of vast proportions ... It contained no objects of any kind.
Underneath it the relics represented an entirely different efpmilture. _Among the
relics found was a four-wheeled chayitite wheels made of wood and copper nails, with
the skeletons of the animals that drew .

Similar claims are made by Seventh-day Adventist Minisdeley Berg (1918-
2012)%" in Treasures in the Sand993). In discussing “Noah’s Flood,” he says the
“amazing Sumerian King List has a direct relationship toRidical record ... . In the
king list, the last of the ... kings built the ark. He reigned f@mrruppak, a site that
has been excavated. Here a great flood deposit was found, no douldugeeadehe
Genesis account. From the text of the Sumerian King List , we read, Ad¢téood had
swept thereover, when the kingship was lowered from heaven th&hlpngas in Kish,’
Excavations at Kish have also revealed a major flood deposits d¢atihng same period
...1%8" Once again, | woulih a qualified wayagree with Berg in the same way that | do
with Halley with respect to Kish in the Sumerian King Lliist, | consider Mesopotamian
Kish was named after the Persian Gulf Kish of the Sumeriag Kist, and this forms
part of the propriety of using the local Kish FloodcoR,500 B.C. as a symbol pointing
back to Noah’'s Flood. The Shurrapak flood mentioned by Berg was about 480 yea
earlier than the Kish Flood af 2,500 B.C., and so as with Halley, we once again find an
exaggeration of this Kish Flood. In Berg’s case, he first gamahtes two floods, that of
Shurrapake. 2,900 B.C. and that of Kist. 2,500 B.C.; and then he secondly refers to
this as being found in “a major flood deposit” “at Kish.”

As a Seventh-day Adventist Minister, Berg would have believed itolaalg
Noachic flood. Thus whereas Halley sought to use the Kish Flooditlepas 2,500
B.C. as evidence for a massive Mesopotamian oty contrast, Berg sought to use
the Kish Flood deposit af. 2,500 B.C. as evidence for a global flood. On the one hand,
Halley’'s and Berg’'s sound recognition that the main Kish Flooth@fthird millennium
B.C. is significantly connected with the Biblical Flood of Noahfuather attested to by
the importance of post-flood Kish in the Sumerian King List, is aurate perception

19 bid. (emphasis mine).

197 Died in Senora, north-west Mexico, aged 93, bedrmh the north by USA and
west by Baja California & the Gulf of California.An SDA Minister and Administrator,
“Orley M. Berg,” “Obituaries for July 13, 2012,The Union Democratl3 July 2012
(http://www.uniondemocrat.com/News/Obituaries/Ohiemfor-July-13-201p & a picture
of him as an SDA “Evangelist” in 1951 at, “14 Sigrisl951 That Christ is Coming Soon,”
Hollywood SDA Church, Los Angeles, California, USA; Loma Linda University Digital
Archive (http://archives.llu.edu/cdm/search/collection/eésdir/title. (Loma Linda
University is a Seventh-day Adventist tertiary itagion in southern California, USA.)

19 Berg'sTreasures in the Sar(d993),0p. cit, pp. 20,24.

19 Halley, H.H. Halley’s Bible Handbookop. cit, p. 74. Halley considers that
“most likely the” “extent of the Flood” “had not spread far outside the Euphrasas’ba
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that few have attained to, and they are to be commended for thgendivork leading to
this basic recognition. Thus there is a qualified sense in whisbme extertheywere

on the right track But on the other hand, Halley’s claim of “a flood of vast proportions
at Kish, or Berg’s claim of “a major flood deposit” “at Kishiat was part of a wider
flood reaching to e.g., “Shuruppak” and representing “no doubt the delugeGétiesis
account,” are not correct #se archaeological evidence limits all flooding in Kish to the
Ingharra part of the cityi.e., a portion of Kish. This is a long way short of Halley’s
Mesopotamian Flood, and an even longer way short of Berg’s global flood!

On the one hand, in fairness to Halley and Berg, it mustb@said that some of
the confusion they reflect is connected with the initial work ofdlfa& Langdon,infra;
and e.g., the fact that Watelin says Kish Flood IV was “one oftbatest and longest
floods which occurred in the history of ancient K which while true, fails to
simultaneously state in the immediate context of these comiinaitiis was still quite a
small flood in one part of the city. But on the other hand, both Héll@§5) and Berg
(1993) wrote a sufficiently long time after any of the initahfusions and uncertainties
of the Kish Expedition (1923-1933), for them to have been able to beftmarcé this
matter for their respective models of Noah’s Flood equating KRisbd IV. Halley’s
view that the “flood ... relics” include “a four-wheeled chariottegs with the view of
Watelin & Langdon that this lies under the last flood stratimfina, and while | concur
with Watelin, Langdon, and Halley on this, it must also be saidithiat part of an
ongoing dispute of interpretation (see the following section c, ofctiapter 18jnfra).
But notwithstanding such diversities if interpretation, Watelin &d¢don (1934) and
subsequent archaeologists have all clearly distinguished betwssaies of flood layers
at Kish, andWatelin & Langdon (1934) make it clear that the large Flood Stratum of the
last of these four floods, Kish Flood 1V, left a flood deposit “averaging rR0[30
centremetres = 12 inches] thi¢cksupra Therefore, Halley's work of 1965 about “a”
singular “flood of vast proportions,” or Berg’'s claims of “a majtwofl deposit” “at
Kish” that was part of a wider flood reaching to e.g., “Shuruppak,taaee examples of
perpetrating errors to do with, among other things, this latten Kleod. Its flood
deposit of 1 foot or 30 centremetres, compares to Halley’s figutg feet [orc. 1.5
metres = 150 centremetres] thick,” and so this means the rel&sanElood 1V deposit
was 20% or one-fifth as “thick” as Halley claims; or put theeotway around, Halley
exaggerates the Kish Flood IV deposit by 500% or five timesctisal magnitude. And
in terms of geographical extent, the Kish flood would have beenthess1% of the
geographical area of Halley’'s Mesopotamian Noachic Flood mod@laa even smaller
fraction of less than 1% of the geographical area of Bergi¥&bIFlood model. Thus
for the purposes of their Noah’s Flood models, both Halley and Berg haedygr
exaggerated the size of Kish Flood IV.

The stratigraphy of the “Y” level immediately below the m#aod layer which
is generally 30 centremetre or 1 foot, shows four floods beforedter table is reached.
It is seen here in Watelin’'s following diagram in which he lalibe main flood layer

200 \Watelin & Langdon’€Excavations at Kisk1934), p. 41.
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(Kish Flood 1V) at “3000 BC,” although this has been generally redmte2600 B.C.
(e.g., Bailey), and redated by myself on the basis of a @iffeshronology (see Volume
2, Part 6) to 2500 B.C.. Though the dates on it are incorrectFiisré 7” diagram is
nevertheless a useful diagram for showing the archaeologieaklat KisR®. ~ After
this first diagram, | also include Moorey’'s “Sequence on Tajh&ra” in order to
provide for the reader a contrast and compaff8onE.g., what Moorey here calls “Cart
Grave Shafts,” are what Watelin's calls “chariot buff&)s and these are further
discussed in this Chapter 18 at sectioimfta.

201 bid., p. 53 (diagram).
202 Moorey'sKish Excavations 1923-1938p. cit, p. 86.

203 bid., pp. 18 & 19.
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Fro. 7. — Stralifications of the Ingharra site port
of the great Ziggurat.

Above: Watelin’s stratigraphical diagram of Tell Ingharra (1934)

The Sequence on Tell Ipoharra

A: Areas A and Z B: Zigguratgg In front of Temple
(see pp.94ff). (see pp.85ff). Temple (see pp.B3ff).
Summit of tell: Area Al Twin Ziggurats Area 'B' Area 'C' Neo-Babylonian
(levels vary (*¥* cutting of plano-convex Temple set on
considerably) below Plain “6 brick the planc=-
Level). z vex brick
‘ E platform of the
z E.D.IIL
Metres _— Ziggurats.
5 O B E E‘ Red brickwork
6 75 |
7 Monument 12° 2 g:
8 Ur IIT w4 Grey brickwork
9 Akkad Graves | £ N ‘L
10 Plain Level —---mmmmmmmmmee e
11 {(-1) E.D.III RED STRATUM Sounding YW Sounding YWN
12 (=2) CART ' -
13 .:-3) E.D.II----FLOOD STRATUM GRAVE FPlatform 2 metres
Graves SHAFTS
14 (-4) 3 metres
15 (=5) Early Houses Stratum
ED.I ===e===- WATER TABLE—===e = e e i
16 (=6)
17 (=7) Traces of Jamdat Nasr period
18 (-8) settlement
19 (=-9) Sherds of Uruk and Ubaid pottery.

Above: Moorey's stratigraphical diagram of Tell Ingharra (1978).

This above stratigraphy of Watelin’s “Figure 7” in the “Mvel at Kish is limited
in the archaeological record to Tell Ingharra on the eastdenof the City of Kish, and
shows that this particular part of the city was a known flood tr&ahad experienced
Kish Flood I, Kish Flood Il, and Kish Flood IlI; but that the lattesh flood ofc. 2,500
B.C. (or Kish Flood V) wasan unusually big flooding of the Ingharra part of town
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relative to previous experierf®®@  Thus Watelin & Langdon’s finding as stated by
Watelin were that “the Tigris and Euphrates filled their searwith sediment ... the
river levels rose steadily and consequently serious overflows odduora time to time,
not regularly as does the Nile; these were probably causexcbgt®mnally heavy snows
in the mountains at their sources. Traces of these overflows ocdhe first city
building level” i.e., Kish Floods I, II, & lll, “but they are sligitompared with the
inundation above Y cemetery” i.e., Kish Flood IV, “which was certamhg of the
greatest and longest floods which occurred in the history of ancierfPKish

In the layer following Kish Flood IV o€. 2,500 B.C., in the era of civilization
clearly evident in Monument Z, we find the presence of “sun-driekdfic And “a
canal was cut through this area and its sides and bottom linedragiments of bricks
laid in rows. These were coated with bitumen to render themravght; over it was
constructed a vault of plano-convex bricks ... . The various dimensiahe gfiano-
convex bricks used ... shews that it is a construction made from moflddscks
employed in earlier times. The use of bitumen is also nbaimony with the plano-
convex brick period .?°®” This canal is interesting for a number of reasons. E.g., i
shows the usage of bitumen as a sealant to make somethingiglatgust like Noah's
Ark used “pitch” as a sealant to make it water-tight (Gen. 6:140)d the combination of
brick and bitumen, though here used as a sealant, also has somatisgnilath the
Tower of Babel in which “they had brick for stone, and slimenfarter” (Gen. 11:3).
Although the presence of baked bricks is found at Kish both before mndKath Flood
IV’ they are also of interest in showing the technique used at ther BévBabel in
which “they said one to another, Go to, and let us make brick, and bunrthr@ughly”
(Gen. 11:3).

Watelin & Langdon’s finding as stated by Watelin, were thahenlayers below
the Kish Flood IV, there was clear evidence of civilization, and & nbta type and kind
that meant it could act to symbolically type the earlier civilization offi®oaime in some
important ways. Specifically, the pre-Kish Flood IV layers daw the water table
included e.g., “sickleswhose flint teeth are embedded in line _in biturhen the
“shaping of a woodeframe and of the flint teeth, the setting in bitunatached to the
frame,” which shows both agriculture (cf. Gen. 4:3) and usageodl with bitumen (cf.
Gen. 6:14 “wood” and “pitch”). Hallmarks of a civilization wedscaafound with e.g.,
spoons, fish hooks, various receptacles, bowls, and*jars Also present were e.g.,

204 Moorey'sKish Excavations 1923-1938p. cit, pp. 98-99.
205 \Watelin & Langdon’Excavations at Kisk1934), p. 41.
208 bid., pp. 55-57.

207 bid., p. 48.

298 \bid., pp. 23,25,26,27,28.
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ornaments, hair pins, and mirrdts Watelin says, “The inhabitants were agriculturalists
[cf. Gen. 4:3; 5:29] and shepherds [cf. Gen. 4:2; 4:20] rather than waematghey had
commercial relations with the peoples of the upper Euphratesyyvalled by this
intermediary with the Mediterranean sea board. From the rim@yhabtained wood [cf.
Gen. 6:14], stone, and bitumen [cf. Gen. 6:14], for which they exchanged Igzfther
Gen. 3:21; 4:20], dates [cf. Gen. 1:12], sea-shells, and reed baskets. tratlei was
extended to the western shore of the Persian Gulf whence theyedbtaipperand to
the Persian plateau which supplied lapis [cf. precious stones imstamnce ‘the onyx
stone,” Gen. 2:12] and malachite.” “They possessed pack-animatbanght animals,
flocks of sheep and goats [cf. Gen. 4:20], which they protected uraleptvn roofs ... .
The craft of the potter had been developed and latterly tliaeahetal workers There
were “houses” [cf. ‘city’ in Gen. 4:17] where “they lived in briplaved rooms or the
floors of stamped earth were covered with skins [cf. Gen. 3:8d] raats. They
sheltered under mat roofs and for doors they had mats. Ondenefdhe room was a
ledge of earth covered by a bitumen layer [cg. Gen. 6:14] on whiclplhesd their pots

The poor made use of rough vessels of baked clay; the yweakkessed utensils
of copper and stone ... . A passion for ornamentation is evidétt”... Also found
both before and after the Kish Flood IV®f2,500 B.C. were seals, of interest since e.g.,
they show literacy and writing existed at Kish in the third millenniaB'C.

Of some special note here is the fact that their “tradeewi@nded to the western
shore of the Persian Gulf whence they obtained copper.” On thett@dthas since
come to light since Watelin & LangdonExcavations at Kisl(1934), some qualification
is now required to this view. With, for instance, the work of Jakheisly (1973), we
now have evidence of copper sources in the Mediterranean and adjeestfrom the
Iberian Peninsula (occupied by modern day Spain and Portugadylgsasc. 2,000 B.C.;
Sardinia and Corsica from the latter part of the firstemitium B.C.; Italy, during the
first millennium B.C.; Greece, Crete, and the Aegean Islandsrewthere islimited
metal-workingat Kephala on the Island of Kea and Seskloin Theé$saty c. 3,000 B.C.
Cyprus from the first century A.D.; Asia Minor (Anatolia) and tierth Aegean with
copper being smelted by about 6,000 BrCthe region of the Konya Plain, and it is
assumed that this copper came from the copper mines of Ergani and, Mad# of
Diyarbakir (Amida), on the right bank of the Tigris River in meodday south-eastern
Turkey; Syria from at least the time of the first millenniB€.; Palestinavith copper
from about 6,000 B.Cirom Jericho; Egypt which obtained “Asiatic copper” from the
Third Dynasty, possibly from Sinai; Mesopotamia, which clearlylusgper in the early
third millennium and Sumerian Ur and Erech, although in 1973 Muhly said, “the question
of the source of the copper used in Mesopotamia still remains unadsiveHowever
Sumerian writings from around 2,000 B.C. refer to getting copper fribmmuD (Tilmun),
Magan (identified by some as Kerman in south-eastern Iran), ahchNa (identified by

299 1bid., p. 28.
219 1hid., pp. 39-40 (emphasis mine).

211 bid., pp. 59-64.
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some as in the Indus Valley). If Dilmun is identified as Bahrhen this means there
was a Persian Gulf copper source. Copper sources also dridieah by the fifth
millennium B.C.; and the Indus Valley and Afghanistan, with the Melwdolpper source
often identified with the Indus Valley at Sind. One view, though metanly view, is
that the copper used in the Indus Valley came from the Oman atka Bersian Gulf.
The Persian Gulf trade with the Indus Valley appears to Haueghed in the late third
and early second millennia B.€2

While due to prioritizations within my time constraints | have not invesithttis
matter further, Muhly’s 1974 work is enough for my immediate purpodeshows that
the Kish copper could conceivably have come from a varietpmber sources known to
exist by that time, such as those in Greece, Turkey, Jericdm, IrBut if Dilman is
identified as Bahrain, then this means there was a Persian cGpiffer source as
considered in Watelin & Langdon’€xcavations at Kish(1934). Thuswith
qualification, the link to the Persian Gulf looks to be correct, but the quaiditas that
it was most probably not the sole copper source for Kish, lmaytwell have beemne
copper source. And indeed, some specific evidence for this is found., the Kish
stamp-seal from Indiainfra.  Furthermore, | do not doubt that their copper metal
working skills were ultimately derived from Persian Gulf stegon the Out-of-Eden
Persian Gulf model, and so this is certainly a point of great relevance.

And irrespective of where all the copper did or did not corom/rthis metal-
working was clearly part of a wider cultural link between thiuces that at this time
included Kish, and which extended down to the Persian Gulf. In thiextpritshould
also be noted that Kish has also been shown to have a further link to the Children of Elam
(Gen. 10:22) in north-west India. MacKay who was the first Fietddbor of the Kish
Expedition (1923-1926), found at Kish both a stamp-seal from the Indus \aaiteglso
other material related to the Indus Valley, which he enterediidialogue about with Sir
John Marshall (1876-1958), the Director General of the Indian Archaealdgurvey
(1902-1931), who in the 1920s was involved in archaeological work in north-weat Indi
discovering the previously unknown two largest cities of the Indusyalivilization,
Harappa and Mohenjodaro. (Since the partitioning of India in 1947, thiswesthpart
of the Indian sub-continent is in modern day Pakistgf* | consider the cultural links

212 Muhly, J.D., “Copper and Tin: The distribution of mineral resourcethe&

nature of the metals trade in the Bronze Age” (1973Jiansactions of the Connecticut
Academy of Arts & Sciengegolume 43, New Haven, Connecticut, USA, 1973, p. 173 &
Chapter 2, “Copper Resources & Copper Trade in the Mediterr@n@aijacent Areas,”
pp. 180-239.

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

214 Muhly, J.D., “Copper and Tin ...dp. cit, pp. 234-239; Possehl, G.L., “Ernest
J.H. MacKay & the Penn Museum,” Research Notesn&dvania Musuem, USA, p. 43
(http://penn.museum/documents/publications/expadRDFs/52-1/research%20notes)pdf
& Encyclopaedia Britannica CD99p. cit, “Marshall, Sir John Hubert.”
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of Kish in Mesopotamia to both the Persian Gulf and also the Indus Vallepasestent
with the Out-of-Eden Persian Gulf model in which some level of comtast kept
between these different groups of civilized peoples leaving theP&slf in connection
with its oscillating sea-levels during the Holocene.

Thus concerning the metal implements of Kish, though no evidenceoof” “i
working was found (Gen. 5:22); there was certainly evidence of copp&mgor And
that e.g., the “Y” level cemetery under the Kish Flood IV lewselpra was a good
symbol for Tubal-Cain working what the Hebrew caifshacsheth i.e., “copper,” or a
copper alloy such as “bronze” or “brass” (Gen. 4:22), is found in WageLangdon’s
finding as stated by Watelin that, “Copper vessels of various farm$requently found
in the burials” of the “Y” level, e.g., “goblets, plates, basiesal While many copper
artifacts were found here, this link to copper metal-workinghe pgre-Kish 1V Flood
society is seen by e.g., the following depictions of copper objeots tiom the “Y”
level. These show in the first picture (Watelin’s Plate I§V(1) a copper dagger, (2) a
copper saw, (3) a tang of the copper saw (used to fasteraithtidder), (4) a copper
spoon, & (5) copper goads (used to spur on animals such as the equine<lo&riot
burials,infra); and in the second picture (Watelin’s Plate XIX): First R@y, (2), & (3)

copper mirrors, & Second Row: (4), (5), & (6) non-copper necklacegefneral mainly
made from stoneSY.

215 Watelin & Langdon'sExcavations at Kisl1934), p. 26 & e.g., Plates 18 &
19.
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Puare XVIII

Some artifacts from below the Kish Flood of c. 2500 BC:
Above: Copper: (1) dagger, (2) saw, (3) saw tang, (4) spoon, & (5) goads.

N

= . 1 Eﬁ +
Some artifacts from below the Kish Flood of c. 2500 BC:
Above: First Row: (1), (2), & (3) copper mirrors;
Second Row: (4), (5), & (6) non-copper necklaces.

There have been a number of disputes and disagreements as to hasptetint
various aspects of the relevant data for the period before andhaft€ish Flood IV ofc.
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2,500 B.C. . Watelin says, “In my opinion the Flood Stratum hastbtdi® with change
of civilisation. It is a purely local phenomenon and in itself could have effactbédeak
in the continuity of the culture, a break which is in reality probgdhe sterile layer
above it” (see “mixed soil few sherds only,” in Watelin’s “kigd] 7” diagramsuprg.
“Above the clean level flood Stratum there is a layer one nflelemetre, orc. 3'/ feet]
thick of indefinite and sterile character, designated as ‘msa@ll on Fig. 7. _Few
fragments of pottery were found in itAbove this comes the Red Stratum ... . Here |
emphasize ... the fact that the flood layer marks a completeasiepabetween the types

. left behind, the industries of the potter, founder, sculptor, etc., andyplee of
industries which will be found above.it . 1do not mean.. there is a complete break
in the continuity of the cultureand that the site was reoccupied by another culture; for
the material found below and above reveal a continuous Sumerian tioslisa. The
presence of a great and long inundation at Kish did not interrupt theecotitheir
history, nor interfere with the political convulsion of Sumer. only emphasize the
effects upon the culture above the Flood Stratum. The best probisdiatt is the
change in funeral rites, which must be due to the promulgation redva religious and
social law which affected the entire land of Sumer from Kttt But at Ur this
change was gradually effect@u situ [Latin, ‘on the site’];_at Kish it coincided with a
temporary abandonment of the cityWhen the civil and religious classes returned to
Kish they possessed the new stage of culture represented in haedaogy above the

sterile layef*®”

| shall return to the most important and disputed issue, of “thegehia funeral
rites,” in due course. But firstly, | would note that Watelinehefers tacultural change
within Sumerian cultural continuity By contrast, in commenting on Watelin &
Langdon’s findings, Halley (1965) says, “the lower strata of nhies of Kish ...
contained no objects of any kind [i.e., Watelin's “sterile layernderneath it the relics
represented an entirely different type of culturéAmong the relics found was a four-
wheeled chariot, the wheels made of wood and copper nails, wittketetans of the
animals that drew it 2!’"  The issue of the “four-wheeled chariot” (Halley) is
connected to the issue of “the change in funeral rites” (\Wiatahfra. But it is to be
noted, that Halley here emphasizes Watelin & Langdon’s findingtased by Watelin of
a cultural change below and above the Kish IV flood stratum, withlgot recognizing
their view of cultural continuity in “a continuous Sumerian cialisn.” The absence
of this qualification means that Halley is overstating the &dindings of Watelin &
Langdon as stated by Watelin with respect to cultural chéollgeving Kish Flood IV.
They did not consider it was “an entirely different type of cultuper se but rather,
inside the cultural continuity of “a continuous Sumerian civilisatian,tliscernibly
changed culture in some aspects, such as various “industries of tére fooinder, [and
sculptor,” which existed before, but not after the Kish IV Flood, and mgsortantly
“the change in funeral rites, which must be due to the promaogat a new religious

218 Watelin & Langdon’sExcavations at Kisl{1934), pp. 38,41,42 (emphasis
mine).

217 Halley, H.H.Halley’s Bible Handboolop. cit, p. 78 (emphasis mine).
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and social law.” Thus Halley fails to fairly representirtfiedings of cultural change
within Sumerian cultural continuity

Furthermore, Watelin’s comments about what he called, “the estéijer”
immediately above Kish Flood 1V, (see “mixed soil few sherds ,brity Watelin's
“Fig[ure] 7” diagram,supra) were considered by Gibson & Moorey. Thus Moorey
says, “on Tell Ingharra ... the Flood Stratum, average thirtyroetres [orc. 1 foot] ...
and was separated from the Red Stratum by a layer about @ [met: 3%/3 feet] of
‘indefinite_and sterile charactérthough in _examining what remainsf the original
section_both Gibson and | fourte[arly] D[ynasty] II-Ill pottery sherdsn this level.”
“Watelin and | [i.e., Moorey] in an earlier account, inclinedhe view that the Flood
Stratum” of Kish Flood IV “marked an end of the use of this areadfmmestic
occupation; but Gibson raised sound objections ... in the light of evidencectriimg
YW. ... A crucialterminus post querfiatin, terminus after which / thing] for this event
is provided by the few tablets and ‘Fara Style’ sealings foundeidmtely below it in
cutting YW. During such a considerable flood the heavy debris vaokdin standing
water, leaving the clearer upper level distinguished by thavexars ..2%” YW is a
subsidiary sounding adjacent to Y, and so covers the period of Kish Fldgdiotvn to
the water levelsupra Thus the indications are that Kish was inhabited at Tellaimgh
at the time of Kish Flood IV; but there is some level of disagrent as to exactly what
occurred immediately after Kish Flood IV. On the one hamehuld agree with Gibson
& Moorey that the presence of pottery in what Watelin calletle “sterile layer”
immediately above Kish Flood 1V, is ultimately incongruous with Wiaitedesignation
of it as a “sterile layét®” E.g., Gibson says, “the Flood Level did not mark as definite a
hiatus as ... claimed. Watelin noted the existence of about a meter [1 med feet]
of debris containing sherds between the Flood Level and the RednStadtové™.”
And so paradoxically, though Moorey does not mention this fact, but Gitlses,
Watelin himself first refers to the area “above the clearll Flood Stratum,” in one
sentence, and in the very next sentence himself also documents. frd&egments of
pottery were found in f2%” not “no fragments of pottery were found in it;” and in his
“Fig[ure] 7" diagram, this says “mixed soil few sherds onbuiprg i.e., once agaimot
“no sherds.” Yet on the next page Watelin concludes, “at Kish itcicied with a

218 Moorey'sKish Excavations 1923-1938p. cit, pp. 98-99 (emphasis mine);

citing Radau, H.Babylonian Expedition of the University of Pennsylvatl8A, Series
A, Vol. 17(1), p. 109; & Brinkman, J.A., “The Names of the Last Eighigsi of the
Kassite Dynasty, Zeitschrift fir Assyriologies und Vorderasiatische Archaoloyfiel.
59, 1979, pp. 231-246 at p. 245.

219 \Watelin & Langdon’Excavations at Kisk1934), p. 38.

20 Gibson, M.,The City & Area of Kis{1972),0p. cit, p. 265 (City of Kish,
General Survey Mapinfra.

221 1bid., p. 41 (emphasis mine).
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temporary abandonment of the éy” But on the other hand, | would say that the
pottery fragments found in the 1923-1933 excavations under Langdon (joinedid&inWa
from 1926), and later by Gibson in 1972 and Moorey in 1978, only act to indicate
minimal human presence in the period after Kish Flood IV. Thus eajglWs basic
point might be better modified to say thfar some time after Kish Flood IV, many
appear to have left the areand so his “sterile layer” might be better called, “the lgrge
sterile layer.” (Of course, larger numbers later returoetthis area of Kish as seen in
subsequent archaeological layers.)

Therefore, while the presence of some pottery sherds in thedyiaigrile layer
above Kish Flood IV requires more qualification than Watelin gaue the extent that it
indicates thafor some time after Kish Flood 1V, many appear to have left the drea
significant in showing that Kish Flood IV had a big impact on people’s thinkirnigain
immediate area of the flood of c. 2500 B.CWhen one considers this against the afore
mentioned fact that this area of Ingharra was a known flocal theg had experienced
three smaller floods, and these smaller floods were then falldweKish Flood IV
which wasan unusually big flooding of the Ingharra part of towelative to previous
experience, | would agree with Moorey that since “this” “Inghiatpart of the city had
long been subject to flooding of varying intensity,” the Kish Flowd“was ... the
culmination of a long standing thré&t”  But once again) see in this important
symbolism with respect to Noah’s Floodmelythat people were ignoring the warnings
of a coming “big flood” (found in historical pointing symbolism in Kish Floods I-ll),
and so were caught out by(fbund in the historical pointing symbolism of Kish Flood
IV). They were clearly surprised by és seen in the witness of the largely sterile layer
that there was a subsequent decision by a large number of pedgdere the area “and
head for safer ground” than one finds at Ingharra in Kigtherefore this is all relevant
to the selection of the Kish Flood of c. 2,500 B.C. as a symbolic typengdiack to the
earlier Noah’s Flood of c. 35,000 B.Cas a best estimate date on presently available
data, or in terms of an absolutely certain dat€0,000 B.C. +/- 16,000 years).

In this context, | note that Sydney is a large city of Austyaind sometimes there
is a flood of the Hawkesbury River in western Sydney around Winaisd Richmond.
Though this only effects a very small percentage of Sydnay, atways treated as a
serious disaster, which has a far wider psychological impachtmabitants of Sydney.
So too, Maitland in eastern New South Wales (Hunter Valley,Mearcastle), Australia,
has suffered from floods, and the Maitland flood of 1955 had a particbigrcultural
impact on the wider psychology of those in New South Wales and Aastrindeed, on
a number of occasions when | have been up at Maitland and gone for a recreational health
walk that takes in some of the roadway around the main park, Idesresigns on the
telegraph poles recording the former flood level high. This fleadhed a maximum

222 \bid., p. 42.

223 Moorey'sKish Excavations 1923-1938p. cit, p. 99.
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height ofc. 12.1 metres oc. 39"/10" feet at Belmore Bridge. Thus this shows how local
floods can have an impact on human psychology well beyond their immediate %ginity

Belmore Bridge in the Maitland Flood of 1955 where the water rose to
c.12.1 metres oc. 39'/10" feet, had an impact on the human psychology of
people well beyond Maitland, throughout New South Wales & Austfalia

So too, though the Kish Flood of 2,500 B.C. was local to only a part of the
main city, it would no doubt have had a much wider psychologigagact on inhabitants
of Kish, and indeed may have impacted still others beyond Kish in thergun culture.
On the one hand, the Kish Flood @f2,500 B.C. (with my recalibrated datesafl00
years from 2,600 date of Bailey al) fits theprima facieBiblical flood dateand it is the
only flood in the Middle East around this time that daesthat theorima faciedates of
the Biblical chronology therefore clearly points us to this flo&lt on the other hand, it
was a very small flood, localized to only a part of the cityKh. This fact when
contrasted with the Biblical account of Noah’s Flood, thus naturahdd to the
conclusion that the Kish Flood could not possibly have been Noah'’s Flood, asfdrder
the Kish Flood ot. 2,500 B.Cmust be being isolated in the Biblical chronology’s prima
facie dates in order to use it as a symbolic type for a much eanidrmuch larger
undated Noachic Flood The matters we have covered in section a & b of this chapter 18
thus show the propriety of using this Kish Flood IV as such typology.

224 See  “1955  Hunter Valley  Floods,” Wikipedia
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/1955 Hunter Valley fldg); “Maitland, New South Wales,”
Wikipedia (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Maitland, New_ South_Wsg; & “1955 Hunter
Valley Flood,” Hunter-Central Rivers Catchment Masragnt Authority, New South Wales
Government,  Http://www.hcr.cma.nsw.gov.au/uploads/res/FactSlzedi955Flood.pgf
[undated, retrieved 2014].

225 “Maitland Floodplain Management,” Water EngirgeMWMA Water

(http://www.wmawater.com.au/content/projects/mad)dundated, retrieved 2014].
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(Chapter 18) c] Did the heathen human sacrifices immediately
precede the Kish Flood of c. 2,500 B.C.?

Above is an example of an object found at the water-level belolw Kaod I, in
YW at c. 7 metres orc. 23 feet. (YW is a subsidiary sounding adjacent to Y, and so
covers the period of Kish Floods 1-IV down to the water level. hast eye-slits and no
mouth (and its nose is now broken &) It demonstrates one of the problems of
archaeology i.e., interpretation; in this instance, “What doestyies of artwork mean?”
Do the slit eyes and lack of mouth indicate this is bust of som&eadgng a mask over
his face with a space underneath the mask’s nose in the middke fprotrusion of the
wearer’'s nose? If so, in what context might such a mask be uaédmatively, are the
eyes of this bust being made “squinty” to indicate a man lookingl@igadistance, so
that with the absence of a mouth, this conveyed the message, dt.aoftistance but do
not speak;” and so was it used in connection with e.g., a heathen temmpdatben
religious rituals? Alternatively, does this represent a nanesian racial type, in which
e.g., the eyes are exaggerated to indicate that they aresaral longer than Sumerian
eyes, and the mouth is left off as an artistic statement, “taey talk,” meaning, “They
can't talk in our language,” or “They can’t talk in our languagery well”
Alternatively, are these three conjectures wrong, and another speculatesfi bet

This type of dispute as to interpretation has existed with cesp&ish from the
time of the 1923-1933 Kish Excavations. = Thus in commenting on Louis €harle
Watelin’s picture of “Domestic Life” in part of the pre-Flo&tratum, Stephen Langdon

226 “The Bronze Age, 3. Mesopotamia & Iran,3,000-350 B.C.” “1. The Early
Dynastic Period in Sumec.(3000-2350 B.C),” “B. Catalogue,” Ashmolean Museam
Art & Archaeology, Oxford University, UK, pp. 57-58
(http://www.ashmolean.org/ash/amocats/anet/pdfA#AlET-21Bronze1Mesl-
Catalogue.pdf Also found in Watelin & Langdon’Excavations at Kiskil1934), as Plate
XIII (Numbers 1 & 2) and discussed at p. 10 (as Field Catalogue KM 138).
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took the view, “This is the period when the plano-convex brick was intrdduce
Since the [earlier] inscriptions of Jemedt Nasr and Kish dfgbdod are Sumerian and
so are also the tablets and seals of the tomb stratum, ... statenfasion must be held
accountablefor the introduction of the plano-convex style ... .. The people who
introduced the plano-convex brick may not have been Sumerian at aheustrange
headsdiscussed [earlier] ... may represent the invading race The most probable
explanation is that the Sumerian civilization was seriously rigatify a new race.?*".”

In the previous discussion here referred to, Langdon describeginc&timerian
“figurines,” in which the “faces are all characterizedéigh long nose separating the
large eyes The face is rudely executed, but the types are distinctisaiyerian.”
Some have beards and some do not. Langdon refers to Leonard WaotielesnThe
Antiquaries Journal(1928) and says, “It has been argued that the types with beards
represent a race not identical with that represented byehalglshaven heaf8” But

in rebuttal of this claim, he says, “The features of these yest of tonsures have,
however, too much in common to admit this theory as permissible. lolmbgrominent
nose and large orbits common to both classes indicate an idleatied “The bearded
figures at Lagash and other sites which bear Sumerian inscripgiotiswhich are
extremely common prove that this type is Sumerian. Heads aoitnplete tonsure
accompanied by Sumerian inscription are so common as to need no roandeir
racial charactéf”.” “At Jemdet Nasr was found a small group in which these risan
cleanly shaved. The types found in the building described above adedbead wear
long hair ... . the ... standard at Ur of later date shewsnie with shaved heads.
Both It?yg!c())es have such certain physical similarity that thelragentity appears to be
certairf>".”

These comments by Langdon are important for showing that he understands
issues of racial traits, seen in his description of Sumeriatfs ‘& high long nose
separating the large eyes,” and the fact that “the long promimem® and large orbits
common to both classes indicate an identical race.” He thus begks&id an issue such
as whether they are “bearded” or “shaved,” finding evidence for gp#stin Sumerian
depictions as an internal cultural variable, as he looks insteactitd characteristics.
Langdon then considers the bust found at the water-level below Kisld Elpictured at
the start of this section supra Langdon says, “A terra cotter head of unusual type was
found ... at water level ... Nothing similar has been found in any period. The nose is
so mutilated that it affords no evidenc&hey eyes are represented by two flat clay pads,

221 \Watelin & Langdon’sExcavations at Kish(1934), p. 39, footnote 1
(emphasis mine).

228 bid., p. 9; referring to Woolley, C.LThe Antiquaries JournalOct. 1928,

Vol. 8, p. 417.
229 bid., pp. 9-10; referring térchaeologia Vol. 70, 150.

230 bid., p. 10.
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precisely parallel leaving a crease one millimetec[dfs" of an inch] wide. They pass
over the forehead to the right and left, ending before the earsse Thale slits represent
the orbits of the eyesThere is no indication of the mouthThe face is shewn with oval
cheeks ending in a pointed chinin the profile the line from the eyes to the chin appears
concave. Of the hathere remains only ... a tuft ...; the hair was short; for thezenar
traces on the sides of the head and shoulders. The neck is éxtitgokeand sturdy.

As to the place in which this head was fourtdlay at a level which separates two
Sumerian types Unless it represents a foreign type, one would suggest a.nfask

Due to prioritizations within my time constraints, | shall not ribgcuss in great
detail the fact that Langdon considered there was evidence fpos$iility of two races
at Kish, and that this was “the most probable explanation” forrttneduction of “the
plano-convex brick,” i.e., “the Sumerian civilization was seriousbtdiired by a new
race,” and that the above pictured bugght represent such “a foreign type,” although it
might also be “a mask,5upra But Stephen Langdon’s comments are important for
shewing that he is not some kind of anti-racist bigot, but ratheis hebroad-minded
racist. Thus it is notable that in more contemporary formedemic discourse one will
not find such racist discussions. That is because it is greaglgled by bigoted
stereotypes of racists and sexists etc., and a correspondingf lserious analysis of the
type of issue raised by Langdon, since the contemporary “humars”’rightular
paradigm of the post World War Il era acts to remove the besbrglttest from the
formal academic world, usually, though not always, by an indirectiglisation which
marks down more promising students, or in academic journals does nathpelgi,
racist material. In part, this is because the spiritualiydbetd minions of the Devil who
see this type of thing are not capable of recognizing its yveloieh surpasses what their
dirty and debased brains can more properly value and appreciaté. in Avart, that is
because after so long a period of abuse and misuse of the insswhgovernment and
formal academic world and media etc., as has occurred under thearfhrights”
advocating Type 2 Secularists of the post World War Two eradeniestern World,
(although things were better in Australia till the departurd®ime Minister Menzies
from office in 1966,) even those with an intellectual capacity &tteb things, may not
have undertaken requisite corresponding spiritual and moral choidestter things, and
so they may not enter the fray in any way. And so the combinatitimese factors
means that there are far fewer attempts to produce such acaderks, and then of the
small number who may so make an effort, they will most likedyebminated by the
debased power structures in place. Thus e.g., one will find no relawaent formal
academic discussions on the possibility of miscegenationsit iki particular or early
Mesopotamia in general. These type of omissions reflect,fesgnand intensify the
depraved and debased minds of the anti-racist and pro-miscegestdoomal academic

231 |bid., p. 10 (emphasis mine), referring to this as Field Cataloguel 88/ &

also referring to pictures of this at Plate Xl (Numbers 1 & 2).
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world, with its strident anti-intellectual and immoral commetrh to the bigoted
normativity of such deviancy (e.g., the works of S.N. Kramer or H.W.F. S&ggs)

But without now entering a more detailed consideration of Langdoeve @i two
races at Kish, | would simply wish to here make three broad poortsit. Firstly, it
would be consistent with the population wave element of my Out-of-EdisiaR Gulf
model, in which different groups leave the Persian Gulf in some coomeatth
oscillating sea levels; even though in general these groups appearve moved as
ethnic identifying racial groups from the Persian Gulf arear(sn e.g., the geographical
spread of the Hamito-Semitic Linguistic Family speaking Hesninto north Africa).
Secondly, if it were correct, then on my model which looks to typologfpre Kish
Flood IV of c. 2,500 B.C. in Mesopotamia as symbolically pointing to antediluvian
events before Noah'’s Flood 0f35,000 B.C. in the Persian Gulf, it would be reasonable
to see in racially mixed marriages at Kish, a type of éleealy mixed marriages between
Cain’s race and Seth’s race of antediluvian times (Gen. 4:16@l}o 4f so, the absence
of evidence for multi-religious or multi-cultural life at Kishdicates these symbols are
primarily focused on discouraging racially mixed marriageBhis in turn would mean
that the typology of Kish Flood IV could be used to represent God’srjedgupon the
sin of miscegenation. Thirdly, while Langdon does not make his \demsndent upon
the bust found at the water-level below Kish Flood |, and pictubedeaat the start of
this section c in chapter 18 of Part 2, we nevertheless seeim@omeant matters in this.
Specifically, while this bust iprima facieopen to a number of diverse interpretations,
how and why one selects the relevant interpretation can have substantiftafions in
terms of how Kish Flood IV does or does not relate to my Out-of EdesiaR Gulf
model  This is clearly relevant to that element of my model whiassolubly
intertwines the events of Kish Flood IV to a symbolic typology understood to beneédsig
to point to, and help us better understand, certain elements of the earlier Noah's Flood.

This third point, which flows out of the first two points, is “the pgnt” | wish
to make with respect to the bust found at the water-level below Kish Flood |, anégbictur
at the start of this Part 2, Chapter 18, secti®upra That is, it demonstrates one of the
problems of archaeology i.e., interpretation, in this instance, “Wbas this style of
artwork mean?” That is because all of these issues combadogeth another of the big
sins isolated in the story of Noah’s Flood, to wit, “violence” (Gen. 6:11,13) in thedbrm
murder (Gen. 4:8,23,24; 9:6); and how, if at all, this relates in typdtothye symbolism
of Kish Flood IV. At this point, | would remind the reader thatlKFlood IV atc. 2500
B.C. on the Hebrew chronology of the Old Testamerthasonly floodthat is in the right
general date range to be the flood isolated in Scripture foo gtudy with respect to
relevant typology for the earlier Noah’s Flood. It is thereforeet and right that we
consider this matter in some greater detail.

232 E.g., Samuel Noah Kramer has written a number of worlirmgrreference to
this important issue for instan¢éistory Begins at Sumer: Thirty-Nine Firsts in Relzal
History, Pennsylvania University, USA, 3rd edition, 1988.
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Let me clearly say that the matters | have isolategtie above Part 2, Chapter 18,
sections a & b for the Kish Flood af 2,500 B.C., are in my opinion sufficient to
demonstrate the propriety of its selection on phiena facie Biblical chronologies as
Noah’s Flood, and thus contextually a symbolic type pointing back to ther édoah’s
Flood. Thus I consider the case is conclusively made out forlémeet of my Out-of-
Eden Persian Gulf model. But theraifurther matter on the Kish Flood’s symbolitmn
be considered. However, it should be stressed at the outset, thewevitane thinks of
this further matter does not impact on the basic appropriatené&sshoFlood IV as the
selected symbolic type for the much earlier actual Flood of Wotte Persian Gulf at
50,000 B.C. +/- 16,000 years, with a best estimate on the presenthbbvaata ofc.
35,000 B.C. . Itis an example of one of the problems of archaeotoginierpretation,
“What does it mean?”

It must be clearly understood that the dating of relevant mdtietthis further
matter in the archaeological layers at Tell Ingharra, Kghn dubio (Latin, ‘in doubt’),
andthe reader should be also warned that we are now about to discuss a most dark and
gruesome matterto wit, the vile and abominable crime of murder in the form of
ritualistic heathen self-murder. Even when detached from heattuatism, which
obviously acts to make it even more horrendous, suicide is so daskacking a crime,
that the rubric at the start ®he Order for the Burial of the Dead the AnglicarBook of
Common Prayer (1662ays, “Here is to be noted, that the Office ensuing is noéto b
used for any that ... have laid violent hands upon themselves.” isThatause murder
is a deadly sin, wherefore the holy Apostle St. Paul saith, “Nowtilks of the flesh are
manifest,” “murders,” “of the which I tell you before, as vhalso told you in time past,
that they which do such things shall not inherit the kingdom of God”. (&8498,21).
And the holy Apostle St. John saith, “Cain, who was of that wicked onslew. his
brother ...: and ye know that no murderer hath eternal life abidinginmi (I John
3:12,15). For one of the sins that marked out antediluvian timeshatathe earth was
filled with violence” (Gen. 6:11), with documentation of how the murderlwél Ay Cain
(Gen. 4:8) escalated over time so that the bigamist, evil “chnsaid unto his wives,
Adah and Zillah, Hear my voice ye wives of Lamech, hearken untgpesch; for | have
slain a man to my wounding, and a young man to my hurt. If Caiavbaged
sevenfold, truly Lamech seventy and sevenfold” (Gen. 4:23,24). And thatmuase
serious crime by the time “God said unto Noah, The end of all ifesbme before me;
for the earth is filled with violencéhrough them; and, behold, | will destroy them with
the earth” (Gen. 6:13); is clearly seen in the post-flood solutiposed by God, which
was to make murder a capital crime (Gen. 9:6; Rev. 13:10). AndCtiv&gtian men
might remember how dark and dreadful a deed murder is, in the 1662akrigbok of
Common PrayerThe Ten Commandments of Exodus 20 are included@he Short
Catechismand they are also recited Bie Communion Serviceo that the “Minister”
says e.g., “Thou shalt do no murder,” and the “people” respond in the dilayel, have
mercy upon us, and incline our hearts to keep this law.”

” o

Nevertheless, the fact that we are considering the promidtye symbolism of
the Kish Flood as providing typology for the earlier Noah's Floodl te fact that
“violence” (Gen. 6:11,13) in the form of murder (Gen. 4:8,23,24; 9:6) was areetef
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the wickedness of antediluvian times, means that we must nowdeoribe issue of
whether or not heathen ritualistic murder was occurring at Kighd period just before
the Kish Flood IV oft. 2,500 B.C., and if so, if it then ceased at Kish after the Flooed of
2,500 B.C. .

Alberto Green documents the fact that heathen ritualistic mwasg part of the
wider Sumerian culture of Ur. But let us first consider sona¢ters of terminology
raised by Green. He says of “the ‘Royal tombs’ at Ur,t #my claim “that there were
divine kings implies a view of the after-life which the Sumesialid not have at this
time, and which is not supported by evidenc&2”. While | would agree with him that
there is nothing to suggest they were considered to be “divine” or jedsyld also
consider that Green also has too limited a view of the concepoydlty.” While it is
true that these amfdaster-Servant Tombghe concept of royalty need not be limited to a
monarch and his immediate royal family, but can have a wider séremgstocracy, as
found in the Greek worbBasileus Thus when we read that “Jesus Christ” “hath made
us” believers “kinggGreekbasileu3 and priests unto God” (Rev. 1:6), the meaning is
not that we each are a king in the sense of being a Head of Rtatether we are
“kings” in the sense of being “aristocracy” i.e., depending on contkiktg (Greek
basileu3” can mean a singular Head of State as ruler, or a plumaditylers, or the
plurality of the aristocracy. Hence in the Sumerian contéx¢ngthat those who were
masters in these master-servant relationships were evidentlgf some kind of ruling
aristocracy, they may be referred to in such royal terms, artdesSumeriatMaster-
Servant Tombsnay be calledThe Royal Tombs of Ur Thus e.g., th&ncyclopedia
Britannica (1999) refers to Woolley's “discoveries” of the “royal tombsirtatfrom
about 2700 BC” (although | would date this at least 100 years*féter)

With respect to the terminology of “human sacrifice,” Greers sagse tombs,
“attest ... not to ... ‘human sacrifice’ to a deity, but simptyal killing, an ancient rite
of sending a deceased lord to his grave ... with his ministéra”... To the best of my
knowledge, there is no evidence that these heathealistic self-murders included an
element of “human sacrificelb a pagan godalthough one might still refer to them as
“sacrificial” in the sense of a servant making “a human #eetiof his body to his
master, as opposed to a pagan god. And indeed, it appears to lsesenge that the
Encyclopedia Britannicg1999) refers to these heathen ritualistic self-murdersr atsU
“the practice of sacrificial burid®” On the one hand, | would agree with Green that the

233 Green, A.R.W.The role of human sacrifice in the ancient Near East

Scholars Press, American Schools of Oriental Research, Missbutdana, USA, 1975,
pp. 46 & 53.

234 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD98p. cit, “Woolley, Sir (Charles) Leonard.”

2% Green, A.R.W.op. cit, p. 53.

236 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD98p. cit, “Woolley, Sir (Charles) Leonard.”
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terminology of “human sacrificefh most contexthistorically conjures up concepts of a
man being sacrificeth appeasement @ god. But on the other hand, | would note that
in the contexbf the heathen Hindu practice of suttee (see Part 2, chapter 16nsect
supra& this chapter 18’s section @)fra), this has also been called “self-sacrifice,” and
in this context the suicide refers to a human sacrificemulation ofthe heathen Hindu
goddess, Suttee (or depending on regional dialect, also pronounced ath&atije of
the heathen Hindu god, Shiva; but it is neverthefedsa self-sacrificeto the heathen
goddess Suttee (also known as Katlial) or any other heathen god. Thus for the
suicides at Ur and Kish, | shall on some occasions use such tevgyinaé “heathen
ritualistic self-murder;” and on other occasions, on the bastisthley were a heathen
self-sacrifice in the same way that suttee is a heathesaseifice, | shall also use such
terminology as “human sacrifice” or “human self-sacrifice.”

Green thus refers to “the sensational discoveries” of Leonarabldy in the
‘Royal Tombs’ at Ur.” Here sixteen graves were discovenethe Ur cemetery, in
which each burial was accompanied by between about one to six doees who had
died in acts of heathen ritualistic self-murder. In additiorhésé suicide skeletons of
human self-sacrifice, there were e.g., chariots, ox drawn woodgonaaseals, musical
instruments, and other artifacts. There is no evidence fronv#ilalde data that these
heathen ritualistic self-murders included an element of “humaifisatito a pagan god.
Rather, these Sumerian Royal Tombs at Ur indicate that theyemioti such heathen
human self-sacrifice was the belief that when a master dr dad, if his servants
engaged in heathen ritualistic self-murder, then by means of suchh lsauafice they
would be able to accompany him into the next life as his entoufaggrnants. (This
type of practice of heathen ritualistic self-murder has héssn found more widely, for
instance, Egypt.) This practice of heathen human sacrifitér &tas been variously
dated by different writers at dates betweer2700-2400 B.C. in Early Dynastic 1ff;
and given that my dates would be about 100 years lower than this, | proula facie
allow for it in a range ofc. 2600-2300 B.C. .  On the one hand, if Watelin's
interpretation of human sacrifice in connection with the Kish Floodtl/ 2500 B.C. is
acceptedinfra, then this would also act to date similar practices at Ubowitathe same
time. But on the other hand, if Watelin overstated the Kish Flaatpsct on wider
Sumerian society, then one could not use what happened at Kidineothe dates for
what happened at Ur, since it would mean that while the Kish Floadriwinated such
practices of human self-sacrifice at Kish, it may or mayhaoe also terminated them at
Ur. But either way, the basic symbolism as it relatesisb Kould still be significant in
terms of Noah’'s Flood typology of “violence” (Gen. 6:11,13) and connectadler
(Gen. 4:8,23,24; 9:6). Therefore, irrespective of dating disputeésddroyal Tombs of
Ur, Woolley's work at Ur clearly shows similar practices hafathen ritualistic self-
murder were occurring ahpproximately the same historical time elsewhere in a
Sumerian culturas they were at Kish.

237 Green, A.R.W.op. cit, pp. 46,53,237q, 2600-2300 B.C.); &ncyclopaedia
Britannica CD99op. cit, “Woolley, Sir (Charles) Leonard” (from 2700 B.C.)
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B
From the death pits of the Royal Tombs of Ur, this Sumerian silver lyre shews
how those involved in the shocking heathen ritualistic self-murders at Ur included
musicians in the master’s entourage. British Museum, London, UK, Dec. 2005.

How did they die? Some consider they drank poison. In Leonard Weolley
1922-1934 excavation he found “the death pits of Ur.” Outside of thal lmick vault,
the master’s servants of e.g., courtiers, musicians, bullock-drivergthers, went down
into the death pit, and Woolley found a bowl and cups that he considereprtteyply
drank poison from, and then died. Woolley’'s theory of drinking poison taickrone
possibility. It is a commonly accepted possibility, and may well be cottemithough it
may also be incorrect. On the presently available dadastill a speculative possibility
and so we cannot be sure about the matter. Thus one might spétatateey were
killed in some other way. E.g., it is also possible to conjethatthey were subjected
to a long and slow death of starvation. Or one might conjecturéntiiag area of the
death pits, they first ritualistically slashed their vaistith a copper dagger, such as the
one shown among the Kish artifacts from below the Kish Fload 2500 B.C.supra
and then walked into the brick vault to die. The reality is treasimply do not know.
But however they died, the evidence points to the conclusion that itonses form of
voluntary suicide, i.e., a heathen ritualistic self-murder in whichstreants thereby
intended to accompany their deceased master into the next life as part obiagat

Against this back-drop of clearly demonstrated heathen rituasistienurder in
the Sumerian City of Uat approximately the same historical timéhin a dating error
bar of up to about 300 years, the presence of heathen ritualiftimusder in the
Sumerian City of Kish was clearly not unique to Kiatlthough for the purposes of using
the Kish Flood 1V as typology for Noah's Flood it is clearly the IMPORTANT one

But let us now consider some matters of terminology raised byeéyiooHe says
he has, “used the term cart to describe the vehicle in thesé&sblatKish,” “rather than
the more usual chariot, since in common English usage this denotbgla,weormally

238 Down, D., “Ur of the ChaldeesPigging Up The Pasfvideo), Adventist

Media Centre Production, Sydney, Australia, 1987. David Down here iNadlley’s
theory of drinking poison as a settled fact.
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light, primarily for hunting and fighting. Such connotations may lEeading in this
context,” and so he says he prefers to refer to “cart-btifldls In the Concise Oxford
Dictionary third edition of 1934, which is the year of publication of Watelin &
Langdon’s Excavations at Kisi1934), a “chariot’'may refer to a “vehicle” that is
“Stately” or “triumphal;” or to a “car used in ancient fighlgiand racing;” or in the 18th
century, to a “four-wheeled carriage with back seats only.” r inOthe Webster’s
Dictionary (USA), a “chariot” means either, “a light carriage with foureels, used for
pleasure or on some state occasions,” or “a two-wheeled cart, arseerly in war,
racing, parades, etc., drawn by horses.” Or inMaequarie Dictionary(Australia), a
“chariot” can mean either, “any more or less stately age;i’ or “a two-wheeled vehicle
used by the ancients in war, racing, processions, etc. .” aNeot doubt that the
vehicles at Sumerian Kish met the requirement of being in sense sstately” (Oxford
& Macquarie Dictionaries), since they are identifiable asitamyl chariots through
reference to a similar depiction on the Royal Standard of Uume8a at a roughly
contemporary historical timeénfra. And given that Watelin & LangdonB&xcavations
at Kish (1934) refers to both “four wheeled” and “two wheeled chafidtshey would
meet the requirement of being either “a light carriage with ¥dwegels, used ..on some
state occasions” when e.g., the State artwork of the Rogati&td of Ur was displayed,
or “a two-wheeled cart” (although not necessarily “drawn by Isgrsefra) (Webster’s
Dictionary). While comparison of these three dictionaries ®f&hglish language from
the UK, USA, and Australia, reveal some level of diversity, they show that in oad t
what Watelinet al call the “chariots” of Ur and Kish are reasonably so nhamed.

The type of sentiment that Moorey here exhibits reminds migegbeople who in
the professed name of “common English usage” “as she’s spoken,lygiebase the
English language and drag people down from the standard &irtgeJames Versioof
1611 to some gutter-snipe translation like e.g., Tibday’s English Versionr so many
other of these so called “modern Bible translations.” By cdntessan Evangelical
Protestant, | take the view that by the grace of God we shouldhptkacgospel of
repentance and saving faith in Jesus Christ as Lord and Saviouie¢hfor our sins at
Calvary and rose again the third day, that people might be convertbd pgpwer of the
Holy Ghost, and by the grace of God we should then sedkatpthem upo a better
standard seen in e.g., the dignity of a “Sunday best” dress staamtthtdaditional 1662
Book of Common Prayeusing Low Church Anglican Church. But such higher
standards are opposed by the low dress standards of the jeansggw&hisicotheque”
looking, “hall” of so called “seeker friendly” churches, where eoge may see males
with long hair and females with short hair (I Cor. 11:6,14,15), possibly badies
tattooed in celebration of “worldly lusts” (Lev. 19:28; Titus 2:12), arith & male long-
haired git strutting an electric guitar and a long-lanky behgiebeating a bongo-drum.
Such so called “seeker friendly” churches are “seeker friertdlgin, the world, and the
Devil, and thus those wanting to so called “get churched;” rathertththose seeking to
“repent” of their sins as found chiefly in the Ten Commandments, dhdsaving faith

3% Moorey'sKish Excavations 1923-1938p. cit, p. 104.

240 \Watelin & Langdon’Excavations at Kisk1934), e.g., p. 33.
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in Jesus Christ as the only begotten Son of God, “be born again” Misk10:19; John
3:7,16; Acts 2:38; Rom. 1:17; 7:7; 13:9).

And likewise we shouldrag them ugo a better English standard as found in the
Authorized Versiorof 1611, rather thaget down in the gutter with them something
like the New International Versioror English Standard Versioor Today’s English
Versionetc. . People like Moorey think that they “are very smatiémvthey “have a
great brain wave” to stop using words like “chariot” on the bdws the masses (who
probably would never even read something like Mooré&ysh Excavations 1923-1933
in a thousand years anyway,) should notizgged upo the King James Version higher
type of English standard, but rathedlowed to sink down tahe New International
Versionor Today’s English Versiotower type of English standard. Though people like
Moorey think that they “are very smart” on this type of issue, personally, | thayk‘are
a real pain.” On the one hand, | do not think one should follow e.gNdiheEnglish
Bible or certain parts of the Douay-Rheims Version in seeking tdeteliely locate
abstruse words, and | do consider AV Churches should provide for people tw take
from them things like David Daniels’ “The King James Companiorer®00 ... Words
Defined: If you have a King James Bible, this books needs to toeiitt$>.” But on the
other hand, | think we should seek to ennoble and not debase people, and Moorey’s
sentiment of “what do the ignorant say, let's get everyone down itobthse level,” is
not a sentiment with which | have any sympathy. Theredfofice to sayl shall retain
the usage of “chariots” found in Watek al for these vehicles at Ur and Kish.

Let us first consider the relevant claims in Watelin’s &gdon’sExcavations at
Kish (1934), and then we shall look at critically evaluating them iwidilee of criticisms
to the effect that these claims of “human sacrifices” aaedurate, at least in the form
put in Watelin & Langdon’s work. Watelin distinguishes betweemtypes of “method
of burial” which he dates in the Y level immediately below Bheod Stratum of Kish
Flood IV. Firstly, those hdoes notassociate with “human sacrifices” in the level “Y
cemetery” “at Kish.” Watelin says of these, “The handseidanear the heads grasp a
cup from which the dead where supposed to drinfCf. Woolley’'s view of heathen
ritualistic suicide at Ur from a poison cugypra] All around the body, without any
consistent order, lay the personal belonging of the dead, weapons, jameots. ...
The objects most dear to them were wrapped inside the mats The. position of the
body was the natural one of a person in sleep. The rituals whectd ahe burial reveal
a belief in the future life, and that the person might not suffetheé after life they
equipped his body with all the objects which might alleviate histexce in the ‘land of
no return’ ... . Existence in the life beyond was conceived in material termsy)age!
they provide the body with the objects familiar to the period, pdatiy copper objects
..” Secondly, those that Wateldoesassociate with “human sacrifices.” Thus he
says, “I come now to the human sacrifiselsich undoubtedly existed at Kish and. Ur
They resulted from the belief in the necessities ofitifthe after world corresponding to

241 Daniels, D.W.The King James Bible CompanjaBhick Publications, P.O.
Box 3500, Ontario, California, USA, 1999 (ISBN no: 0-758904-00-2,) website:
www.chick.com.
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those which the individual had ... on earth. In case of a great peespossessed not
only his personal furniture but servants, chariots and teams. ude preserve the
dignity of his position in the next world. Human sacrifice wata necessary liturgical
rite but the continuance of a dignitynly the beings which the person had in his service,
servants and soldiers, dancers, musicians, accompanied him in deathApparently
most of the tombs contained but one skeletofrew contained several skeletons and
these belonged surely to princes who alone had seraadtdriving animals. Here alone
are encountered chariots and abundance of copper ... . | observed neduipgaient
near the bodies of servants sacrificed with their mastéf4”

Below is a picture of the chariot referred to, though not showa isture, in
Halley’s Bible HandbooK1965),supra when in discussing “The Flood Deposit at Kish,”
he says, “Underneath it ... among the relics found was a four-wheledeidt, the wheels
made of wood and copper nails, with the skeletons of the animals that dré.it ...

The Chariot of Terrorand hum SaCI’Ier é Cemetery of Horrors.
Watelin & Langdon’€xcavations at Kisli1934) Plate XXIIl showing:
“Two wheels of the four wheeled chariot — Skeleton of an animal seen above.”

In a section entitled, “Chariots,” Watelin further says, “Bhref the tombs
contained chariots. Pl[ate] XXIIl,supra “This one lay five meters [ar. 16Y% feet]
below plain level. It lay on a pavement made of baked plano-cdmieks ... . The
platform of the chariot, supported on the two axles had been placed ndd pricks
beneath it. Toward the front on each side of the pole there were two pairs tufrekefe
equines with their leather harnesses, and abput itay at least five human skeletons

242 \Watelin & Langdon’sExcavations at Kisi1934), pp. 18-20 (emphasis

mine).

243 Halley, H.H.Halley’s Bible Handbook1965),0p. cit, p. 78.
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Since the skeletons of the equines lay on a higher level than the chariot, | shpptse t
chariot was first installed with the brick supgdtiecause the “tomb was constructed so
as to permit the chariot to descend to the bottom on an inclined "plaree;so “the
animals lie on this incline and consequently at a higher leval ttiea chariots;”), “the
humans sacrificed were then laid with the dead man besidedtthen the four equines
were slaughtered ... The platform of the chariot was made of wood, 45 cm [45
centremetres =. 17% inches], terminating at the rear in a second small platform
surrounded under the back end by a copper band ... . The wheels fitteth@renols$ of
the axles have a diameter of 50 cm [50 centremetresl®’/s inches]. The axles are 90
cm [orc. 35% inches] long and have a diameter of 8 cnt[6f/s inches]. The wheels
were kept in position by wooden pegs ... . The circumferences @ftibels have rows

of copper pins [also referred to as ‘copper nails’ by Hallepra and by Watelininfra]

five millimeters [orc. /s inch] apart, driven into” a circular rim covering on the wheel
possibly made from “leather” or some other substance, “which pedtdébe wooden
wheels. “The copper nails of” the wheadspra “are 4 cm [orc. 1%s inches] long and 2
cm [orc. Y5 inch] thick at the head. They are driven into the wood obliquelyttzere

are about 55 on the circumference, 1.52 metre.[Brfeet] in length**”

Though “the details of the front part of the chariot” are “obscdies to its
deteriorated condition. However, “to explain .it the following sources supply
information; a cylinder seal and an inlay fragment excavateKish (1929) ..., a model
clay chariot from Kish, ... and the mosaic standard from Uihe Kish seal and the Ur
standard have the same figuration for the fronts of the four wheeilots but the two
wheel chariot has the front or splash-board more inclined toward the .polehe Ur
standard shews that the four wheeled chariot was employed @nddhe extremely tall
splash-board served as a means of protectiomwo wheeled chariots were used as
ordinary means of traffic, and could turn more easily in theer” “The animals”
found on some of the chariots were “equines, ... the wild ass or théHdrse

244 Watelin & Langdon’sExcavations at Kistf1934), pp. 30-31,33 (emphasis
mine).

24> |bid., pp. 31-33 (emphasis mine).
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Picture taken by Gavin of the Royal Standard of Ur, found in one of the graves
of Ur, mid 3rd millennia B.C., British Museum, London, Dec. 2005. A depiction
on this Royal Standard of Sumerian Ur helps us understand that the style of the
four-wheeled chariot at Sumerian Kish from this same era was a yndfariot.

Hence Green refers to the fact that over two hundred tombsexeavated at
Kish, each only large enough to contain one body, as well as thedhgee tombs with
chariots, and “harnessed to each chariot were two animals n.each case the remains
of five human beings were discovered with the chariots, one beforanthmals, as if
leading them, and two on either side. They were all furnishdd weapons... The
consensus of those who have studied the human remaigghat the context is military
and all the individuals were buried simultaneously ...; the remaieiefore involved
some killing as a ritual act 2*°” This finding of weapons and military context is thus
partly built up with reference to the similarity of the Kishadots to those on Royal
Standard of Ur, which on the side shown in the plsatprg depicts an army on the
march to battle, and on the other side depicts a parade of thsowtgrand associated
battle victory celebratory feast.

Further commenting on the relevant matters itemized by Waselpra Langdon
says, “The chronological problem and the nature of the interruptioheirtivilisation
produced by the great inundatican be illustrated by the few tablets found below the
flood stratum. The best evidence, ... is provided by the seals ...; ahresggtablets the
large almost square type of tablet with rounded corners,” is dctearstic of the period
immediately before Sargon, found also in the Red Stratum” above #ieHood IV

248 Green, A.R.W.op. cit, pp. 53-54 (emphasis mine).
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level; and “the shapes are entirely different from those ... |dahaltablets found just
below flood level*’.”

Watelin says (in a quote some of which has already been caatsisiepra), “In
my opinion the Flood Stratum has little to do with a change of atidis. It is a purely
local phenomenon and in itself could have effected no break in the contirfiuitye

culture ... . That it is Sumerian ... there can be no doubt at above the Flood
Stratum ... the same language and same epigraphy (in a more edhstage) will
reappear again ... . Here | emphasize ... the fact that the flgedrzarks a complete

separation between the types ... left behind, the industries of the fmtteder, sculptor,

etc., and the type of industries which will be found above it .1.do not mean ... there

is a complete break in the continuity of the culture, and that thevsis reoccupied by
another culture; for the material found below and above reveal a eonsirSumerian
civilisation. ... 1 only emphasize the effects upon the culture above the Flood Stratum.
The best proof of this fact is the change in funeral rites, whalst be due to the
promulgation of a new religious and social law which affectecetitiee land of Sumer
from Kish to Ur ... When the civil and religious classes returned to Kish they possessed
the new stage of culture represented in the archaeology above the sterif& layFor in

the “burials” of “cemetery A” which were made in “the RedaBim” after Kish Flood

IV, “The burial customs shew that human sacrifice had been abandbeegtaves have
now alwaysoneskeleton and are never placed in tombs enclosing their bodf€s ...

Therefore, for our immediate purposes of human self-sacrificiatler at Kish,
contextually the relevant findings of Langdon & Watelin as statathly by Watelin in
Excavations at Kish{1934), which we shall further consider, may be summarized as
follows. That “human sacrifices ... undoubtedly existed at Kish aft.U At Kish,
beforeKish Flood 1V, these are e.g., seen in “at least five hurkeletons” found at “the
four wheeled chariot,5uprg where “the humans sacrificed were ... laid with the dead
man .., and then the four equines were slaughtéféd Those who were so sacrificed
were the “servants” of a “great person,” and as with the “huraenifises” at “Ur,” those
at “Kish” are never said by Watelin & Langdon to be samdito a pagan godbut
simply said to be “human sacrifices.” And the only motive he gwes for them is that
the “great person” might have his “servants, chariots,” etc. btamger with him to “the
next world” i.e., “they result from the belief in the necessitiesife in the after world

247 Watelin & Langdon’sExcavations at Kisi{1934), pp. 35,36 (emphasis

mine).
248 |bid., pp. 38,39,41,42 (emphasis mine).
249 bid., pp. 49-50 (emphasis mine).
%0 bid., p. 19.

1 bid., p. 30.
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corresponding to those which the individual had ... on earth.” Thus Wapelkifisally
says, “Human sacrifice was not a necessary liturgital but the continuance of a
dignity,” and in furtherance of this master-servant relationshiusére refers to “the
bodies of servants sacrificed with their mastérs However, he no-where clearly states
who did the killingi.e., he does not specifically confirm or deny that the evidence of
Sumerian heathen cultural practice indicates that these erean self-sacrifices;
although hemakes an inferenc® this effect when he says, “The hands placed near the
heads grasp a cup from which the dead where supposed t6°3itiskipra since this
looks to be echoing Woolley’s view of heathen ritualistic suicide at Ur from a paigon ¢
supra But this isan inferencebased onWatelin’s interpretatiorof “the hands,’in the
context of Woolley’'s theory on Jand Watelin never says this plainly. Though this
practice of “human sacrifice” existdmeforeKish Flood IV as seen in e.g., the “chariot
burial$>*” it endedafter Kish Flood IV. Thus after a period of Watelin thought of as no
activity (although as previously stated there was some low &miglity in this area at
Kish), inside the same basic “Sumerian” “culture;” so thatré&he no need to assume a
racial change caused by this historical deluge” i.e., to a momeBan race and cultdreé
there was a “new stage of culture” and “change in fungeal’rat Kish since there are no
more chariot burials which involve human sacrifices. “The ... chan@engral rites,
which must be due to the promulgation of a new religious and sawal.| affected the
entire land of Sumer from Kish to B i.e., Kish Flood IV is considered to mark not
only the termination of human sacrifice at Kish, but also at lthdagh whether or not
this synchronization of events at Kish and Ur is correct is taioesuprgd. And in the
“burials” made after Kish Flood IV, “The burial customs shew thanan sacrifice had
been abandonétl.”

There is a general recognition that the practice of heathealistic self-murder
existed at Kish and Ur, even though some are averse to Wateliniinology of “human
sacrifice,” although | consider the usage of the terminologhwian self-sacrifice” for
the heathen Hindu practice of suttee reflects the propriety oftsutinology,supra &
infra. However, to the extent that Watelin no-where specificstiites who did the
killing i.e., he does not specifically confirm or deny that thedence of Sumerian
heathen cultural practice from Ur indicates that these were rmhuseH-sacrificial
murders, | consider that he may be fairly criticized for leaiisgerminology of “human
sacrifice” too open-ended, since it might be misconstrued to metifotha of human

252 1bid., pp. 18-20.

253 bid., p. 18 (emphasis mine).

54 1bid., pp. 18 & 19.
25 bid., pp. 41 & 43.
256 bid., p. 42.
7 1bid., p. 49.
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sacrifice maden appeasement to a godnd / ormade on an unwilling victim | thus
have a qualified sympathy with the concerns of Greepra The work of Sir Leonard
Woolley at Ur which Watelin clearly relies on to better undardtthe wider Sumerian
culture into which the Kish human sacrifices fit, clearly suppbttee recognition that
these were acts of human self-sacrifice, and so Watelin shauéplainly stated that on
the available evidence these were acts of heathen ritoa&fimurder, and thus human
self-sacrifice in the desire for a servant to join his nmastéleath, as opposed to human
sacrifice in appeasement of a god and / or of the type made onwilling victim. Of
course, Watelin’s lack of qualification may well reflecs lmwn uncertainties as to the
nature of the human sacrifices at Kish, which he may have thiterdéely wanted to
leave as an open question.

There is also a general agreement that the heathen rituaétimurders at Kish
and Ur occurred at approximately the same historical timewithin a period of about
300 years of each other, sometime betwee@700-2400 B.C. in Early Dynastic Ill.
However, the two big points of contention between those following Watelin & Langdon’s
view, and others, is firstlywhendid these heathen ritualistic self-murders occur at Kish,
was it before or after Kish Flood IV; and secondlywhendid these heathen ritualistic
self-murders occur at Kish relative to when they occurred ZCUMoorey says, of the
“cart” (Moorey) or “chariot” (Watelin) burials in the “gravédhat “it is now impossible
either to establish the level from which each was, dugtheir exact relation to one
another and to excavated structures.” And he considers, “In easg/ in the Y
sounding the cart-burials were so ill-recorded as to remain foneatter[s] for debate.”

“It is not entirely clear from the available records whetler area had ceased to be
inhabited when the burials were made or whether, as Watelinlhim$eved, they were
cut down below the floors of occupied houses. Study of their potterglation to that
from the houses, generally suggests that the former was moretloétesase. It is
probable that the children’s burials alone were made in occupied hou$ée. cart-
burials and the private graves most nearly associated with them wéalgecut down
into an area no longer inhabited, some time after the major flooddimaed the ...
Flood Stratum Such was contemporary practice at Ur, though ... at Fara, ... Khafaj
and ... Abu Salabikh there is ... evidence for burial under the floors of private fitises

In reaching his preferred conclusion that the chariot or “caiédsti were after
Kish Flood IV, Moorey says, “stratigraphical evidence for the détdhe cart-burial is
absent.” However, he thinks “two observations” support his conclusiorstlyFithe
shafts of comparable graves at Ur were cut ten mfsres 33/5" feet] or more down;”
and secondly, “The carts at Kish lay between one and two and &asjor c. 34 to
8*s" feet] below the ‘Flood Stratum;’ a depth barely sufficientdeet the vehicles and
allowing no room for ramps. It is reasonable to suppose that theyosiginally cut

28 gSee e.g., Green, A.R.V@p. cit, p. 54.

2% Moorey’s Kish Excavations 1923-193®p. cit, pp. 103-104 (emphasis
mine).
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from above the ‘Flood Stratum’.?®°”  Thus in commenting on this, Gibson says,

“Watelin assumed that the graves of the Y cemetery, inclutieghariot burials, were
sunk from below the Flood Level [of Kish Flood 1V]. Moorey has observatisuch a
point of origin for the chariot burials would allow very little spaabove the tops of the
tombs, which were vaulted structures of plano-convex mud brick. nmiiassumption

that the chariot burialand many of the private graces found in the house levels were
sunk from above the Flood Leyeh the meter [1 metre &. 331" feet] of debris
between the Flood Level and the Red Stratum. Thus, there wouldnbehiree to six
m[etres orc. 95" and 19/1d" feet] depth for the construction of the shaft&®..”

The issue of where these Kish heathen ritualistic setfders occurred in time
relative to those at Ur is a matter | shall not now enter sitae for my immediate
purposesof any possible typological symbolism of these human self-gasiin relation
to the “violence” (Gen. 6:11,13) in the form of murder (Gen. 4:8,23,24; 9:6) of
antediluvian times, the “make or break issue” for such symbolismtipgi back to
Noah’s Flood in the Persian Gulf regian 35,000 B.C., is whether these human
sacrifices at Kish occurrdakeforeor after Kish Flood IV ofc. 2,500 B.C. .

| do not think that Moorey’s “two observations” are the crushing aegusnthat
Gibson seems to think they are when he concludes that these tittusdi$-murders
occurredafter Kish Flood IV. Moorey’s first observation, to wit, the faloat those at
“Ur were cut ten metres or more down;” should be more widely garakzed by the
fact that this is part adi number of stylistic differencégtween “the death pits of Ur” and
the chariot-burials of Kish. This is seen in e.g., the faat if they are dated tafter
Kish Flood 1V, then their depth varies to between 3-6 metres. @ts" and 19/10" feet)
at Kish, as compared to 10 metres ¢o33"s" feet) at Ur. Hence at Kish they are
clearly following a different burial practice with respect epth than at Ur, and it is very
arbitrary to stipulate it must be a difference of no more thanetres as required if they
areafter Kish Flood IV (the maximum difference between Ur's 10 metreskiasd's 3
metres), as opposed to a difference of 9 metres if thepedoee Kish Flood IV (the
maximum difference between Ur’'s 10 metres and Kish’'s 1 metf#)us in my opinion
there is no compelling reason to rule out the possibility thaatively shallow grave of
1 metre (orc. 310" feet) could not have sometimes been dug at Kish; although nor is
there any compelling reason to consider that this was in fact dorteus | think the
archaeological evidence at this point could be interpreted in harmony withr dite
view that the human sacrifice chariot burials were BEFORE or AFTER Kish Flood IV.

Moorey’s second observation, namely, “The carts at Kish laydegtvone and
two and half metres [ar. 3%2 to &/5" feet] below the ‘Flood Stratum;’ a depth barely
sufficient to cover the vehicles and allowing no room for ramps@gnise again not
conclusive. Moorey claims that even at the higher level oéeas or &5 feet this is
not deep enough, although this would be more than the traditional “six foot under”

260 1bid., p. 104 (emphasis mine).

61 Gibson, M.The City & Area of Kisl{1972),0p. cit, p. 84 (emphasis mine).
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burials of contemporary times.  Moreover, military burials aymetimes made in
shallow graves due to time necessity, and given that thergémeral agreement that
these were military burials, the ones at 1 metre 8}/ feet might have been deliberately
so done in some kind of remembrance of military “shallow grave#fiaiferaalthough
this is highly speculative and may be wrondBut in the final analysis, it ia human
discretionto regard something as “a shallow grave” or “a sufficieddgp grave,” and if
these people were happy with chariot burials.dt-2.5 metres oc. 34 to &/5" feet,
then it is not really possible to ignore this reality on thesbt®t one thinks this is not
deep enough. Moorey's associated point about “allowing no room for raspst
necessarily correct, since we do not know what size rampsusete and exactly how
the chariots were placed in the graves. Therefore | do not findcempelling reason to
reject the model which considers that these were cut from be®Wish Flood IV level,
but nor do | find any compelling reason to reject the model thataenssihat these were
cut from above the Kish Flood IV level. Hence when Moorey sdlyss feasonable to
suppose that they were originally cut from above the ‘Flood Stradtumnwould agree
with him, butnot to the exclusion of also saying in harmony with Watelintsdgi that,
“It is reasonable to suppose that they were originally cut flwtow the ‘Flood
Stratum’.” Thus once again, | think the archaeological evidence at this point could be
interpreted in harmony with either the view that the human sacrifiaeat burials were
BEFORE or AFTER Kish Flood IV.

Thereforeon the archaeological evidengaesently available to me, | do not
consider it is unreasonable to follow either Watelin & Langdorosleh which sees the
chariot burial human sacrifices at Kish as occurbeépreKish Flood IV, or Moorey &
Gibson’s model which sees the chariot burial heathen ritualidficmseders at Kish as
occurringafter Kish Flood IV. Hence | consider that on the archaeologicdeece it is
presently an open question as to whether these human selfesacabcurredbeforeor
after the Kish Flood IV ofc. 2500 B.C. . Indeed, it would also be possible to argue that
the deeper chariot burials were frdmforeKish Flood IV, and the shallower burials
were fromafter Kish Flood IV, although at least to date, to the best of my knowledge, no-
one has so argued for this. To the question, “Why has no-body dogutiriot burials
both beforeand after Kish Flood IV?”, the answer appears to be two-fold, namely, that
they belong to the same general cultural era at Kish, and weeye change of culture
before and after Kish Flood IV. It seems to me that atpibiist we also find a reason as
to why Watelin & Langdon’s model has an advantage, namglygan offer an
explanation for the change in culture away from human sacrifccevit, Kish Flood 1V
had a cultural impact. While | do not regard this as a conclasgiement in favour of
Watelin & Langdon’s model of the human sacrifices at Kish asirdog before Kish
Flood 1V, i.e., there may have been another reason after Kish FlothétiWe simply do
not know about, | consider that it makes it a slightly better madblrespect tall the
known factshan Moorey & Gibson’s model of the human sacrifices at Kishiroog)
after Kish Flood 1V, and thedisappearing mysteriously and inexplicably

Therefore, | consider that this fact that we know that thexe avmore general
cultural change following Kish Flood IV, and that this providegider context in which
a cultural change away from human self-sacrifice at Kiskesaense inside of, so thiat



1645

can offer an explanation for the change in culture away from human saanfitiee
cultural impact of Kish Flood IV, and thusccount for all the known fagtsips the
balance of probabilitiesver so slightlyn favour of Watelin & Langdon’s model. Thus |
consider Watelin & Langdon’s model of the human sacrificesistt ccurringbefore
Kish Flood 1V, and then as part of a wider cultural change not eumd after Kish
Flood 1V, to be the better modeh the balance of probabilitiebut certainlynot beyond

a reasonable shadow of a doubt. For in reaching this conclusion, reatgynize that
there isa lack of some clear and definitive evideméea type and kind as would make
untenable Moorey & Gibson’s model of the human sacrifices at Kish occaftardish
Flood IV. E.g., one of the stylistic differences between the datthof Ur and the
chariot-burials of Kish, is that whereas at Ur the human saesifare accompanied with
cylinder seals which “seem to denote court officials,” by copttae human sacrifices at
Kish contain no such cylinder se@fs Given the differences in shapes of seals before
and after Kish Flood IVsupr&®® if such seals were present with the chariot burials in
the heathen ritualistic self-murders at Kish, then this would titotes such pre-Kish
Flood IV or post-Kish Flood IV dating evidence, providing that in eactaimte they
were clearly connected with one of the given chariot buridigence | further recognize
that thislack of some clear and definitive evidemseans that others have in the past, and
may well continue in the future, to disagree with myself thateia& Langdon’s model

is the better model at this point.

However, given that to my mind the proposition that the human sasrétd€ish
were pre-Kish Flood IV has already been determined on the batdnmebabilities,
suprg a further theological consideration in favour of the proposition tl@thuman
sacrifices at Kish may have been pre-Kish Flood IV is found infabethat there is
evidence to indicate that God will only allow a society to engadeiman sacrifice for a
certain period of time, before he overrules to stop it in soane (@.g., Il Kgs 3infra).
For instance, we see this in the early 16th century A.D. Spanish cadegminst the
Aztecs of Mexico in the Americas. Therefore, that God wouldrole and stop the
human sacrifice at Kish in connection with Kish Flood IV and then uske Rlood IV as
a symbol typing his Divine Judgement against the “violence” (Gen.1&Lbdf murder
(Gen. 4:8,23,24; 9:6)s consistent with the character of Gaalthough this factor in
isolation does not thereby prove for certain that this is how heed the human
sacrifices as Kish. (Of course, this type of theologicgliment would not be acceptable
to the spiritually blind secularists of the formal academic it

262 Moorey'sKish Excavations 1923-1938p. cit, p. 105.

263 \Watelin & Langdon’Excavations at Kisk1934), pp. 35,36.
264 \We here see the absurdity of abolishing Protestant religésts at e.g.,
Oxbridge Colleges in the 19th century. For in the longer teresults in the imposition

of a religious test requiring one believes that either Gddhdt act in human history, or
we must use “methodological atheism” (or “methodical atheism!’) “commit ... to the
principle ... ‘as if there were no God” (Richardson, A, Dictionary of Christian
Theology SCM Press, London, UK, 1969 & 1979, p. 213, “Methodical Atheism”); and
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In the Book of Joel, the Old Testament prophet, Joel, makes refdécendecal
plague of insects, saying, “That which the palmerworm hathhkgft the locust eaten;
and that which the locust hath left hath the cankerworm eaten; anhdvhieh the
cankerworm hath left hath the caterpillar eaten” (Joel 1®his is clearly a local plague
in the time of ancient Israel. Thus God also says, “And | negtore to you the years
that the locust hath eaten, the cankerworm, and the caterpiléathe palmerworm, my
great army which | sent among you. And ye shall eat in plamty,be satisfied, and
praise the name of the Lord your God, that hath dealt wondrously withayoumy
people shall never be ashamed” (Joel 2:25,26). Yet it is alsctictgahis “great army”
of insects (Joel 2:25), in some sense acts to type the Final Jemlgemthe events
connected with it when, in the words of Article 8 of #hgostles’ CreedChrist “shall
come to judge the quick and the dead.” This is seen in the terminology of “the day of the
Lord,” where Joel says, “Alas for the day! For the day ofLits is at hand, and as a
destruction from the Almighty shall it come” (Joel 1:15). Ftve“day of the Lord
cometh,” (Joel 2:1) which e.g., is “a day of darkness and of gloomitiss 2:1,2 cf.
vss. 3-11). Hence we further read, “Put ye in the sickle, for theestais ripe” (Joel
3:13; cf. Rev. 14:15-20), “Multitudes, multitudes in the valley of decidimnthe day of
the Lord is near in the valley of decision. The sun and the modrbsehdarkened, and
the stars shall withdraw their shining. The Lord also shallaoapf Zion, and utter his
voice from Jerusalem; and the heavens and the earth shall shakdoel 3:14,15; cf.
Matt. 24:29,30; Rev. 21:1,2). Thus for our immediate purposes, we see howal a loc
judgment of insects on the land of Israel (Joel 1:4; 2:25), actsp®® ttye greater
judgement connected with the events of the Second Advent.

While this local judgement in the Book of Joel is an anticipatgog that looks
forward to a greater Day of Judgement connected with the Secoméh@ of Christ,
there is no reason why God should not use a memorial type that lodks Hadeed,
such symbolism in terms @doking back in memorgccurs in the memorial of the Lord’s
Supper, as seen in the words of institution of the Holy Communion, wherl_6ttoe
Jesus” “took bread: and when he had given thanks, he brake it, and saickalattes is
my body, which is broken for you: this do in remembrance of mafter the same
manner also he took the cup, when he had supped, saying, This cup is tlestaavent
in my blood: this do ye, as oft as he drink_it, in remembrance df(ihtgor. 11:23-25).
(Although the Communion Service also has a future looking elemeragoniell, seen in
the words, “For as often as ye eat this bread, and drink this eugn ghew the Lord’s

thus a different type of religious test is in time imposedhieysecularists. By contrast, |
would say that in looking for suitable students for post-graduate aodkacademic

careers, first and foremost one should seek to find a man diiapapprehension and
religiously conservative Protestant Christian orthodoxy; aenly thenconsider who

within these parameters possesses other requisite qualitiebiktiesa (And so | greatly

miss the presence at e.g., Oxbridge, of men like WilliarokBand and Adam Sedgwick.)
Those secularists who claim that by contrast their sysgermmomehow “neutral” or

“impartial” are either unabashed liars or incompetent fools, argtiher instance, they
ought to be rejected and in my opinion ejected from e.g., Oxbridge Colleges.
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death till he com@ | Cor. 11:26) Therefore with a type pointing back, rather than
forward, the Kish Flood could be a local judgement on the people of Kistthwhi
simultaneously acts to typologically point to the much greater judgenf God on the
wicked people of antediluvian times who were judged by Noah’s Flood.

And so given that the proposition that the human sacrifices at Kash pve-Kish
Flood IV has already been determined on the balance of probabditf@s, this then has
important ramifications for the issue of whether or not one carheathen ritualistic
self-murders at Kish as part of the typology of “violence” (G&ft1,13) in the form of
murder (Gen. 4:8,23,24; 9:6) of pre-Kish IV Flood times afoi&500 B.C., as symbolic
types of the much earlier antediluvian violence of murder thatroet in Noah'’s time
aforec. 35,000 B.C. . It seems to me tloet the balance of probabilitiesne can say
that itprobablyis part of the typology, but that tladsence of clear evidensach as the
presence of the stylistically different pre-Kish Flood IV and {¥6sh Flood IV seals,
means that the matter is not resolaelyond a reasonable shadow of a doudotd
therefore one ouglrot to state it as definite typology the same way that one can state
as definite typology the matters referred to in this chaptesek@ions a & bsupra But
with these qualifications, the typology of the Kish Floocco2,500 B.C. as a symbolic
type pointing back to Noah's Flood af 35,000 B.C. raises the following chilling
guestions. How far should one develop this typology? Do the hudfices inThe
Cemetery of Horrorst Kish simply indicate that there was one form or murdéistt
which is being used to type the murder of violence in antediluviarsBime@r, Is there a
frightful and disturbing implication that one of the forms of violermacticed in
antediluvian times also involved some form of human sacrifice?

Whatever one thinks of these questions, there are some matters abaut hum
sacrifice at Kish inThe Cemetery of Horroyghat one can stateeyond a reasonable
shadow of a doubt Firstly, one can state that these chariot burials weaenpbes of
human sacrifice, which upon the available evidence were instafcesman self-
sacrificial murder. And secondly, we cannot doubt that Noah’s Rieaches us that
“violence” (Gen. 6:11,13) in the form of murder (Gen. 4:8,23,24; 9:6) is ipavabng,
and that violations of the sixth commandment of the Holy Decaloqregly, God’s
holy law, “Thou shalt not kill” (Exod. 20:13; Matt. 19:18; Rom. 13:9; Jas. 2rhhy
properly attract the death penalty (Gen. 9:6; Rom. 13:4; Rev. 13:16teA3#, Anglican
39 Articleg. Therefore the type of shocking and appalling instances of hunfan se
sacrifice evident in the heathen ritualistic self-murder3he Cemetery of Horrorat
Kish, are to be denounced and condemned irrespective of whether tuesedadn time
beforeor after Kish Flood IV. By God’'s common grace, men are capable of thinking
about the matter and knowing that there is a Creator God, and trethisenoral code
murder is wrong (Lev. 18:21,24,25,27,28; Rom. 1:20,32; 2:12,14,15; 13:9). Therefore
there is no excusier what happened at Kish ithe Cemetery of Horrors

In the Old Testament, child human sacrifice was sometimesiatsd with, for
instance, the worship of Molech (Lev. 18:21; cf. child human sacrificiné heathen
god, Molech, Lev. 20:2-5; | Kgs 11:7; 1l Kgs 23:10; Jer. 32:35) or Ba#ld$l 17:16,17,
Jer. 19:5). And thus we read of how apostate Israelites, “seineadfien “idols,” “yea,
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they sacrificed their sons and their daughters unto devilsd shed innocent blopdven
the blood of their sons and of their daughteviom they sacrificed unto the idabs
Canaan: and the land was polluted with blo@k. 106:36-38). It is clear that this is a
very defiling sin which makes “the land ... polluted” (Ps. 106:38), amwhey were
entering the Promised Land, the Children of Israel were told terlytdestroy” those
Canaanites involved in the human sacrifice of “their sons and daugtiderg. 12:2,31).
Yet during a time of Judah’s apostasy, Topheth became a ptasgctohuman sacrifices
and we are told this was part of the reason “the Lord cast out” “the heathKg’s (116:1-
3; 23:10); and the Old Testament prophet Isaiah says God will burn Topltlet‘fire”
and “brimstone” (Isa. 30:33). So Topheth - “which is in the valley.dflinnom” (Jer.
7:31; 19:6) is a symbol of hell - for Hinnom is Gehenna - a valleyhe south-west of
Jerusalem and the New Testament sometimes uses the Grakkeenmna found as
Latin gehennan the Vulgate, for “hell” (e.g., Matt. 10:28; 23:33; Mark 9:43,45,47).

A specific application of this to the destruction of defiled lanfdusd in 1l Kings
3:6-27. The Israelites are told in “every fenced city” theyaeao “fell every good tree,
and stop all wells of water, and mar every good piece of land witles’ - which they
then did (Il Kgs 3:19,25). This type of scorched earth policy wasuahgsce it was
generally prohibited (Deut. 20:19,20). But a reason for this emerde&gs 3:26,27
where we learn that “the king of Moab ... took his eldest son ... ancgaffem for a
burnt offering ... .” Thus human sacrifice to the Moabites’ ieraigod Chemosh was
evidently defiling the land, and this seems to have been at leaaspeet in the resultant
Lord’s command to destroy the agricultural land around the fenties, ¢or “the blood”
of murder “defileth the land,” and “ye shall not pollute the land wimeye are” (Num.
35:33). And those who “sacrificed unto the idols of Canaan,” and thesalsyificed
their sons and their daughters unto devils,” “shed innocent blood,” “andartdewas
polluted with blood” (Ps. 106:37,38).

Therefore, while the proposition that the human sacrifices &t Weye pre-Kish
Flood IV has already been determined on the balance of probabilits, to the extent
that it has not been proven beyond a reasonable shadow of doubt, someotidgrds
continues to exist as to whether or not these heathen rituals of muooigred before or
after the Kish Flood IV ot. 2500 B.C. . But either way, they remind us of man’s
debasement and depravity when he moves away from submission to GpdsodB
common grace, if men spend time thinking about the matter, man isleab&nowing
that there is a Creator God and that under his moral code murdemig (Lev.
18:21,24,25,27,28; Rom. 1:20,32; 2:12,14,15; 13:9). Thus whether in time they came
before or after the Kish Flood af 2500 B.C., the type of thing we see in the heathen
rituals of self-murder at Kish and Ur, remind us of how men becmime and more
debased when they move further and further away from obediergedis holy laws,
such as the sixth commandment, “Thou shalt not kill” (Exod. 20:13; W@tt8; Rom.
13:9; Jas. 2:11). Yet we see similar issues today under theZTspeular state of the
post World War Two (1939-1945) era with its misnamed “human rightshdege
promoting a raft of human wrongs, seen in e.g., gratuitous violamc@ms as
“entertainment,” the abortion slaughter, suicide in the form of eusignand
decriminalization of suicide with an associated attempt to renfrave it stigmas of
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cowardice and the stigma of such sanctions as the denial of CGhiwtiaal to self-
murderers.

And we also see this type of thing in Hinduism vishis one of the world’s two
largest heathen religions, in the practice of syite which a heathen widow throws herself
on the funeral pyre of her dead husband in an dotathen ritualistic self-murder. Hence
suttee was rightly outlawed under the Protestamist@in British Empire’s rule of Indf&”.
Under the Western European Empires, in Romanisttdes under the Spanish Empire a
“convert or get killed” policy meant that when tBpanish Inquisition and Spanish Papists
left e.g., South America, all those left in theaeds were Roman Catholics. By contrast,
the Protestant emphasis e individual having saving faith in Chrisheant that any such
Romish like “Inquisition policy” of “convert or dievas absolutely out of the questioand
so while the white supremacist British Raj protdctrotestant Missionaries, fostered
Protestant missionary work, and put their protgcéirms around any converts to Protestant
Christianity; any suchconversions were voluntgryand most of e.g., the Hindus and
Mohammedans nevahoseto convert, so that when the British Raj left, i€leins were
only a small percentage of the overall populatiddevertheless, the British Raj did believe
in stopping practices of heathen human sacrifind, s at a time when statistical figures
indicated there were about 500 to 600 annual inetaaf such human self-sacrifice in India,
they enacted legislation between 1829 and 1861rytcaid stop suttee, and by their
enlightened Christian example, they sought to disgrithis revolting murderous practice.

However, with the religious generator of sutteda@athen Hinduism still firmly in
place, this abominable Hindu practice of heatheeralistic self-murder has sometimes crept
back into, and reared its ugly head in, some pafrthdia; though it still remains at a
relatively low level of incidence. Hence followjira justifiable outcry after the suttee of
Roop Kanwar, the Government of India enacted thaditean Sati [/ Suttee] Prevention
Ordinance of 1987 and the Commission of Sati [teglit Prevention) Act, 1987 to try and
inhibit this evil. But of course, the overpowerieffects of the debasing imagery and
teachings of heathen Hinduism in connection withghgan god Sati or Sutté&ra, means
that there have been continuing instances of seathbn human sacrifice in India.

Hence while suttee is not at present widely pradtion India, the power of the
heathen Hindu religion to lead widows into thisthea ritualistic self-murder still remains,
and still claims its victims. Thus on four occas describing the practice of “Suttee” as
“self-sacrifice,”Wikipediarecords that during this 21st century, as at 2014 theeelieen a
small number of recorded instances of such ritilgelf-murder in heathen Hindu India.
For instance, in 2002, a 65 year old heathen Hwmidow, named Kuttu, committed human
self-sacrifice in the form of suttee by sitting on hesliand’s funeral pyre in Panna District,
India. In May 2006, in an unconfirmed report,5ay@ar old heathen Hindu widow, named
Vidyawati, was said to have committed heathen igtialself-murder suttee by jumping on
her husband’s funeral pyre at Rari-Bujurg Village Hatehpur district at Uttar Pradesh in

265 stephen, J.FLiberty, Equality, Fraternity 1873, 2nd ed. 1874; Reprint:
Cambridge University, UK, 1967, p. 89.
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India. In August 2006, a 40 year old heathen Hwtilow, named Janakrani, committed
human self-sacrificial murder in the form of suttgethrowing herself on the funeral pyre
of her husband, Prem Narayan, in the Sagar Disifictidia. And in October 2008, a 75
year old heathen Hindu widow, named Lalmati Veromammitted heathen ritualistic self-
murder suttee by throwing herself on her husbandierl pyre at Checher in the Kasdol
block of Chhattisgarh’s Raipur District in Iné&fa

The heathen Hindu practice of heathen ritualisticreeifder known as “suttee,” is
so namedn emulation ofthe heathen Hindu goddess, Suttee / Sati, the wife of the
heathen Hindu god, Shiva; but is neverthetestsa self-sacrificdo the heathen goddess
Suttee or any other heathen god. This heathen goddess is known blgeat ctimames,
including Kali, and the matter acts to demonstrate the issuailtipla dialects in India
e.g., Hindi as opposed to Bengali which has multiple Bengali dsalecThus in Hindi
“Kali” is this heathen goddess, and to it is added “kata” medftinj with reference to
the heathen god Vishnu cutting up her body which is then said to have gofferenti
places, one of which is “Kali-Kata,” and in turn “Kali-Kata” iendered in different
Indian dialects as either “Kolkata” or “Calcutta.” Notabllyiststory of the heathen
Hindu religion acts to promote the sin of suicide since in it BaButtee commits self-
murder by jumping into a fire, and in turn this has acted to engeucartain Hindu
widows to jump onto the fire of their husband’s funeral pyre. Wheas in India, in
October 2012, | found that more than 90% of the signs followed the2@0%tpreferred
spelling of “Kolkata,” and less than 10% followed the pre-2001 prefespedling of
Calcutta, a notable example of the latter being the “Unityeddi Calcutta” or “Calcutta
University.” Wikipediaclaims, “the city’'s name has always been pronounced ‘Kolkata’

. or ‘Kolikata™ from the “Bengali,” and “the anglicizedsic. Anglicized] form
‘Calcutta’ ... was changed to ‘Kolkata™ in “2001” “in order to atch Bengali
pronunciatio®”.” But | was in India for just over a week, and the entire time | was there
| only ever heard the pronunciation “Calcutta,” whether in an offieealue such as
Calcutta Airport, or elsewhere. When | made enquiries about ttierrhavas told that
this related to regional dialect differences among Calcutsaipsa The closest | got to
anyone who used the pronunciation “Kolkata,” was when | was on whatlésl @and
written as “Calcutta Walks;” and my Hindu guide pointed to areibite lower class
person walking by whom he said would speak a certain Bengali tlialet said to me
that suchlike always have a “Kol” / “Coal” sound in “Kolkata.”hug while the different
spellings of “Kolkata” or “Calcutta” give preference to difat dialects, and both
spellings survive in India (even though since 2001 “Kolkata” has gkyebeen
preferred in Indian political policy,) the dialect pronunciations tamdistinct in

266 «gati (practice),” Wikipedia (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sati_(practice))

Besides these four references to suttee (or satdedf-sacrifice” inWikipedig although this
article leaves a lot to be desired in many partisylaote the usage of such terminology in
the name of the following BBC article, Doniger, iSuttee — Self-sacrifice or murder?,”
The Official Website of British Broadcasting Corption History Magazine
(http://www.historyextra.com/oup/suttee-self-sacefmr-murdey.

267 «Kolkata,” Wikipedia(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kolkata
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Calcutta, and certainly the better educated Indian Calcuttahs spoke to or heard, all
used the pronunciation “Calcutta.”

One of the confusing elements of the heathen Hindu religion, ishthdteathen
Hindu goddess, Kali, after whom Calcutta is nansegbra is known by a multiplicity of
names, one of which is written as Sanskrit, “SatBati or Suttee gives her name to the
practice of suttee, and/ikipediasays, “the ternsutteewas commonly used by Anglo-
Indian English writer®®” But this is a somewhat misleading statement as it ogeia a
gives the impression that Indians say “Sati” and that “Sutte@h Anglicization. In
fact, “Suttee” is another Indian regional dialect form or “Satil’'was unaware of this
when | went to India in October 2012, but when | was at Varanasi mar8s on the
Ganges River, | suddenly heard mourners with a corpse going downheattnen Hindu
temple crematorium chanting, “Suttee” repeatedly. | folloteuin with some interest,
but no widow came to throw herself on the burning funeral pyre didsband. Rather,
it turns out they were invoking the name of the heathen Hindu goddess; ta in
their regional dialect this is “Suttee.” Hence while from the time of the BhtiRaj,
English writers have historically tended to use the terminologiSattee” rather than
“Sati” for the practice of human self-sacrifice in whicheathen widow throws herself
on her husband’s funeral pyre, it is not because they are Angdjcidiati,” but because
they are selecting a particular regional Indian dialectpghaounces “Sati” as “Suttee.”
The following pictures depict this scene of the “Suttee” chanters.

268 gati (practice),”Wikipedia op. cit, citihng Doniger, W.,The Hindus: An

Alternative History Penguin Books, UK, 2009, p. 611.
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In the narrow paved streets leading to main  The main heathen Hindu temple on the
heathen Hindu temple, mourners constantly Ganges River, known as “Monikarnika
chanting “Suttee,” i.e., one Indian dialect Ghat,” where wood cremations are done
form of the heathen goddess, “Sati” (also before the ashes are thrown omges Ga
known as “Kali”), Varanasi, India,Oct. 2012. River. Varanasi or Banaras, Oct. 2012.

Gavin at the fire wood-pile stock at the main heathen Hindu temple on the
Ganges used for the cremations, such as those chanting the name of their
pagan goddess, “Suttee” (pictures 1 & 4). By committing self-sarific
suicide, Suttee (or in another dialect, Sati) gave her name to the “suttee”
practice of a heathen Hindu widow throwing herself on her husband’s
funeral pyre, a practice which still sometimes occurs in India. Oct. 2012.

The “Suttee” chanters invoking The area of the heathen Hindu temple & wood
the heathen goddess “Suttee” arrive. burning crematorium, Banaras, Ind20)12ct
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On the one hand, the human sacrifice of suttee is so nemedulation ofthe
heathen Hindu goddess, Suttee / Sati, who is said to have committielé;shut on the
other hand, a widow committing suttee is not doing so in any serese @ct of devotion
to the heathen goddess Suttee / Sati. But given the prominerte legdathen goddess
Kali or Suttee in Hindu religion, in which this black coloured goddessaid to be the
wife of the heathen Hindu god, Shiva, it is not surprising that this kathme is
sometimes emulated by heathen Hindu widows. Such heathen Hindu wédews
engaging in heathen ritualistic self-murder in a desifjeitotheir husband in death, and
therefore amidst some differencesuch human self-sacrifice beasome striking
similarities to the form of heathen ritualistic self-murder practicedareat Ur and Kish,
supra It is thus notable that one of the world’s two largestheateligions, namely,
Hinduism, both glorifies the imagery of self-murder through refezeto their heathen
goddess Suttee / Sati; and as at 2014 also continues to practice $aonfice in the
form of suttee / sati, as seen in the above itemized examptas2002, 2006, and 2008.
We are thus reminded by this, of how men become more and more deliesethey
move more and more away from obedience to God’s holy laws astbetlicefly in The
Ten Commandments, such as: the first commandment, “I am thethyr@od, Thou
shalt have no other gods before me” (Exod. 20:2,3); the second commantirhent,
shalt not make,” “bow down” “to,” “nor serve,” “any graven imageX¢d. 20:4,5); and
the sixth commandment, “Thou shalt not kill” (Exod. 20:13).

M M ” o

Therefore looking at the “Biblical creation model to be sciertifyccompared &
contrasted with the Book of Nature” found in Volume 1, Part 2, Chapterctiorse,
suprg the evidence of this Part 2, Chapter 18 is clearly consistéimtwhiat we would
expect fromGuideline 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 rmt unt
salvation, man may discern that there is a Creator of the uai@@ob 12:7-10; Ps. 19:1;
Rom. 1:18-32); a man must by God’s grace, humbly put himself undeutherigy of
God's infallible Word, the Holy Bible of religiously conserveatiProtestant Christianity
(Ps. 119:105; Il Tim. 3:16), if he is to properly understand creation (dret)assues.
Wherefore ‘scoffers’ (Il Peter 3;3), such as they that beyfeme in an antisupernatural
secularist paradigm, are to be rejected who would have Christiantaniee ‘salt’ which
‘have lost his savour’ (Matt. 5:13), and would privatize all relevafdreace 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 othense. For suchlike is a God
dishonouring ‘science falsely so called’ (I Tim. 6:21), to be abhoafeall good
Christian men.”
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CHAPTER 19
Nimrod & The Tower of Babel.

a] Who was Nimrod?
b] Where was the Tower of Babel?
c] The geographical extent and meaning of the Taw&abel.

(Chapter 19) a] Who was Nimrod?

On The Table of Nation®n the one hand we read in Gen. 10:6, “And thes &6
Ham; Cush, and Mizraim, and Phut, and Canaan”Nieayod is not mentioned; but on the
other hand we read in Gen. 10:8, “And Cush begatrdtl.” Why is this so? The reason
appears to be in ordey make the poirthat the genealogies in Gen. 10 (like those of Gen. 5
& 11,) are incomplete selections

The archaeologically unidentified city of Agade was the capitglof Sargon of
Accad (Akkad), i.e., the region of “Accad” took its name from “Agjdénd | agree with
those who have considered the king of Accad, Sargon | is Nfffiredg., the Professor
of Assyriology at London University (1961-1982), UK, Donald J. Wiseman (2918),
or in more recent times, Douglas Petrovich of Toronto University, Canada {2013)

“Sargon” is a throne name meaning “the king istiegite.” Notably, his pre-
coronation name is unknown. This is consisterh the view that his non-coronation
name may have been “Nimrod” (although it would ab&consistent with other various
views of his unknown name). Sargon of Accad wdrlly a cup-bearer at Kish - a suburb

259 Orley Berg'sTreasures in the Sar(d993),0p. cit, p. 24. Another suggestion
is Amenhotep Il who issued large scarabs of his animal hunts. KnowNelasaatre in
Egyptian and Nibmuaria, Nimmuria, and other variants in Accadidiiqr David Down,
Archaeological DiggingsVol. 6, No. 5, 1999, p. 20). This view may explain why the
Greek Septuagint translators changed “Nimrod”Nelrad;” which in turn also probably
influenced the vowelling of the Latin Vulgate’s form of his nameNestfirod”

270 petrovich, D., “Identifying Nimrod of Genesis #fth Sargon of Akkad by
exegetical & archaeological meanggurnal of Evangelical Theological Sociewol. 56,
No. 2, June 2013, pp. 273-305
(http://www.academia.edu/2184113/ 2013 Identifyingnidid _of Genesis 10 with_Sarg
on_of Akkad by Exegetical_and_Archaeological_Mgan®etrovich also refers to those
who identify Nimrod as, for instance, 1) Ninurtdhe heathen patron war god of Lagash
(e.g., Van der Veen & Zerbst); 2) Pharaoh Amenhdbiefcf. previous footnote); & 3)
Gilgamesh (e.qg., Livingston) (more commonly GilgamesHastified with Noah) (pp. 291-
293, 304); & 4) Naram-Sin (pp. 302-303), who in S#merian King List in an Akkadian
King (Sargon, Rimush, Manishtusu, then Naram-Sin).
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of Greater Babylon. Thus we read in tBamerian King Listhat “In Kish ..., Ur-
Zababa(k)...reigned;” but that later, “Kish was smitten withapens;_its kingship t&Jruk

[/ Ereclj was carried  And then, “InAgade Sharru(m)kin [/_Sargpn.. was a date-
grower — cupbearer of Ur-Zababa(king of Agade, the one who built Agade, becanmg ki
and reigned .2’~”  The transition in th&umerian King Lisfor Sargon from “Kish” in
Greater Babylon, to “Erech” and then “Accad,” isghatrikingly similar to the words of
Gen. 10:10, “And the beginning of his kingdom wah&l, Erech, and Accad;” although |
would understand by the “Babel” of Greater Babylosien. 10:10, a reference to not only
Kish, but also Birs Nimrud where the Tower of Balek built (Gen. 11:1-9fra.

Sargon’s association with Kish in Greater Babylomstlacts to further enrich the
imagery and propriety of the usage of the Kish &lobc. 2500 B.C in Mesopotamia as a
type of Noah’'s Flood in the Persian Gulf; and beam mind that Mesopotamian Kish was
named after the earlier Kish of the Persian Gufdacussed in Part 2, chapter 4@prg);
the Kish Flood ofc. 2500 B.C also acts to date Nimrod betweenpttima faciedate of
Noah’s Flood at. 2500 B.C. i.e., the symbolic type found in thetKiood, and Abraham
in c. 2200 B.C. . Putting Nimrod in thigima facerange of 2500-2200 B.C. therefore acts
to clearly isolate the right general date rangeSargon of Accad (whereas it also acts to
clearly rule out e.g., Amenhotep Il of Egypt's A8Dynasty), and thus means that this
prima facerange of 2500-2200 B.C. is in fact the actual datge. That is because of the
connection between Nimrod and Babel (Gen. 10:94,the fact that when Holy Moses
wrote the Pentateuch (Luke 24:27,44) under verlsgiiation of the Holy Ghost (Il Tim.
3:16), he said, “Therefore is the name of it calBabel” (Gen. 11:9), contextually
indicating that it was so known as Babel in theéegrth century B.C., and so this requires
that Mesopotamian Babel is being referred tolMesopotamian Greater Babel.

Douglas Petrovich says of the main city of Babyl6archeology offers no
evidence whatsoever at Babylon of any occupation therearly as the 23rd or 24th
century BC, when Nimrod would have sat on his thtdjand this basic point would still
hold up on the chronology | use). “Even surfacgveys at unexcavated sites
invariably yield pottery from all periods of occujpat, so this is no insignificant reason to
guestion the equation of Nimrod’'s Babel with BabylorEven if Babylon was occupied
during the time of Sargoaf Akkad, undoubtedly it existed only as an ingigant site at
the outset of his kingdom that sprang up in sountl®umet’2” However, | consider

21 Jacobsen, TThe Sumerian King ListChicago University, lllinois, USA,
1939, Third Impression, 1966, pp. 107,109,111 (emphasis mine).

272 Ppetrovich’s “Identifying Nimrod of Genesis 10tiSargon of Akkad ...”
(2013), 0p. cit, p. 282. As a religiously conservative Proteastanphold the absolute
authority of Scripture and its infallibility (whickespite attempts to read down the word
“infallibility,” I consider is synonymous with inesincy) (Matt. 3:4,7,10; Il Tim. 3:16). By
contrast, Petrovich is a religious liberal who fiskates” Gen. 10:10 as, “Now the starting-
point of his kingdom was Eriduand Uruk, and Akkad, and all of them were locatetthe
land of Sumér (lbid., p. 274, emphasis mine). Eridu was a long waynfBabylon in
central south Mesopotamia, being in the far sotifidesopotamia (see Bailey, L.RNpah
op. cit, p. 33 for a map showing Eridu), and so Petrovéswolves the issue of what was a
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Petrovich’'s comments here require some qualifinatilamely, that in the first place,
extensive rebuilding of Babylon under NebuchadnézAdeo-Babylonian Empire of the
6th century B.C. acted to leave little archaeolagmaterial in the central part of the city
afore this time; and in the second place, elsewimethe main city of Babylon the high
water-table level has acted to limit archaeologealavations to lower or earlier stfata
Therefore | think it idoo muchfor Petrovich to say, “Even if Babylon was occupikoiing
the time of Sargomf Akkad, undoubtedly it existed only as an indigant site” supra
Rather, the most one could say is that thisrnie unsubstantiated possibility. That is
because we simply do not have enough archaeologg®dtc the lower archaeological or
chronologically earlier parts of the main city cdli3/lon to be sure about exactly what was
or was not there in Sargon’s time. Thus one dab@@s dogmatic about the ramifications
of the absence of archaeological data from aneeaglia in the main city of Babylon as
Petrovich is. Put simplyye do not know what is under the water-table tharelwe do
not know how much of old Babylon Nebuchadnezzar got ndhig building programme in
the central part of the city.

Nevertheless, | think the identification of GreaBabylon is important since e.g.,
archeological evidence certainly shows that Kiskted at this time, as isolated by the Kish
Flood of c. 2,500 B.C., as did Birs Nimrudpnfra. And so the words of Gen. 11:9,
“Therefore is the name of it called Babel,” could mean thatthin city of Babylon existed
at this time, but is lost to us either under théewégable or due to Nebuchadnezzar's later
rebuilding program; or Gen. 11:9 could mean thatrttain city of Babylon did not exist at
this time and was built later, in which instance iain city of Babylon would thus have
taken its name from Greater Babyloather than gave its name to Greater BabylortheEi
way, this is thereforanother good reason for the Bible to isolate the Kikiod of Greater
Babylon of c¢. 2,500 B.C. as a type for Noah's Flaed it is a lead in for us to isolate
Greater Babylon for the contextual purposes of tifigng “Babel” in Gen. 10:11; 11:1-9.
Hence with “Nimrod” “the beginning of” whose “kingdom was Babe&Befi. 10:9,10)
and the Tower of Babel (Gen. 11:1-19) in Greater Babylon, we set@xtual transition
point from Mesopotamian typology of the fifth to third millennia BiG6.Mesopotamian
history of the third millennium B.C. . This is the point where symbol meets
chronological historical reality in the prima facie chronological dates of Gen. 5 & 11.

Nimrod is described as “a mighty hunter” (Gen. 10:9) The Helwevd for
“hunter” is tsajid from a form oftsuwvd, and can refer to an animal hunter (e.g., Gen.
25:27,30; Lev. 17:13), or hunting down humans (e.g., Jer. 16:16), or both (Job 10:16).
E.g., with respect to hunting men we read in Micah 7:2, “The good manshgxkout of
the earth: and there is none upright among men: they all liaiinfev blood;_they hunt
(Hebrewtsuwd) every man his brothexith a net.” | consider the context of Nimrod’s
empire here necessarily includes this meaning of “a mighty tiui@en. 10:9) of men,

later construction of the main city of Babylon affargon’s time, by a religiously liberal
gloss changing “Babel” (Hebrew & AV) to “Eridu.”"He does a similar thing in changing
“Shinar” to “Sumer.”

273 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD99p. cit, “Babylon.”
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and additionally includes a reference to his hunting of animalscyarty the leopard,
infra>’%.  With regard to the meaning of hunting humans, it is to be nb&ditst we
read in Gen. 10:8,9 that “Nimrod ... began to be a mighty one in the”eahtich is
probably referring to Sargon’s revolt against King Ur-llbaba shKafter which he set
up a rival capital at Accad; and then we read, “he was a mingintter” - thus referring to
Sargon’s military prowess as one whose imperial armies adsanudhunted dowrhis
enemies. The saying, “Even as Nimrod the mighty hunter beforieotidé must have
been a saying among Abraham’s forbears, since Sargon worshiggad st “the
Lord” (AV) here is HebrewJ°hovah which we Anglicize as “Jehovah.” The words
“before the Lord” mean “in the sight of the Lord” (e.g., Gen. 6:111R13); i.e.,
Jehovah was watching on as Nimrod Sargon became a great empulez that included
the Tower of Babel (Gen. 11:1-9), for “the beginning of his kingdom waeIB&Gen.
10:10).

Sargon of Accad who conquered old Babylonia, came to power with thet défe
Lugalzaggisi of Erech (Uruk). The statement that Nimrod “beégdre” someone who
was “mighty” on “the earth” (Gen. 10:8; | Chron. 1:10) thus means étréh” of his
regional world (cf. Gen. 41:56,57; Il Chron 9:22,23). According to tadithe left
from the Babylonian city of Kish when going to Accad to form hipieen (Depending
on context, “Babylon” refers to the city of Babel / Babylonaaregion of south-eastern
Mesopotamia known as “BabyloAfd”)  This picture of Sargon the great empire
builder, fits well with the Biblical picture of Nimrod for “éhbeginning of his kingdom
was Babel and_Erechand _Accad Consider e.g., a Sargon statue inscription which
says, “Sargon king ohgade, ... king of KisHin Greater Babél ... The city Uruk [Erech
he subjugatednd its wall he tore down; in the battle with ihleabitants of Uruk [Eredthe
was victorious; Lugalzaggisi king of Uruk [Erddie captured in the battle, and he brought
him collared to the gate of Enlil. Sargon kingAgfade was victorious in the battle with the
inhabitants of Ur; the city he subjugated and it$l e tore down .2’®” Contrary to
liberal claims that “Shinar” was a “myth,” from the earlytpaf the 19th century, thousands
of cuneiform tablets referring to “Shinar” in vau® pronunciations were found from the

27" See also Volume 1, Part 1, Chapter 4, “The Third of Seven Keys t
understanding Gen. 1-11,” at section ¢, “Was Noah’s Flood anthropologically urNersal

27> This cultural area of south-eastern Mesopotamia was namaylthia”

because Babylon was its capital for so long, although it waglyy settled before this
time fromc. 4,000 B.C. . Before Babylon became a dominant political power in the
second millennia B.C., Mesopotamia included Sumer in the south-east ead iAche
north-west Encyclopaedia Britannica CD99p. cit, “Babylonia”).

2’6 «gargon,” “The Empire of Sargon,” “Statute Iription of Sargon;” citing

Barton, G.A.,The Royal Inscriptions of Sumer and Akk¥dle University Press, New
Haven, USA, & H. Milford Oxford University Press, YK929, pp. 101-111; & A. Leo
Oppenheims translation in Pritchard J.B. (Editéncient Near Eastern TextBrinceton
University Press, USA, (1st edition 1950, 2nd editi955, 3rd edition 1969,) pp. 267-268
(https://sites.google.com/site/collesseum/sargemphasis mine).
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Egypt, Syria, and the Hittite and Hurrian Kingdéfs The exact location boundaries of
“Shinar” are a matter of disagreement. But Fausk¢he Jamieson, Fausset, & Brown
Bible Commentariesunderstands by “Shinar” in “Genesis,” that whish“Chaldea” in
“later Scripture§’®” And the Geneva Bible (1560) also has a sideaot'Shinar” in Gen.
11:2, saying “which was afterward called C[h]aldealf so, this shows a further link
between Nimrod “in the land of Shinar” in Gen. 1,:And “Ur of the Chaldees” (Gen.
11:31), since this inscription also says Sargors“wetorious in ... Ur.”

The reference at Gen. 10:10 to “Calneh” (AV; Hebkeaineh; Greek Septuagint,
Chalanne Latin Vulgate,Chalanng refers to a city Nimrod “built.” Its identity is
disputed. Is it the same as “Calno” (AV) (Isa. 10:9; Hebkamow; Greek Septuagint,
Chalanes / Chalanne Latin Vulgate,Chalanng or “Calneh” (AV) (Amos 6:2; Hebrew
Kalneh Latin Vulgate,Chalanng? E.g., Does it might mean Sargon in some kit
up a place of this name in Carchemish (cf. Isa. 10:9)? Sargeaidsto have gotten
timber from Ursu which is just north of Carchemish. Is aicit€archemish “Calneh”
(Gen. 10:10)? If so, given that Carchemish was in the far northefidéesopotamia,
and at the Tower of Babel “they journeyed from the east” (Gen. id Birs Nimrud in
Greater Babylon, this would indicate that Nimrod's possessions ich@aish came
after the Tower of Babel incident of his earlier empire days. Hewdaf correct, the
Ebla Tablets indicate that Sargon exaggerated his influenbésindrthern regionnfra.
Who was exaggerating, the Ebla tablet writer or the Sargon legetet? Does this
rule out the possibility of a city in Carchemish being “Calngl@en. 10:10)?
Alternatively, both Strong’s Concordance and Andrew Fauset idé@dineh” in Gen.
10:10 with “Canneh” in Ezek. 27:23; which Fauset locatd9)0 kilometres or “60 miles
S[outh] S[outh-] Egast] of Babylon, in the marshes on the left banthe@fEuphrates,
towards the Tigri§~." Is this “Calneh” (Gen. 10:10)? Alternatively, in Ezek. 27:23,
“Haran, and Canneth, and Eden,” are said to be “the merchants of "Stiethasome
think, “Eden” here is to be identified as the Araldidan (or Al ‘Adan) or “Aden,” a city
of modern South Yemen on the south-west of the Arabian Peninsula (also ksown
Arabiaf®. If so, it was presumably so named due to its proximitj¢oPersian Gulf
Eden (cf. Gen. 2:13), and “Canneth” may therefore also have beenatypant Arabia.
If so, this is consistent with the fact that Sargon says “Dilmas captured by my
hand®’” if Dilmun is understood to be Bahrain. Is swhunidentified Arabian port city

277 David Deuel, Associate Professor of Old Testament at Nhster's

Seminary (at John MacArthur&race Community Churgh Sun Valley, California,
USA, & also a later section, in “Ancient Secrets of the Bibf€ower of Babel: Fact of
Fiction?,” Video, Sun-PKO & Group Productions, Loveland, Colorado, USA, 1995.

2’8 Fausset'sThe Critical and Expository Bible Cyclopediap. cit, p. 66,

“Babel, Babylon.”
279 bid., p. 108, “Calneh, or Calno (Gen. 10:10).”

280 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD99p. cit, “Aden.”
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“Canneth” (Ezek. 27:23) or “Calneh” (Gen. 10:10)? If so, lines one define the
geographical boundaries of “Shinar” (Gen. 10:10)

However at Gen. 10:10, a footnote in thew International Versignas well as
the main text in th&kevised Standard Versiothe New Revised Standard Versjdhe
New English Biblethe Revised English BibJeand theToday’s English Versiogive an
alternative rendering of, “all of them” i.e., instead of readiBgbel, and Erech, and
Accad, and Calnehin the land of Shinar” (AV), it would then read, “Babel, and Erech,
and Accad, and all of themn the land of Shinar.” This indicates that the NIV, RSV,
NRSV, NEB, REB, and TEV *“translators” are not following the bfasic vowelling of

“Calneh” which is HebrewKalneh ( ), but rather have changed it tallanah
(), to get their meaning “all of théfi?". In this they resemble the Greek Septuagint
translators at Amos 6:2 who evidently did the same type of thiehdonge the reading

found in the Masoretic text of, “Pass ye unto Calneh, and see” @&¥/) to Greek,
“diabge (ye pass bypantes(‘all [of them]’) kai (and)idete(ye see),” (LXX) etc. .

On the one hand, Divine Inspiration is limited to the gift of propheay only
existed in, and just around, Bible times (e.g., Luke 11:49-51); and thugifthef
prophecy went shortly after New Testament times (I Cor. 13:8; Z@Q). By contrast,
as one who is, by the grace of God, the first neo-Byzantinaatleahalyst in over 300
years, | recognize that the gift of Divine preservation is ongoing. Awbaeecognizes
and upholds the Divine Preservation of Holy Scripture (Isa. 40:8; r Re28), and
recognizes that “the gifts ... of God are without repentance” (Rdn29) to the Jews
(Rom. 11:1,2) who have played a special role in the preservation ofebew! and
Aramaic Old Testament “oracles of God” (Rom. 3:2), it does not conoe that the
Masoretic vowels and pointings were added well after Newafrestt times, (depending
on whose dates one follows,) in a process starting around the siékientls centuries
A.D. and ending around the tenth or eleventh centuries A.D. . (Thusintesould
not support or condone the fantasies of those who claim Ezra added thegsoartd
vowels in about 400 B.C..) The Masorites’ work was part of the nggmiocess of the
Divine Preservatiorof the Old Testament Oracles, and dependant on God’s power rather
than man’s power (Rom. 3:1,2; 11:29), with the consequencdathtiiese purposes
does not matter that these Jews were in deep religious apostasyg shamefully

281 «3argon,” “The Empire of Sargon,” “The Legend $drgon” found in three

Assyrian copies, King, L.WChronicles Concerning Early Babylonian Kindg Luza &
Co., London, UK, 1907, pp. 87-96; & Lewis, Bhe Sargon Legendmerican School of
Oriental Research, Cambridge, Massachusetts, USAS80,19 pp. 11-86
(https://sites.google.com/site/collesseum/sargon

282 Cf. kullah®nah ( ) at | Kgs 7:37 in “all of them [hadpne casting,”

syncopated tdkullanah ( ) at Prov. 31:29, meaning “all of them” in “but thou
excellest_them &ll(compound wordkull from kadl, ‘all’ + ah®nhah syncopated t@nah
‘[of] them).
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rejected the Messiah (Il Cor. 3:13-16) whom | worship and adotieea®%nly begotten
Son” of “God” (John 3:16), my Saviour and Lord (Acts 4:12,33). For “I belie. in
one Lord Jesus Christ, the only begotten Son of God ... who for us men aowlr for
salvation ... was crucified ... for us ...N{cene Creed Thus on the Neo-Masoretic
principles of the Old Testament Received Text that | support roholrge, the Masoretic
Text, including therefore the Masoretic vowegkre authoritative, and may only be set
aside if there is a good textual reason for doing so, and theralseeative reading that
remedies the textual problem inside the closed class of Gkarment Hebrew, Aramaic,
Greek, and Latin sources that had a general accessibility oweatichthrough time e.g.,
the Greek Septuagint at Amos 6jpr&®  There is no clear and obvious textual
problem constituting such a good textual reason for so setting hsidléasoretic Text at
either Gen. 10:10 or Amos 6:2, and so this line of argument must thié ahreshold.
Thus the reading of the Masoretic text at both Gen. 10:10 and Amos ®8ral in the
Authorized Version of 1611 must stand as the authoritative reading.

Following the words on “Nimrod,” “the beginning of his kingdom wab8él, and
Erech, and Accad, and Calneh, in the land of Shinar” (Gen. 10:9,10), westtgrf@ut
of that land_went forttAsshur” (AV). The words “went forth” in the AV are in the
Hebrew literally, “he went fort#*” and contextually one could argue that the subject of
this verb is either Asshur, i.e., “Out of that land went forth ASsgAuthorized Version
of 1611), or Nimrod, i.e., “Nimrod ... . Out of that land he went forth issyrid
(Gen. 10:9,10, American Standard Version of 1901), this latter possibdityg also
found in e.g., thdNew King James VersionThis isnot a textual issue, and since both
renderings are possible translations from the Old TestamertM@dcText, there is some
diversity of opinion on how to best translate the Masoretic Hebmext ifito English at
this point. (Thus e.g., the view that this means Nimrod Sargon’extdaded to Asshur
and Nineveh, is argued by PetroVith)

283 On the closed class of OT sources used for constructing thRe®dived

Text, see also my Textual Commentary Vol. 1 (Matt. 1-14n{€di by Officeworks in
Parramatta, Sydney, Australia, 2008 & 2010), at Matt. 1:23, “they shdlll (TR &
AV),” at “Preliminary Textual Discussion,” “The Second Matter: Hart The Hebrew of
Isa. 7:14 in the Dead Sea Scrollgttp://www.gavinmcgrathbooks.cgm

284 Hebrew fatsd (‘he went forth,’ active perfect, 3rd person singular

masculine, kal verb fronpatsd).”
285 petrovich considers “Nimrod’s kingdom expanded issyria, where he built
up cities that eventually grew to be prominent seditAssyrian power.” He says, “The
extension of Sargon’s rule to Ashur and Nineveditissted by the honorary inscriptions on
the monuments of native governors. At Ashur, allveas found that distinctly dates to the
reign of Man-Ishtushu, the second son of Sargaeigm after him. Nigro even refers to
the argumentation for this dating as being convincing.ceSian-Ishtushu’s reign was less
than impressive, both to ancient and modern hsterithis head that signifies his control at
Ashur almost certainly means that Ashur was seiretr his father, Sargon. Inscriptional
evidence confirms that Man-Ishtushu controlled bétshur and Nineveh, where he
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However, taking the rendering of the Authorized King James Ver$aut, of
that land_went fortiAsshur, and builded Nineveh, and the city Rehoboth, and Calah, and
Resen between Nineveh and Calah: the same is a great@®éy” {0:11,12); this means
that the land of “Assyria” (Gen. 2:14) or “Asshur” (Gen. 10:11), whias named after
their progenitor, Shem’s descendant, “Asshur” (Gen. 10:22), “went forth friontlie
sense of being people by, those “in the land of Shinar,” such asftbaséBabel” or
Babylon (Gen. 10:10,11). Notably then, @surch of EnglandCanon of York (from
1885), Canon Andrew Fausset (1821-1910) says of “Asshur” or “Assyria,’capital
was Nineveh on the Tigris... . All over the vast flat on botesiof the Tigris rise
‘grass covered heaps, marking the site of ancient habitatiogai@a ... The chief cities
were Nineveh [Gen. 10:11], answering to the mounds [or tells] oppositel MgsCalah
[Gen. 10:11] or Hulah, now ‘Nimrud,” Asshur [a city of Asshur, in Gen. 10:11)y no
‘Kileh Sherghat;” Sargina [so named as Sargon Il had a tapiahere for a short time
in the 8th century B.C.], now ‘Khorsabad; Arbela, Arbil ... . Othelsntify ‘Kileh
Sherghat’ on the right bank of the Tigris with the ancient Cfzdn. 10:11], [and]
‘Nimrud’ with Resen [Gen. 10:12]. Erech [Gen. 10:10] is the modernK#yaAccad
[Gen. 10:10] now ‘Akkerkuf.” Calneh [Gen. 10:10] answers to the classltsiphon’
on the Tigris, 18 miles [or 29 kilometres] below Baghdad, the regiamdrbaing named
by the Greeks ‘Calonitis.” Rehoboth [Gen. 10:11] answers to stiihso named on the
right of the Euphrates, north-west of the Shinar plain [Gen. 10:10],%ndikes [or 5.6
kilometres] south-west of the town ‘Mayadin’ (Chesney): Gen. 10:10-1@[eorge]
Smith [d. 1876] thinks the ridges enclosing Koyunijik and Nebi Yunus were only the wa
of inner Nineveh, the city itself extending beyond this ... to the mouacknyjah.
Nineveh was at first only a fort to keep the Babylonian conquest in that quarter

The Church Canon then poignantly observes, “Classical tradition and the
Assyrian_ monuments confirm Scripture, that Assyria was peopled Babylon In
Herodotus Ninus the founder of Nineveh is the son of Belus, the founder @bBZEH”
“Belus” is both said to be the founder of the Assyrian Empirerned to in e.g., the
Byzantine Chronicle of Hesychius of Miletus (6th century A8,)and also the pagan
god of Babylon as recorded by the Babylonian Historian, Berdsus. ( 340 B.C.,
flourishedc. 290 B.C.), as quoted by the Jewish historian, Josephus (1st centul’®A.D.)
Furthermore, Canon Andrew Fausset also notes that “the eBdiegionian monuments
show that the primitive Babylonians whose structures by Nebuchzairetime [Regnal

renovated the Ishtar temple ... .” (Petrovich’sefitlfying Nimrod of Genesis 10 with
Sargon of Akkad ...” (2013)p. cit, pp. 297 & 304).

286 Fausset'sThe Critical and Expository Bible Cyclopediap. cit, p. 57,

“Assur, Assyria, Asshur” (emphasis mine).
287 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD9@p. cit, “Hesychius of Miletus.”

288 Josephus'Antiquities10:11:1, “Now Berosus makes mentions ... in the third
book of his Chaldaic History ... in ... Babylonia ... [of] the temple of Belus ... .”
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Years: 605-562 B.C.] were in ruinsad a vocabulary undoubtedly Cushite or Ethiopian
analogous to the Galla tongue in Abyssinia [or Ethiopial. Sénkj Rawlinson was
able to decipher the inscriptions chiefly by the help of theaGalbyssinians) and Mahra
(S[outh] Arabian) dialects... The earliest sea of the Chaldeans’ power was close on the
Persian Gulf as Berosus their historian, intimates by attributing thailization to
Oannes the fish god, ‘who brought it out of the €8a’ .” This heathen Babylonian
fish god, Oannes, was a fish-man satyr devil, being said by Bambase had the head
of a man under a fish’s head, and the feet of a man under histégh’sThis fish-man
satyr was said to come to the seashore of the Persian i@uthere to instruct méw.
The fact that he came to the seashore of the Persian Gu#fittbws that the Babylonians
were originally living on the Persian Gulf sea-coast, a €acisistent with my Out-of-
Eden Persian Gulf model (i.e., the relevant areas of the poshidddood settlements in
the Persian Gulf are thus designated as Greater Eden); arattiiieat they later moved
up into Mesopotamia is also consistent with the oscillation ofesassl element of my
Out-of-Eden Persian Gulf model, since it shows that civilizationtherPersian Gulf's
sea-shore became lost, and their inhabitants moved up into Mesopotamia.

Andrew Fausset further says, “Rehoboth Ir [= “Rehoboth, Gen. 10:11, AV] (i.e

‘city markets’), Calah [Gen. 10:11], Resen [Gen. 10:12], and Nineveh (iretected
sense), formed one great composite city, Nineveh (in the largee)selonah 3%3"”
Thus it is to Greater Nineveh that Jonah refers when he says, Nioeveh was an
exceeding great city of three days’ journey” (Jonah 3:3); just as GE=atgton included
such places as Kish and Birs Nimrud; or in contemporary timestéreondon in the
UK is generally just called “London,” and Greater Sydney in Adlistiis generally just
called “Sydney.” (Without now considering the merits of the makteimply note that
whether one reads the AV’'s “Nineveh, and the city Reheboth,” i.etyatiGreater
Nineveh; or an alternative view that this means the ‘cityketat or ‘squares,suprg for
our immediate purposeshe salient point is thatRehoboth” is extra detail about
Nineveh) The reality of a Greater Babylon is also documented bpiC&auset through
reference to the 5th century B.C. Greek historian “Herodotus” wheesgithe
circumference” of Greater Babylon “as 60 miles” (or 55 inglemiles orc. 88.5
kilometres), the whole forming a quadrangle, of which each sidel&asniles (orc.
13% imperial miles oc. 22 kilometres¥2.  Thus if the main city of Babylon was near

289 Faussett'Critical and Expository Bible Cyclopediap. cit, p. 66, “Babel,

Babylon” (italics emphasis Fausset’s, & underlined emphasis mine).

290 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD9@p. cit, “Oannes.”

291 Fausset'Critical and Expository Bible Cyclopediap. cit, p. 57, “Assur,

Assyria, Asshur.”

292 The Roman mile was 5,000 feet, equating 4,840 imperial feet, thithotd

London mile” ofc. 1500 A.D. being 5,000 imperial feet, to which were added by statute
in 1593 A.D., 280 feet to get the statute mile of the imperial ureagent system of
5,280 feet. Hence the need for these recalculations of Herodotus'’s figures.
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one corner of this square, and Birs Nimrud to the north near another obthis square,
then this would include Birs Nimrud which is about 11 imperial nole$7.7 kilometres
north of Babylon, and inside this square Kish which wa$4 imperial (or statute) miles
or c. 14 kilometres east of BabylI6t.

The Greek historian, Strabo. 64 B.C. to aftec. 23 A.D.?), says “Babylon ...lies
in a plain ... and the circuit of its wall is three hundred and eifiny stadia”
(Geography16:1:5f%.  Webster's Dictionary says of the “Stadium,” that “in iant
Greece” it was “any of several measures of linear distap@sed on the length of such
tracks,” for instance, “At Athens 607 f[ee]t; but the Olympic stadiwas slightly over
630 ft.,, and others varied considerably.” On a 607 footc(d85 metre) stadium,
Strabo’s 385 stadia would tee44Y4 miles orc. 71.23 kilometres circumference. Each
of its four sides would thus be just over 11 miles or just over 1loéktres. Thus if
Babylon was in one corner, and Birs Nimrud which wakl miles orc. 17.7 kilometres
to the north was in another corner, it would be just inside Great®yl@’'s 11 mile oc.
17.7 kilometre perimeter (and so would appear to have been selectedbdsea for the
outer limit of Greater Babylon), and Kish at 8% miles orc. 14 kilometres east of
Babylon, would also be inside this square and so clearly inside thisildlor c. 17.7
kilometre perimeter. On a 630 foot @r192 metre) stadium, Strabo’s 385 stadia would
be just under 46 miles or just under 74 kilometres, making eaclt.sldé2 miles orc.
18.48 kilometres, and so once again, both Birs Nimrud and Kish would be ihside t
perimeter. For Strabo’s 385 stadia to equal Herodotos'S5 miles orc. 88.5
kilometres, would require that he was using a stadi@ #54/10" feet orc. 229.9 metres.
Is Strabo using a stadium this large, or is there a disagnedm@eveen the calculation of
Strabo and the calculation of Herodotus? Notably, Strabo furlger §Now the city of
Ninus [i.e., Nineveh] was wiped out immediately after the overthrothefSyrians. It
was much greateiGreek,meiza) than Babylon” Geographyl6:1:3Y%.  We thus also
have ancient testimony from Strabo for both Greater Babylon iag bé&gy enough to
include Kish and Birs Nimrud, and also for Greater Nineveh being:tngreater” in size
than this. Strabo is surely not wrong in this matter of Ninasveize, for in referring to
Greater Nineveh, the Old Testament prophet, Holy Jonah says, “Niosvéth was an
exceeding great city of three days’ journey” (Jonah 3:3).

293 Herodotus The Historiesl:78) says, “Babylon ... lies in a great plain, and is
in shape of a square, each side fifteen miles in length; tkiyssiles make the complete
circuit of the city. Such is the size of the city of Babylon”...Herodotus translated by
A.D. Godley, Harvard University Press, Cambridge, Massachu&i§is, 1920; quoted
in Halton, C., “How Big Was Nineveh? ...Bulletin for Biblical Researchvol. 18, No.

2, 2008, pp. 193-207 at p. 197.

294 Jones, H.L.The Geography of Strabtieinemann, London, UK, 1923, p.

195; quoted inbid., pp. 196-197.
2% bid., p. 196.
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And the Greek historian, Diodorus of Sicily in Italy, also known as Digglor
Siculus (flourished 1st century B.C. at Agyrium in Sicily), styat Ninus, the son of
Belus, and founder of Nineveh, “founded on the Euphrates River a city cfamgte.
The longer sides of the city were each one hundred and fifty stadesgth, and the
shorter 90. And so, ... the total circuit comprised four hundred and eitgtugs .2%”

On a 607 foot (oc. 185 metre) stadium, Diodorus’s 150 x 90 stadia would. 5&Y/5"
miles orc. 88.8 kilometres circumference. This would make #s" of a mile orc. 0.3
kilometres larger than the largest given measurement fat&@rBabylon by Herodotus,
supra On a 630 foot oc. 192 metre stadium, Diodorus’s 150 x 90 stadia would.be
5743 miles orc. 92.2 kilometres circumference. This would make &/5™ miles or

c. 3.66 kilometres larger than the largest given measurement fateGrieabylon by
Herodotussupra Given that Strabo says Nineveh “was much greater than Babylon,”
supra does this indicate that Strabo was using either the smalldo60a@r c. 185 metre
stadium, or the larger 630 foot or192 metre stadium, but not anything bigger than this
i.e., a much smaller calculation than Herodotus? Or does thistendnzd Strabo was
using a stadia of. 754/10" feet orc. 229.9 metres so as to get the same basic calculation
as Herodotus, and that Diodorus was thus using a 630 faotl®?2 metre stadium, so
that when Strabo says Greater Nineveh being “much greater’zén tean Greater
Babylon, he means it was more than 2 miles or more than 3.5 kilometres bigger?

The Assyrian king, Sennacherib in the late 8th or early 7th cest8r@, showed
he had a political focus on the main city of Nineveh when he b@toe canal of 50
miles or 80 kilometres in order to bring water to it. And Senn#dzihefers to this same
Nineveh as being “9,300 cubitamimat),” and says he expanded it to “21,815 great
cubits ¢abiti)” in circumference which is. 7% miles or 12 kilometré¥. Thus this
indicates that Sennacherib is referring to the main cityinéWh as opposed to Greater
Ninevelf®  We thus have good testimony from ancient times of e.g., both the
distinction between Nineveh and Greater Nineveh, and the fact teate&Babylon and
Greater Nineveh were conceptualized in a square (Babylon) or oblong (Nistegie)

2% Qldfather, C.H.Diodorus of Sicily Harvard University Press, Cambridge,

Massachusetts, USA, p. 357, quotedbid., p. 198.

297 Luckenbill, D.D.,The Annals of SennacheriBhicago University’s Oriental

Institute Publications 2, Chicago University Press, lllinois, US#24, p. 111, cited in
Ibid., p. 198; &Encyclopaedia Britannica CD99p. cit, “Canal.”

2% Though e.g., Holton’s simplistic approach which is typical of “moder

scholarship” sees these different measurements as beiogflittc(Ibid., e.g., pp. 196-
198), Holton’s construction is clearly not the only possible interposetati them; and he
clearly fails to see that they an®t necessarilyn conflict with each other in some, or
possibly all, of these instances | have cited.



1665

e . T

A Relief from the Royal Palace of Nineveh shows prisoners from the
town of Alammu (early 7th century B.C.). The relief is burnt black as
a witness of Biblical prophecy being fulfilled, as for its sins God said
the great “Nineveh” was to have “fire devour thee” (Nahum 3:7,15).

From Balawat Gates with WingedsRuill
“Calah” in Gen. 10:11,12; 9th century B.C. Assyria (previous & next photo), a bronze

Winged Bulls of Assyria from Nimrud or

band from Palace of Shalmanhasmwl

Balawat Gates, British Museum, London,
hostilities at Hamath & Karkara. Dec. 2005.

UK, May 2001.

Gavin at Balawat Gates of Shalmaneser Il with a Winged Bull of Assyri
from Nimrud or “Calah” in Gen. 10, British Museum, London, UK, Dec. 2005.



1666

Therefore, when we read in Gen. 10:11,12, “Out of that land went forthuAss
and builded Nineveh, and the city Rehoboth, and Calah, and Resen betwessh [dime
Calah: the same is a great city” (Gen. 10:11,12); | take thimdan that in the first
instance, the land of “Assyria” (Gen. 2:14) or “Asshur” (Gen. 10:11), wivas named
after their progenitor, Shem’s descendant, “Asshur” (Gen. 10:22), “fwghtfrom,” in
the sense of being people by, those “in the land of Shinar,” subbsesfrom “Babel” or
Babylon (Gen. 10:10,11). And then in the second instance, because Assgeaded
the Accadian Dynasty established by Sargon the First (whp#aloaas “Accad,” Gen.
10:10), Nimrod’s Assyria e.g., “builded” (Gen. 10:11) in the sense of “bpilt infra,
“Reheboth,” “Calah,” Resen,” “Nineveh” and “Calah” (modern NimrudThis view is
also consistent with the fact that some later Assyrian kiregaed themselves after
Sargon | e.g., Sargon IlI, whom Isaiah calls “Sargon the king ofriass(Isa. 20:1).
Thus in looking at Gen. 10:10-12, who other than Sargon | could this redliisbe&
Gadd refers to “a variety of evidence that ... Ninevah and Asshur,imvéte dominion
of Sargon’s successors, and their conquest may reasonably be ascribed t&°him...

We also find in Micah 5:6 that “Assyria” and “land of Nimrod"eaused in
Hebraic poetical parallel in Micah 5:6, “And they shall wak&land of Assyriavith the
sword, and_the land of Nimromh the entrances thereof” (Micah 5:6). Sometimes in
Scripture a land is known by the name of its famous progenitor gygpt BMizraim) is
called “the land of Ham” (Ps. 105:22,27; 106:22; cf. Gen. 10:6), or we rethe tfand
of Egypt” (Mizraim) (Gen. 41:19 cf. Gen. 10:6), or “the land of GarigGen. 11:31,;
13:12 cf. Gen. 10:6). This is the more common usage in Scripture, altiwhega this
is the meaning, the term is generally used repeatedly whateland is referred to
repeatedly, and it is thus used over a long time period. Theiowyttis used rarely is
where that land is only referred to rarely, e.g., the “land ajdda (Ezek. 38:2, cf. Gen.
10:2). By contrast, though a less common usage in Scripture, a land is sometimes known
by the name of its reigning king. Thus we read of “the landilmbrSking of the
Amorites, who dwelt at Heshbon,” “and the land of Og king of Bashan, twgs lof the
Amorites, which were on this side Jordan toward the sun rising” (@et6,47; cf. Deut.
2:24; Neh. 9:22). Or in Joshua 10, a number of kings are referredosb. (J
10:5,17,23,24,28,33,38-41), and then we read, “all these kings and their lands did Joshua
take” (Josh. 10:42). When this is the meaning, the phrase is limitede duration to
the reign of that king, and so its usage is less frequent in angamerally called
something else, in this instance, “the land of Canaan” is a far more common designati

Is “Nimrod” in Micah 5:6 referring to a famous progenitor i.e., MichSargon |,
or to a later reigning king, namely Nimrod Sargon II. Sigaifity, “Assyria,”
“Assyrian,” “Assyrians” or “Asshur” is mentioned about 150 timeSaripture, bubnly
in Micah 5:6 do we find the parallelism, “the land of Assyria’withe land of Nimrod.”
This therefore creates a strong contextual argument in favounaefgh not a definite
certainty for, the proposition that “Nimrod” in Micah 5:6 is refegio a reigning king of
Assyria, who took his name from the much earlier Nimrod Sargon levtiogpire clearly

299 Cambridge Ancient Histony8rd ed., 1971, Vol. 1, Part 2, pp. 419,425-6,431.
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included Assyria. If so, who is meant by this later “Nimraad™icah 5:6? Micah
wrote “in the days of Jotham, Ahaz, and Hezekiah, kings of Judah” (Midahand so
these words were in the Book of Micah when it was written &fieah 1:1 referred to
“Hezekiali i.e., under his reign (even if some parts of the book were faist Isy the
prophet in oral form before Hezekiah under Jotham or Ahaz, Micah i)l Kgs 18
we are told that in the reign of “Hezekjalithe king of Assyria sent Tartan” (Il Kgs
18:1,17), and in the same era Isaiah records that “Tartan came sinlod)\’ “when
Sargon the king of Assyrisent him” (Isa. 20:1). This later “Sargon” (Isa. 20:1) iedat
by Isaiah to the latter part of the 8th century B.C. . Theeferiting around the same
time, if this is the king Micah is referring to under the narh&Nimrod,” then it follows
that Isaiah uses an Assyrian form of his name in “Sargon,” atftesassyrian “Sargon”
(Isa. 20:1) equates the Hebrew “Nimrod” (Micah 5:6). If so,ithidearly a much later
Nimrod Sargon than Nimrod Sargon of Babel in Gen. 10, but shows thensaoee and
thus can be used to identify the earlier Nimrod as a Sargon agors| is thus the
Biblical Nimrod of Babel in Gen. 10 & 11. | thank God | was priviktde see the
following reliefs in the Christmas-New Year season of 2005-2006 in London.

A close-up in the second picture of “Sargon the king of Assyria” (Isa. 20:1). The
relief shows Sargon Il (left) receiving a high official.(ef similar idea in 1l Kgs
17:6,24). British Museum, London, UK, Dec. 2005.

Assyrian groom & horses 700 B.C., from Khorsabad Royal Palace. Relief
shewing tribute going to Sargon Il from Syriaar in Asia Minor, on the weste
fringes of his Empire. British Museum, UK, Jan. 2006.
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Though there is presently some dispute as to the fulbie empire of Sargon the
First or Sargon of Accad, this is a secondary mdtte our immediate purposes. For
instance, the Ebla Tablets found by Paul Matthiae of #atl his team (1974-1975) say that
Sargon paid tribute to the King of Ebla. Ebla is about 33smilé53 kilometres south-west
of Aleppo in modern day north-western Syria; andrduthe Sargonic era Ebla dominated
parts of northern Mesopotamia, northern Syria, laeithnon.

Sargon claimed that after attacking Ur, Lagash, and Umisyaydmriors did not stop
till they had “washed their weapons” in the loweas.e., the Persian Gulf in the sdfith
and he also specifically said, “Dilmun was captuogdmy hand®?” so that if Dilmun is
understood to be Bahrain in the Persian Gulf threre @gain this is a reach of his empire to
the Persian Gulf. And one of the inscriptions®dirgon the king,” says of the north, the
pagan god “Dagan” “gave him the Upper Region: Méarmuti [and] Ebla, as far as the
forest of cedars and the mountain of si%& Hence despite his claim to have cut down
cedars of Lebanon and washed his swords in thersvatehe Persian Gulf i.e., to have
ruled from around Lebanon in the north down to thesi@n Gulf in the south, if Sargon in

300 Picture from “Ebla tablets,”  Wikipedia

(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ebla_tablgts These are now housed in museums at Aleppo,
Idlib, and Damascus in Syria.

301 Quoted in Beck, S. “Sumer, Babylon, & Hittites”
(http://www.san.beck.org/EC3-Sumer.hyml

302 «3argon,” “The Empire of Sargon,” “The Legend @ir§on”op. cit, (emphasis
mine).

303 Quoted in Petrovich's “Identifying Nimrod of Gesig 10 with Sargon of Akkad
...” (2013),0p. cit, p. 298.
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fact paid tribute to the king of Ebla, then he was not as polasthe claimed®. Thus the
Elba Tablets indicate his area of rule was less tigaclaimed. Who is correct? Are the
Ebla Tablets exaggerating their influence and power, or wego®axaggerating his
influence and power? Or were they both correct at the timeatbey written, but there
was a power shift in this part of the Middle East from one t@ther? If so, which way
did this power shift go? To greater or lesser power for Sargon?

The objection that this identification of Sargon of Accad asidd at some point
betweerc. 2,500 B.C. (Kish Flood) ancl 2,200 B.C. (Abraham), coméso early in time
for him to be associated with “Babel” (Gen. 10:10; 11:1-9) sinae tiseno evidence for
the main city of Babylon existing till a later time, hdseady been dealt with through
reference to uncertainties in the archaeology in the cityafylon due to the work of
Nebuchadnezzar's rebuilding programme, and the high water-taldks lat Babylon,
together with identification of “Babel” in Gen. 10 & 11 as @sx Babylon which
includes Kish and Birs Nimrudsupra But this identification of Sargon of Accad as
Nimrod can also be criticizeith the other time directioon the basis that coming some
time in the second half of the third millennium B.C. in the given datge between.
2500-2200 B.C., this i®o late in timefor cities mentioned in connection with Nimrod.
E.g., some consider that the Accadians or “Accad” (Gen. 10:10) mayadagarly as
4,000 B.C., “Erech” (Gen. 10:10) t 4,200 B.C., and Ninevah also around this tfihe
(Gen. 10:11,12). And indeed depending on exactly what one means, othersnsidgrc
that even these dates are “too late,” since e.g., Erech shamese of some kind of city
life that might date to more than a 1,000 years earlier than this, i.e., beforeB 06,
and a Neolithic settlement existed at Nineveh fraineast2,000 years earlier in the
seventh millennium B.¢"".

But as already alluded to, “builded” (Gen. 10:11) can have the sefisalotip.”
It is Hebrewbanah, and can mean to “rebuild” a city (e.g., Num. 21:27; Joshua 6:26; |
Kgs 16:34; Isa. 45:13; Dan. 9:25), and so with this idea of “rebuild” otdi@gs(Amos
9:11,145°® or “repair” or “set (up)” (Strong'€oncordanck it may mean the building
up of waste area of the cities (Ezek. 36:33), i.e., they were ‘Upiilor beautified and
increased in size or prestige. Thus “Eloth” (Elath / Edkgrly existed as some kind of
port city when “Solomon” “went ... to ... Eloth, at the sea-side in thd & Edom” in Il

304 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD99op. cit, “Ebla;” & David Down’s

“Solomon’s Kingdom,” Digital Video Disc, NWTV, Australia, 2002 refeg to
Pettinato’s discourse in the jourrigblical Archaeological Review

305 E g., Dick Fischer's “In Search of the Historical Adam: Part 2,” PS6874
57 at pp. 47,49; Bright, JA History of Israelop. cit, p. 27.

306 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD9®p. cit, “Erech.”
307 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD99p. cit, “Nineveh.”

308 Brown-Driver-Briggs Hebrew & English Lexicatbanah.
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Chron. 8:17; but then we read eighteen chapters later in the Second Book of Chronicles a
chapter 26, that “Uzziah” the “king” “built (Hebrewanah) Eloth, and restored it to
Judah” (Il Chron. 26:1,2). Hence to have e.g., “builded (Hebanah) Nineveh” (Gen.

10:11) is not inconsistent with evidence for Nineveh pre-existindithes by thousands

of years. The same then is true for other itemized cities.

The Brown-Driver-Briggs Hebrew & English Lexicagays of the name, “Nimrod,”
that its “etym[ology] and meaning [is] wholly unknown;"cait seems to me that there are a
number of good speculations as to what it meanisconsider that there are three in
particular which seem to fit the context with acggkaptness, and so | think there is a triple
meaning contextually present. These three meaaiegswe will rebel,” “the subduer of
the leopard,” and one “spotted” black like a “leopard” “having dominio®@f course in
so reaching this conclusion, | also recognize tkizérs may disagree with me on one, two,
or all of these three meanings.

On The Table of Nation$Asshur” is racially Semitic, not Hamitic (Gen.:1Q,22).
Sargon’s race is uncertain since legend says “bihien was a priestess” and “his father an
unknown wanderer.” Sargon himself says, “Sardio@,mighty king, the king of Agade,
am |, my mother was a priestess, my father | némew.  The brothers of my father
inhabited the hills. ... My priestess mother concgiee, in secret she gave birth to.me
While | was a gardener the goddess Ishtar showelbwvee And_for 55 years | exercised
kingship The black-headed people | rulédjoverned. Mighty mountains with axes of
bronze | conquered ...Dilmun was captured by my haflg”

The Brown-Driver-Briggs Hebrew & English Lexicagays of the name, “Nimrod,”
that its “etym[ology] and meaning [is] wholly unknownricathat Gesenius’s “Thes[aurus]”
considers it relates to the Hebrew word “rebelgudgih Brown-Driver-Briggs think this
“dublious],” and think instead that it may relate & heathen “god” such as “Naradu =
Namra-uddu, a star-god,” or the “name of [a] Badafyhn] king or prince: ‘Numarad’ =
Man of Marad'®” But the Hebrewnarad is earlier said by Brown-Driver-Briggs to mean
“rebef':” and in contrast to Brown-Driver-Briggs view ofe€enius here, we find that
Petrovich says, “Some commentators agree wittddmisation, noting that his name means,

309 «sargon,” “The Empire of Sargon,” “The Legend of@ar,” op. cit, (emphasis
mine).

810" Brown-Driver-Briggs Hebrew & English Lexicat “I"#$%d &#SYMimrod,
Nimrowd]” (my Hebrew computer pallet will not allow me to writslimrod” in Hebrew

in its syncopated form without a vau'/vowel pointer (seen in the “w” of the
transliterated form), without making a space to the “d'tiiat should not be there).

$11 bid., at®$ [marad].
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‘We will rebel®2”  But Petrovich then says these startling wadsa criticism of this

possibility, “Scholarship is at a loss as to why Mithwould be called We-Will-Rebef.”

We here see the spiritually blind nature of modsgholarship,” since the connection of
Nimrod to the Tower of Babel, means that when “teaigd, Go to, let ufHebrewnu**4|
build us a city and a tower, whose top may readh beaven; and let us make us a name,
lest we be scattered abroad upon the face of the wholé @t 11:4), it is clear from the
context that their sentiment is, “We will rebel.”

Indeed, when it is further remembered that “rebelis as the sin of witchcraft” (I
Sam. 15:23), then it wagsossiblythe fusion of these ideas that led the founddslam,
Mohammed, to say in his Koran at Sura 2:96, “... tfefpwed ... Satans” and_“Sorcery
did they teachio men ...at Babel’ Is this a reference to the Tower of Babel ab8l /
Babylon in a more general sense? Does the Kolaw alther interpretation? To this
must be also made the qualification that the stdrghe Tower of Babel is somewhat
confused in the Koran, and there are diverse irg&fons of whether it is, or is not, ever
referred to in the Koran, and diverse views abbutithin Mohammedanism. But in his
translation of the Koran, Rodwell thinks Mohammeasweferring to “Gen. 11:1,” when he
says, “Men were of one religion only: then they fel variance” (Sura 10:20). Though
Mohammed also appears to locate the Tower of Babsbmething like it in Egypt rather
than Mesopotamia (Sura 28:37,38; 40:3839) On the one hand, | would consider the

312 Ppetrovich's “Identifying Nimrod of Genesis 10twiSargon of Akkad ..."
(2013),0p. cit, p. 277; citing K. van der Toorn and P. W. van Herst, “Nimrod before
and after the Bible,"Harvard Theological Review/ol. 83, 1990, p. 18; David P.
Livingston, “Who Was Nimrod?,” Bible and Spade, Vb, No 3, 2001, p. 67; Gordon J.
Wenham, Genesis 1-15, Word, Word Biblical Commentigr Word Book Publishers,
Waco, Texas, USA, 1987, p. 222.

313 bid. .

314 Hebrewnu (( ), this is a 1st person common plural suffixed persprahoun,

from 'anachnuw (() *): if it were suffixed to Hebrewnarad (!3’-'/$), then (as an active
perfect, 1st person common plural kal active vergpedding on context, it could have the
sense of “we will rebel” (compare e.g., the suffixeshge ohu at Gen. 34:16); although in
another context, such a kal active verb could hkee the sense of “we have rebelled”
(compare e.g., the suffixed usagenofat Dan. 9:9). But if there werera prefix in a
word-play or possible meaning of “Nimrod,” this could be an impeKatterb as a 1st
person common plural verb (see Pratico & Van WBasics of Biblical Hebrew Grammar

op. cit, chapter 15), (e.g., Gen. 14:57; 29:27), although the idea of a kafettpsrone

of anincomplete actiorgenerally rendered in the present tense, i.e., if so prefixed to
maad the meaning would be “we will rebel.”

315 see Volume 1, Part 1, Chapter 6, “The Fifth of Seven Keys to taciéirsy
Gen. 1-11,” at section b, “Consideration of the global earth argume@eio. 11:1-9,”
supra
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words of the Koran at Sura 28:37,38 where Mohammad says that im#heftfMoses,”

in Egypt “Pharaoh said, ‘O ye nobles, ... Burn then, Haman, bricks of clay, and build
me a towerthat | may mount up to the God of Moses, for in sooth [i.e., ‘in sooth’ =
‘truly,’], | deem him a liar’;” and “O Haman, build for metawer that may reach. the
avenues of the heavens™ (Sura 40:38,39), are Koranic verses stylistically drawn from
the words of Genesis 11:3,4 “Go to, let_us make brick, and burn ttivemghly;” and
“let us build... a tower, whose top may reach unto heaveri’ But on the other hand,

it is not clear if by this Mohammed intended for the Biblical Tower of Babbk located

in Egypt, or if he meant a quite different Egyptian tower Wadin some ways similar to
the Tower of Babel in Mesopotamia. And indeed for all possible onfitd ower of
Babel references in the Koran, one should make the qualification titeirivined is not
so clear in any of these passages as to require that aimgsef @re in fact references to
the Tower of Babel, although e.ggmeMohammedans have placed the Tower of Babel
at Birs Nimrud, and so consider the Egyptian tower is somethingretiff, infra.
Neverthelessif in the Koran Sura 2:96, is referring to the Tower ab&,and this is one
possible interpretatiof... they followed ... Satans” and “sorcery did thegd¢hto men ...

at Babel’ may be a fusing together of the idea of “reloalland “witchcraft” through some
reference to | Sam. 15:23, and if so, timay in turn reflect the same view of Nimrod
meaning “We will rebel.”

As previously discussed in Part9 “Nimrod” also appears to mean “to subdue the
leopard,” and thus the idea that he was, “the subduer of the leopardatinglithat
“Nimrod” as a “mighty hunter” (Gen. 10:8,9), refers not just to huntirgg,/supra but
also hunting animals, in particular, the leopard. In Jer. 13:24 we ‘f€ad, the
Ethiopian (HebrewKuwshy, from Kuwsh change his skin, or the leopard (Hebrew
name) his spots?” This puts the black “spots” of the leopard in Helpaetical
parallelism with the “skin” of “the Ethiopian,” thus showing that bdté fleopard’s spots
and the Ethiopian’s skin are black. But this also raises anothsiblgomeaning of

“Nimrod.” That is because the Hebrew noname (#'HS meaning “leopard,” has the
idea of “to ‘spot’ or ‘stain™ (Strong’sConcordanck from Hebrewnimrah (#3% with

the idea of filtrated and thus clear watér And the Hebrew vertuwd (!(#) means to
“have dominion” (Strong’<Concordancg and so if this is put as a participle (masculine

singular active, participle kal vet)), rodeh (!"# )*'°, the idea is of the one “spotted”

31 See Volume 1, Part 1, Chapter 4, “The Third of Seven Keys tostadding
Gen. 1-11,” at section ¢, “Was Noah'’s Flood anthropologically universal?”

317 strong’sConcordanceHebrew & Chaldee Dictionary, Words 5246 & 5247;
& Brown-Driver-Briggs Hebrew & English Lexicatname & nimrah.

318 See Pratico & Van PeBasics of Biblical Hebrew Grammaup. cit, p. 261.

In this weak class of forms, the final root consonant which isdtterlHe (h /), is
actually lost; but in the singular form, such as here, ther lstteetained as theater
lectionis(Latin, “mother” / “origin of the reading”) to help with its identification.
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black like a “leopard” “having dominion.” We cannot doubt that Nimr@s wne who
thus “had dominion” (cf. this type of usageroflehat | Kgs 4:24), and if so, his name
could mean he was in some sense “spotted” bikela leopard.

If so, this might have the connotation of him being mixed race cegrding to
tradition, Sargon’s “mother was a priestess” from Wassh and “his father an unknown
wanderet’®”  Thus Scripture here fills in the missing detafating that his father was a
Negroid descended from “Cush” (Gen. 10:8), anchsonteaning of his name may include
the idea that this half-caste is one “spotted” black likKe@pard” and “having dominion”
over an empire which started at “Babel” (Gen. 10:10; 11:1-9).0, ithe propriety of this
is to make the point that a half-caste Negro in Nimrod, wastigator of the Tower of
Babel where the people sought to be “one” (Gen. 11:6), and miscegenatioredcc
between the elect race of Semites in the line of Shem, SadthEber who were to
become the Jewish race i.e., “the sons of God,” and others i.e., “thietelaugf men”
(Gen. 6:4), thus once again involving the sin of miscegenation found idilawizn
times (Gen. 6:1-3). Hence there is much to contextually suppgstdpesition that this
is one of the meanings of “Nimrod” in Gen. 10. It is also conteytagpropriate to
have a meaning like this for Nimrod when one considers that the cetydrplays on
Noah’s three sons also have racial meanings.

In Gen. 10:8,9 Nimrod is called “a mighty oftéebrew,gibbar; Greek Septuagint,
gigas = ‘giant;’ Latin Vulgate,potens= ‘mighty [one]) in the earth. He was_a mighty
(Hebrew, gibbar; Greek Septuagingigas = ‘giant;’ Latin Vulgate,robustus= ‘mighty’)
hunter before the Lord: wherefore it is said, EaerNimrod the mightyHebrewgibbowr;
Greek Septuagingjigas = ‘giant;’ Latin Vulgate,robustus= ‘mighty’) hunter before the

Lord.” The Hebrew word for “mighty” here igibbonvr (#& Ysecond time) or in its

shortened forngibba (i.e., without the vav vowel pointér/ w, first time), and Nimrod is
thus the only specific example given to us of thegtity men” referred to in Gen. 6:1-4,
where after reading of how “the sons of God” iSeth’s elect race (Gen. 5:3-32), “took
them wives of all which they chose” from the “dategk of men” i.e., Cain’s race (Gen.
4:16-24) in antediluvian times (Gen. 6:1-3), wedréaat “also after that” i.e., after Noah’'s
Flood and in connection with the Tower of Babel whthe people is one” (Gen. 11:6),
“when the sons of God” i.e., the elect Shemiticera@ Seth (Gen. 5:3-32), Shem (Gen.
9:26), and Eber that in time went to Abraham (GEh20-32) the father of the Jewish
racé”’; when these “sons of God came in unto the daugjlaslemen” i.e., non-elect race

319 Wwithout vowels this is!# but my Hebrew computer pallet will not allow

me to vowel it without making a space between the letter Rést) @nd Daleth (d !)
that should not be there.

320 Cambridge Ancient Historpp. cit, p.418.

321 See Deut. 14:1; Exod. 4:22; Hosea 11:1,2; 13:12,13. Racial election for
these purposes ought not to be confused with election unto salvation whialwhgs
been by the “covenant” (Gen. 6:18) of “grace” (Gen. 6:8), and always made moagle
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persons, “And they bare children to them, the shasame mighty me(Hebrew,gibba;
Greek Septuagingigas= ‘giants;’ Latin Vulgatepotens= ‘mighty [men]’) which were of
old, men (enowsh of renown” (Gen. 6:4). The Hebrew word hereduser “men
(enowsh” is only ever used of man (e.g., Deut. 32:26; &a4; 24:6J°% a fact ruling out
claims that these were half-men half-angels. Hdnmonsider the sense of Gen. 11:6 is
well captured in the Greek Septuagint’s translation, “one réGegekgenos enGen.
11:6, LXX) i.e., a mixed race.

--Though Nimrod is not himself such a Gen. 6:4 haite from “the sons of God”
i.e., the elect race, given that “the beginnindnisfkingdom was Babel” (Gen. 10:10) and
these were produced in connection with the ToweBatbel (Gen. 6:4; 11:6), he is here
called “mighty” (Gen. 10:9) since he is in some Mg them. Given that those in Gen.
6:4; 11:6 were half-castes, it would certainly loasistent with this if he too was a half-
caste who sought to rub out the lines of racial aleation among men through racially
mixed marriages of which he himself was a produltiioagh such a conclusion about
Nimrod being a half-caste does not inexorably floanf the text i.e.prima faciehe may
have been a full-blooded Cushitic Negro. We thase to this conclusion through a
combination of Biblical data and the identificatiohNimrod as Sargon the First of Accad.

(Chapter 19) b] Where was the Tower of Babel?

There are rival views on where the Tower of Babél Gen. 11:1-9 was
geographically located. On the one hand, thexeCduristian, Jewish, and Mohammedan
traditions locating the Tower of Babel at Birs Nirdror Borsippa in modern day Iraq. But
on the other hand, these do not repregenChristian, orthe Jewish, oithe Mohammedan
view, but rather, this isneview amidst rival views in Christianity, Judaisamd Islam.

This type of diversity is to some extent seercamtrasting and comparing the
comments of two of the Protestant Christian writdrthe Jamieson, & Fausset, & Brown
Commentarieg1871), namely, Jamieson and Fausset. The Amgltergyman, Henry
Alcock (d. 1915), refers to those who as at 189itHhiw the last half-century” “have” not
“written” “without being ... in debt to Dr. Pye Smifi” Though in his Commentary on
Genesis, the Presbyterian clergyman, Robert Jami@f82-1880), a Moderator of the
EstablishedChurch of Scotlang@1872), does not follow Pye Smith’s model of Gesince

individual basis rather than a corporate basis of race or agyglsa, so that e.g., “Noah”
“became heir of the righteousness which is by faith” (Heb. 11:7).

322 Brown-Driver-Briggs Hebrew & English Lexicoat 'enowsh & in its

shortened form without the vav vowel pointeteagsh

323 Alcock’s Earth’s Preparation for ManPreface p. viii.
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Jamieson considers the six creation days referad'dlobeé®’” he was clearly one that
Alcock refers to when he says they were “in debDto Pye Smith.” This is seen in
Jamieson’s “List of Abbreviations” at the startha$ work which lists only 15 abbreviations,
two of which are “O.T. .... Old Testament” and “N.T.. New Testaments,” and of the
remaining 13, one is “HITCH. ... Hitchcock’'s Geologwhich makes reference to Pye
Smith’s model, and another is “P. SMITH .... Pye $¥sitScripture Geolog{®” At
Genesis 11 on the “Confusion of Tongues,” Robamidson says with reference to the
“brick” for the Tower of Babel in Gen. 11:3, “thebeing no stone in that quarter, brick is
and was the only material used for building, asappin the mass of ruins which at the Birs
Nimroud may have been the very town formed by tlawszent rebels Some of these are
sun-dried - others burnt in the kiln and of diffreolour§?®”  On the one hand, the
Presbyterian Moderator, Robert Jamieson, cledidyvs for the possibilityhat Birs Nimrud
(Nimroud) “mayhave been the very town formed by those ancieeisglbut on the other
hand, he appears to regard this as an open questishich this isonly onepossibility.

By contrast, Andrew Fausset specifically endorses the ideahbatower of
Babel was at Birs Nimrud.
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The Tower of Babel as depicted in The Tower of Babel as located
Matthew’s Bible of 1537 (edited at Birs Nimrud or Borsippa by the
by John Rogers, who in 1555 was Church of EnglandCanon of York,
the first Marian Martyr to die for Canon Andrew Fausset (d. 1910),
his Protestantism under the Roman inQrigical and Expository Bible
Catholic Queen, Bloody Mary). Cyclopaedia

Thus an example of locating Birs Nimrud as the Tower of Babal Christian
tradition, is found with the Anglican Canon of York (from 1885), Canon Andraus$et
(d. 1910), of thelamieson, Fausset, & Brown Bible Commentarieghis Church Canon
says of “Babel” or “Babylon,” “The name as given biyrixod (Gen. 10:10), the founder,
means Bab-il), ‘the gate of the godl,” or simply ‘of God.” Afterwards the name was
attached to it in another sense (Providence hawidered it so that a name should be given

324 Jamieson, RCritical & Explanatory CommentaryOld Testament, Genesis
to Esther, William Collins, London & Glasgow, UK, 1871, p. 5 on Gen. 1:2 & Gén.
13.

32> bid., p. ii.

326 |bid., p. 13 on Gen. 11:3.



1676

originally, susceptible of another sense, signgyine subsequent Divine judgement), Gen.
11:9; [Hebrew]babel from [Hebrew]balal, ‘to confound,” ‘because the Lord did there
confound [Hebrevbalal] the language of all the earth’ ... . The [JewiShlmud says, the
site of the Tower of B[abel] is Borsippa, tB&s Nimrud 7%2 miles [or 12 kilometres] from
Hillah, and 11 [miles or just over 17.8 kilometres] from the nortiains of Babylon ... .
Borsippa (the Tongue Tower) was a suburb of Babylon ... . Nebuchadiednded it

in the great circumvallation of 480 stadia._... Nebuchadnezizriple or_ toweof Nebo
stood on the basement of the old tower of Blabdlle says in the inscription, ‘the house
of the earth’s base [i.e., what Fausset calls, ‘the basememtsiine’], the most ancient
monument of Babylon built and finished; | exalted its head with bricks covered with
copper ... the house of the seven lights [i.e., the seven plants]; a fange&i2 years ago
built, but did not complete its head.Since a remote time people had abandoned it,
without order expressing their wordhe earthquake and thunder had split and dispersed
its sundried clay.’ .3?"” Nebuchadnezzar's inscription shall be furtbensidered in due
course,infra. This means the present post-NebuchadnezzaatsBas Nimrud are the
ruins of the pagan temple Ezida to the heathenrissBabylonian god, Nelié®.

Notably, the most ancient recorded identificationtttd Tower of Babel is Birs
Nimrud or Borsippa. This is found in the Jewgdbylonian Talmudeferred to by Canon
Faussetsupra TheBabylonian Talmuds one of two works that compiles in written form
what had previously been Jewish oral traditionsndaiack some centuries earlier. (The
other one beinghe Palestinian Talmug It was written by Jewish scholars in aboutitie
century A.D. who were at Babylon, and hence its nathe Babylonian Talmdéf. The
JewishBabylonian Talmudays at Sanhedrin 109a:

THE GENERATION OF THE DISPERSION [at Babel] HAVE NO
PORTION IN THE WORLD TO COME etc. . What did thedg? — The scholars
of R[abbi] Shila taught: They said, “Let us build@ver, ascend to heaven, and
cleave it with axes, that its waters might gushhiort In the West [Palestine
academies] they laughed at this: If so, they shbale built it on a mountain!

R[abbi] Jeremiah b[en = ‘son of] Eleazar said:eyrsplit up into three
parties. One said, “Let us ascend and dwell thehes"second, “Let us ascend and
serve idols;” and the third said, “Let us ascend aage war [with God].” The
party which proposed, “Let us ascend, and dwelethethe Lord scattered them:
the one that said, “Let us ascend and wage waré wened to apes, spirits, devils,
and night-demons; whilst as for the party whichdsédiet us ascend and serve

32T Fausset, A.R.The Critical and Expository Bible Cyclopedialodder &

Stoughton, London, UK [undated;. 1910], p. 66, “Babel, Babylon” (using my
transliteration forms for the Hebrew rather than Faussetajc§ emphasis Fausset's &
underlining emphasis mine).

328 [Roman] Catholic Encyclopediél911,1913) Encyclopedia Press, New York,
USA, at “Tower of Babel” lfttp://www.newadvent.org/cathen/15005b.htm

329 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD99p. cit, “Babylonian Talmud.”
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idols”- [we read of them in Gen. 11:9] “for theleetLord did confound the language
of all the earth.”

It has been taught. R[abbi] Nathan said: They vadrdent on idolatry.
[For] here it is written, “let us make us a namé&eh. 11:4]; whilst elsewhere it is
written, and make no mention of the name of otlwelsg just as there idolatry is
meant, so here too. R[abbi] Jonathan said: Al thirthe tower was burnt, a third
sunk [into the earth], and a third is still stargdiRab[bi] said: The atmosphere of the
tower causes forgetfulness. R[abbi] Joseph &illylon and Borsif/ Borsippa]
are evil omens for the Torah [/ Pentateuch]. Whahe meaning of Borsiff
Borsippa]? — R[abbi] Assi said: An empty [shafi} fior] [i.e., a pit emptied of its
waters — a place where all knowledge is forgoffén]

It is important when reading Jewish commentariks the Talmud or Midrash
Rabbah, to understand that there is no such tharigealewish view on a number of the
things itemized, bumultiple Jewish views, which is why various Jewish rabbes ated.
Thus e.g., the view of Rabbi Jeremiah ben Eledmrthose who allegedly “said, ‘Let us
ascend and wage war’ were turned to apes, spletdls, and night-demons,” represeote
Jewish view, bubtherJews, would agree with Christians such as myself, thatttedoes
not, and has never, “turned” any human beings ia®$” or “devils” or any such things.
So too, the fact that Rabbi Joseph and Rabbi Aeailg considered that the Tower of Babel
was at “Borsif” or Borsippa, represemtse Jewish view, bubther Jews may locate another
site. Nevertheless, this shows that Borsippai® Bimrud is regarded as the site of the
Tower of Babel irone ancient Jewish viewhich is found in written form from about the
fifth century A.D., and is the oldest recorded vitnat we know of.

In Mohammedanism, though Mohammed (7th century A.Dheeitocates the
Tower of Babel or a tower similar in many respeotthe Tower of Babel in Egypt rather
than Mesopotamia (Suras 28:37,38; 40:3839)there are rival views on what, if
anything, the Koran says on the Tower of Babel. What does Mohamesdwhen he
says in the Koran, “... they followed ... Satans” asdrtery did they teach to men ... at
Babel (Sura 2:96)? s this a reference to the TowedBabel, or to Babel (Babylon) in a
more general sense? What does Mohammed mean wheyslie #& Koran, “Men were
of one religion only: then they fell to variance” (Sura 10:20)?Rddwell correct to put
in his translation of the Koran a footnote at this Sura statingttisis referring to the
Tower of Babel in “Gen. 11:1"? Mohammed is not so cleaany of these Koranic
verses as to necessarily require that any of them anemeés to the Tower of Babel,
although some may so understand one or more of them to be such references.
Mohammedan writers who do consider there was a Tower of Babedlenelg., Al-Tabri

330 “Babylonian Talmud: Tractate Sanhedrin,” Sanhedffolio 109a

(http://www.come-and-hear.com/sanhedrin/sanhedrié. hifl).

31 See Volume 1, Part 1, Chapter 6, section b; & Part 2, Chapterctiénsk
supra
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in his History of the Prophets and King®th century A.D.), and Abu Al-Fida (13th
century A.D.J**

Thus in the first place, the Koran is open to diverse interpretatiovhether or
not it makes any reference to the Tower of Babel. And in thendgeplace, if one
considers it does make some reference to the Tower of Babd{oran is then open to
diverse interpretation as to both where the Tower of Babel waketb@agypt or by one
Mohammedan tradition at Birs Nimrud), and whether it was an antlogipally local
event (in Egypt) or an anthropologically universal event (at Binsirddl in Greater
Babylon, Sura 10:20). Moreover, Mohammed says in the Koran, “whatergsswee
cancel, or cause thee to forget, we bring a better or its (&efa 2:100). Mohammed
was evidently criticized for this practice, but he rejects ahicism, saying in Sura
16:103, “And when we change one verse for another, ... they say, ‘Thou araonly
fabricator.” Nay! ...” Therefore, if one follows Rodwell'sromology of the Suras
(which is disputed), Suras 28:37,38; 40:38,39 on an Egyptian Tower of Babel
sequentially comdeforeSuras 2 & 10, and so the later Suras 2 & 10 might be said to
represent an evolution or change in Mohammedan’s thinking which theneftdms
earlier Suras per Suras 2:100; 16:103. Which of these views isrtlegtaconstruction
of the Koran, and why? Is there another better construction? insAghis historic
backdrop,someMohammedans have placed the Tower of Babel at Birs Nimrud, and so
consider the Egyptian tower of Mohammed’'s Koran (7th century A.D.gitiser
something different or cancelled by later Koranic verses. elisehusa cultural Arabic
Mohammedan tradition which considers Birs Nimrud in Iraq is the Tower of Babel

Against this backdrop, | think it fair to say that Birs Nimrudhis traditionalsite

for the Tower of Babel, sinde terms of recorded historthe other rival sites all clearly
come from later times than the Jewish Talmud’s identificatioakout the 5th century
A.D. (even though the advocates of such rival viewssild obviously claim that they were
the correct ancient view); and while it is possible to presrMohammed’s Koran of the 7th
century A.D. as meaning the Tower of Babel was gy this is not a necessary
interpretation, as seen lay cultural Arabic Mohammedan tradition also locating the
Tower of Babel at Birs Nimrud.

But contrary to this traditional site of Birs Niot or Borsippa in Greater Babylon
(e.g., Faussesupra & Halley**¥, other rival views exist on the location of thewew of
Babel. E.g., if as is possible, though not resfljiiMohammed’s 7th century A.D. Koran
which is ambiguous on issues connected with theefaw Babel, is interpreted at Suras
28:37,38; 40:38,39 to mean the Tower of Babel, then its location is put Bgyip&an
Babylon, rather than the Mesopotamian Babylon. But if this ire&pon of the Koran
is taken, then the specificity of the Biblical text in Gen. 10:10ctwisiays, “Babel, and

332 “Tower of Babel,'Wikipedia(http:/en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tower_of Babel

333 «Borsippa,”Wikipedia(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Borsippa

34 Halley, H.H.,Halley's Bible Handbog}op. cit, p. 83.
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Erech, and Accad, and Calneh, in the land of SHinaust be fatal for any claim that the
Tower of Babel was at the Babel in Egypt which certainly is not “in the la&hiofr.”

Another claimed site for the Tower of Babel is Hrith the far south-west of
Mesopotamia (e.g., Rohl in 1989, which is at the other end of southern Mesopaiaimi
Babel or Babylon which is in the northern part ofitbern Mesopotamia. Thus e.g.,
Petrovich (2013) claims in connection with his vitvat “Biblical Shinar is to be equated
with ancient Sumer,” that looking at “Gen. 10:1(he hardly can be expected to believe
that Moses used such imprecision and such anceappiroach when listing” place names
“in the Nimrod” story. “If, however, ... the toweff Babel ...were located at Eridu, then
Moses’ precision would be preserv&d  Without now discussing the fuller details of
Petrovich’s claims, | think Moses gives a preciad aogent listing of the relevant place
names of “the beginning of” Nimrod'’s “kingdom” ine@. 10:10, and it is “a long bow to
draw” for Petrovich to claim that when the Bible says in Géxil0, “Babeland Erech, and
Accad, and Calneh, in the land_of Shin@V), that this would be better rendered “Now the
starting-point of his kingdom was Eridiand Uruk, and Akkad, and all of them
were located in the land of Sun&” Despite Petrovich’s claims, when we read imGe
10:9,10 that “the beginning of” the “kingdom” of iidrod” “was Babel;” and then we read
in Gen. 11:1-9 that due to the events of the TavwdBabel, “Therefore is the name of it
called Babel” (Gen. 11:9); | consider the most ratgonclusion to draw is that this is
referring to the known Babylon or Babel, and nod&riwhich | take to be a most forced
and unnatural reading of the Biblical text.

So too, the claim that the ziggurat of Ur is thev&p of Babel®®, suffers from the
problem that Ur is in the far south-west of Mesaput (north of Eridu). Moreover, it is
known to have been built by Ur-NamiiY) and though he became “king of Sumer and
Accad” in southern Mesopotamia, his power base aasys in UF*°, which does not
match the description of Nimrod for “the beginniofyhis kingdom was Babel,” not Ur
(Gen. 10:10). And as with the claim it is Eridu, Ur is far tabetit from Babylon or Babel
to be called “The Tower of Babel.”

335 «Tower of Babel,”Wikipedia (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tower of Babel
citing Rohl D.,Legend: The Genesis of Civilizatjad@entury, London, UK, 1998.

3% Ppetrovich’s “Identifying Nimrod of Genesis 10twiSargon of Akkad ..."
(2013),0p. cit, pp. 280, 282 & 283.

37 \bid., p. 274 (emphasis mine)

338 A theory referred to, though not specifically endorsed, in “Ariciecrets of
the Bible,” “Tower of Babel: Fact of Fiction?” (199%). cit..

339 «ziggurat of Ur,”Wikipedia(http:/en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ziggurat_of Yr

30 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD981999), op. cit, “The History of Ancient
Mesopotamia: Mesopotamia to the end of the old Babylonian period: Sumeri
Civilization: The 3rd civilization of Ur.”
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Another claimed site for the Tower of Babel is thain city of Babylon. Henry
Rawlinson argued that the site was over the ruinetl-Amram (considered by, for
instance, Julius Oppert, to actually be the remainthe Hanging Gardens of Babylon).
The argument for this site of the pagan Esagilplterro Marduk-Bel, includes the fact that
it was said to have a top that was made to reabledwen (Gen. 11:#). But in reply, it
must be said that this type of terminology appeareeplicate the idolatrous idea found
elsewhere in the Old Testament of using a “higltgdlan heathen worship (e.g., Il Kgs
12:3; 14:4; 15:4). Thus on analogy with theseapathigh places,” this appears to have
been a common idea of ziggurats, and thus Nebuehadn says of the “Etemenanki
Ziggurat of Babylon ... | raised its top unto the heayemfra. I.e., the Tower of Babel
had a “top ... unto heaven” (Gen. 11:3) in the sehatit included heathen worship, but
this wasnot a distinctiveeature of the Tower of Babel, but was commontheiotowers or
ziggurats, as it appears to have reflected the damaeof idea as heathen “high places”
which were common to the worship of a number ofteadeities.

In this same general locality as Rawlinson argued fis the Tower of
Etemenankf2.  This Etemenanki ziggurat has become a commadalyned site for the
Tower of Babel, and is presently the main rivaé g& Birs Nimrud. But this in turn
subdivides into two further rival views, i.e., @ththe Etemenanki ziggurat (e.g., David
Coltheart in 2003) in the main city of Babylon, loe tsite of the Etemenanki ziggurat but not
the Etemenanki ziggurat itself which is considevéthter origin but built on the same site
(e.g., David Coltheart in 1996). The ruins of tmain city of ancient Babylon were
rediscovered in the earlier 17th century by theaakraveler, Pietro della Valle, who
located the Tower of Babel in the main part of ¢hig of Babylon, on the left bank of the
Euphrates River. Though Schrader was inclinedtdsvdella Valle’s view, he considered
the issue of whether the Tower of Babel was in the main cBabflon, or at Birs Nimrud,
was a question which he left his readers to confid¢hemselves and deciié

The main city of Babylon was archaeologically extestaby Robert Koldeway
(1855-1925) of Germany (1899-1917). In the city @he discovered the foundations of a
ziggurat or temple tower, known as “Etemenanki,” megriitne house of the foundation of
heaven and earth.” On this basis, David Colthefahustralia (formerly of the UK), who at
the time was Assistant Editor éfrchaeological Diggingssaid in 1995, “Presumably the
structure of Nebuchadnezzar was rebuilt on the ¢fitthe original ‘Tower of Babeél

%1 Rawlinson in Smith-Sayc&haldean account of the Genesi880, pp. 74,

171; referred to ifRoman] Catholic Encyclopediél911,1913)0p. cit, at “Tower of
Babel.”

342 TRoman] Catholic Encyclopedi@l911,1913)pp. cit, at “Tower of Babel.”

33 bid., citing Pietro della Valle'&/iaggi descritti(Rome, 1650); & Schrader in
both Riehm’sHandworterbuch des biblischen Alterturis 138) andThe Cuneiform
Inscriptions(l, 108).
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mentioned in the Bible (Genesis 11:3!%)i.e., the Etemenanki ziggurat was a later tower
built on the original site of the Tower of BabelBut showing internal diversity on the
matter, David Down (b. 1919) of Australia who a¢ time was Editor oArchaeological
Diggings said both earlier in 1986 and later in 2010, tiatconsidered the Etemenanki
ziggurat was The Tower of BaB&l Then in time, David Coltheart who at the timasw
Associate Editor oArchaeological Diggingsindicated he had changed his view when he
said in 2003 that he also now considered “the TowkrBabel” was “known in
Nebuchadnezzar’s time as Etemenanki, ‘the HousieeoFoundation of Heaven and Earth’.
Rising 100 metres [oc. 328 feet, this is a rounded number; others giveose precise
height ofc. 91 metres oc. 299 feet*d above the plain, the tower was built as a sefes
platforms, one of top of anotiéf” Thus the movement of David Coltheart’s views i
valuable for shewing diversity of opinion on idéicition of the Tower of Babel at the
Etemenanki ziggurat sit€. However, after he returned from India, in theekhtury B.C.
Alexander the Great started renovations at Babyldth #he intent of making it his
headquarters, and it was decided to repair the éftenki ziggurat. Thus his engineers

344 Coltheart, D., “The Great People of Archaeologgties, “Robert Koldewey:

He Found The Tower of Babelkrchaeological DiggingsVol. 3, No. 4, Aug. / Sept. 1996,
(Published by David Down, P.O. Box 341 Hornsby, N.S20877, Australia,) pp. 14-16 at
p. 16 (emphasis mine).

3% Down, D., “Babylon: City of Gold,Digging Up The Pastvideo), Adventist
Media Centre Production, Sydney, Australia, 1987; & Down, Dap$on: past, present
future,” Archaeological DiggingsVvol. 16, No. 6, Dec. 2009 / Jan. 2010, pp. 6-9. &

346 «Etemenanki, Wikipedia(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Etemenanki

347 Coltheart, D., “Babylon the Goldemrchaeological DiggingsVol. 10, No. 3,
June / July 2003, pp. 3-9 at p. 9.

348 Both David Down and Coltheart are Seventh-dayehtist (SDA) Ministers,
and both have now retired froArchaeological Diggingswhich is now published by the
SDA'’s Adventist Media Network in Australia. Dawvigbltheart is the son-in-law of David
Down, having married his daughter, Michelle (a sthteacher). The magazine
Archaeological Diggingshas generally not sought to give a specific SDAwion
archaeology, although it has reflected SDA views on y@amth creationism. Though | do
not agree with all the views and values expressdt] there has been a lot of very good
material on Biblical archaeology produced in it otiee years by David Down, David
Coltheart, and others. By contrast, David DowBabylon: City of Gold,” in hisDigging
Up The Past(video) series, while containing some good arcloggmal material, is
specifically designed to try and convert people to SevaayhAdventism, and so other than
some of the earlier videos in this series, it iavilg laden with spiritually dangerous SDA
material. On the dangers posed to the healtmefsacsoul by the cult teachings of the
Seventh-day Adventist Church, see e.g., Anthony Hoakeifhe Four Major Cults
(Eerdmans, Michigan, USA) 1963, pp. 89-169,388-403 & Geoffrey Paxtbhés
Shaking of AdventisiZenith Publishers, Delaware, USA,) 1977.



1682

removed all the bricks, intending to rebuild itarbetter condition, but then Alexander died
prematurely and the ziggurat was never rebuiltoweler, its foundations were discovered
in Koldeway’s excavation work’.

David Down recognizes that the two main rival sites for theef@f Babel are Birs
Nimrud and the Etemenanki ziggurat.  But in givihig reasons for preferring the
Etemenanki ziggurat, he says of the “Genesis 1bw8l of Babel,” “Now where was this
tower? Well for a long time, ... Birs Nimrud wasyaeded as the traditional Tower of
Babel. But this was only because it was thedbfitanding ziggurat in Mesopotamignd
so the early Christians, and ... the ... Jews, thotlgit Birs Nimrud was the Tower of
Babel ... . Right up on top, later on, Nebuchadaemuilt a tower” but in looking at a
picture of Birs Nimrud he says, “that is not thevén. What you are looking at is the great
huge man made mountain of bricks and that is Binsrddd. But ..._the Tower of Baber
the Babylonian Tower, was not here, it was natuiallBabylon itself...3*°” In the first
place, Down'’s claim that the Birs Nimrud site ieéttraditional Tower of Babel” site “only
because it was the tallest standing ziggurat inddetamia,” is not correct, since a number
of advocates of this view, including myself, comsitNebuchadnezzar built on the base of
the old Tower of Babel, and the issue of the prekeight of Birs Nimrud is irrelevant,
infra. And as to why e.g., the Jews selected thisirsitee Talmud is not something we
know. It ispossiblethat Down is correct i.e., they may have wrondigught that the
mound of bricks at Birs Nimrud were the actual ToaeBabel, and been impressed by its
height,but this is speculativeand it isalso possiblehey understood what was presently at
Birs Nimrud was later built up on the site of ttalier Tower of Babel. We simply do not
know. Furthermore, Down’s argument for the Eteamdn ziggurat is premised on his
claim that “the Tower of Babel. was not here, it was naturally in Babylon itsele., he
fails to recognize the issue of Greater Babylon, lama Birs Nimrud was part of Greater
Babylon, for which reason he concludes that “the 8ioaf Babelor the BabyloniarTower
was not” at Birs Nimrud since this was not the maty of Babylon, but rather, “it was
naturally in” the main city of “Babylon itself.” (& as previously discussed in section a of
this chapter 19uprg Greater Babylon included Birs Nimrud, and so Dewargument is
premised on an invalid presupposition, to wit, tBas Nimrud is not part of Babel or
Babylon.

Nevertheless, Down'’s type of view that the TowerBabel was the Etemenanki
ziggurat, presently remains the main rival view to that of Bimrud. Identification of the
Tower of Babel as the Etemenanki ziggurat in thenroly of Babylon has thus been made
by a variety of people, including e.g., Charles Dii€95), Professor of Bible Exposition at
Dallas Theological Seminary, Texas, USA, in reient Secrets of the Bibl@leo series.

349 Coltheart's “Robert Koldewey: He Found The ToweBabel,” Archaeological
Diggings (1996),0p. cit, p. 16 & Down’s “Babylon: past, present futuréfchaeological
Diggings(2010),op. cit, p. 6.

%0 Down’s “Babylon: City of Gold,’Digging Up The Pas{(1987), op. cit.
(emphasis mine).
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Indeed, more generally, the “Tower of Babel: Fact aitién?” video (1995) in this
Ancient Secrets of the Bilderies endorsed this view, e.g., showing King Nimrod in front
of a model of the Etemenanki ziggurat as the Tower dfeBavas being built.  In
referring to this ziggurat, King Nebuchadnezzarssayan associated inscription found by
Robert Koldeway in 1917, which some regard as ‘fedentain authenticity” Wikipedia
2013), “Etemenanki Ziggurat of Babylohmade it the wonder of the people of the walrld,
raised its top unto the heaverade doors for the gates, and | covered it withntenand
bricks®®2” This is similar to the Tower of Babel where “they said onantther, Go to, let
us make brick.. . And they had brickor stone, and slimbad they for morter. And they
said, Go to, let us build ... a tower, whose top meach unto heaven. ” (Gen. 11:3,4).
The following pictures show a reconstruction of wtids ziggurat was thought to have
looked like, and also a stele from the Shoyen Cidlecshowing this ziggurat to the left,
and Nebuchadnezzar to the right.

clnnonofginonond.

2
r—

|5

it

Schmid’s reconstruction of the Etemenanki  King N#tadnezzar Il (right) Stele
ziggurat in the main city of BabylG¥. with Etemenanki ziggurat (leftf.

%1 Charles Dyer e.g., referring favourably to the fact that, “This sitaezasntly
featured in &Reader’s DigesReference Book as the probable site for the location of the
Tower of Babel,” in “Ancient Secrets of the Bible,” “Tower oéliel: Fact of Fiction?”
(1995),0p. cit.. At the time of this video in 1995, this view was further endovdseh
it was claimed that Saddam Hussein (then President of Irag,Jebuilding the Tower of
Babel by his reconstruction work on the main city of Babylon. Howeliere is much
in this video which is speculative and | would say erroneous.

32 “Etemenanki,” Wikipedia (http:/en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Etemenarki

(emphasis mine); citing King Nebuchadnezzar Il Stelegy&h Collection Manuscript
2063, Shoyen Collection of London, UK, & Oslo, Namy in Lorenzi, R., “Ancient texts
part of earliest known documents,” Archaeology, 27 ecD 2011
(http://bmcr.brynmawr.edu/2004/2004-04)21

33 «Etemenanki, Wikipedia(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Etemenanki

%4 King Nebuchadnezzar Il Stele, Shoyen Collectian2@630p. cit..
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While | accept the clear similarity of the wordskohg Nebuchadnezzar to those of
the Tower of Babel in his reference to its “top’irgp“unto heaven,” and being made of
“pbrick” and “bitumen” / “slime,” supra | do not thereby think that this is the Tower of
Babel. In the first place, the Tower of Babel Wwagt by Nimrod Sargon in the second-half
of the third millennium B.C. (Gen. 10:10; 11:1-@pnd not by Nebuchadnezzar in the 6th
century B.C. . In response to this objectiongriths such as Stephen Harris of California
State University, Sacramento, California, USA, wha a late date to this Biblical story,
falsely claim that Nebuchadnezzar's Etemenankiurgjgbuilt in the sixth century B.C., is
likely to have been influenced the Tower of Baldernpduring the Babylonian Captivity of
the Israelites in the sixth century B’C. However, in response to this objection, others
who have identified this as The Tower of Babel have comeithpavbetter explanation than
Harris’s, to wit, that Nebuchadnezzar built a newdr on the spot of an older Tower of
Babel (e.g., David Coltheart in 19%prg. On this view, Sennacherib’s claims to have
destroyed the Etemenanki zigguca689 B.C. are accepted, with the main city of Babylo
being then restored by Nabopolassar and his sonuddatdnezzar I, who built the
Etemenanki ziggurdt®. However, there is then a variety of dates akaw early the
original Etemenanki ziggurat dates to, e.g., And@sorge, Professor of Babylonian in the
Department of the Languages and Cultures of Neaivaddle East at London University,
UK, considers its builder may have “reigned in tbarteenth, twelfth, eleventh or ninth
century,” even though he thinks it existed in theose millennium B.G>". And clearly
those who date it as the Tower of Babel would consider it vaaht to the third millennium
B.C. (e.g., Charles Dyer in 1995 or David Down $8@& & 2010suprg.

But in response to these claims that the Etemeraggurat in the main city of
Babylon is the Tower of Babel, we read that the Bab#ders said, “Go to, let us build us a
city and a tower” (Gen. 11:4), but then God “scatiethem abroad” and “they left off to
build the city” (Gen. 11:9). Given the context thie tower as part of the city, the
implication of “they left off to build the city” ishat the Tower of Babel was incomplete.
But there is nothing to indicate that the Etemenankjgarat was ever incomplete
Therefore this cannot be The Tower of Babel.

In attempt to bolster their view that the Etememaidgurat is the Tower of Babel,
the “Etemenanki” article itwWikipedia (2013), makes reference to an inscription we shall
now consider in greater detail. But contrary e tlaims ofWikipedia (2013), this
inscription in fact shows that the Tower of Borsipm Greater Babylon alone fits the
criterion in Gen.11:9 that it was incomplete, afgb atates that the Tower of Borsippa in

33 “Stephen. L. Harris,” Wikipedia

(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Stephen L. Halis & “Etemenanki”
(http://www.princeton.edu/~achaney/tmve/wiki100k/sitemenanki.html

36 «Etemenanki,'Wikipedia(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Etemenanki

357 “Etemenanki”

(http://www.princeton.edu/~achaney/tmve/wiki100k/sitemenanki.html
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Greater Babylon is “the most ancient monument_ofsipg>2”  Thus | take this
inscription to be positive proof from archaeologjdigcoveries that the traditional Tower of
Babel site at Birs Nimrud or Borsippa is indeed ¢beect one, rather than the other tower
in the main city of Babylon.

Sir Henry Rawlinson (1810-1895) was an Honorary Member oRthal Asiatic
Society of Beng&l®>. With headquarters in Calcutta, India (capital city of Bhitindia
1772-1912, capital city of Bengal in British India 1912-1947, & capital @it$tate of
West Bengal in India since independence & partition of India in 1947@n India was
“the jewel of the British Empire,” this was a well-known andpaortant historical
research body in the 19th century when Sir Henry was a memlteis aiugust body.
Published in theJournal of the Royal Asiatic Socie(¥861), Sir Henry Rawlinson’s
article “On the Birs Nimrud, of the Great temple of Borsippads earlier read at the
Royal Asiatic Society of Bengal January 1855, and contains some valuable information.
It is presented as one of two articles, in which the secondeabycFox Talbot contains
some associated work on “The Birs Nimrud Inscription,” including botloy of the
original, together with an English translation of, the Birs Nimtascription, which
complements Sir Henry Rawlinson’s English translation of thisriptsen®°.  Let us
consider some relevant sections from both English translations.

%8 «Etemenanki,”Wikipedia (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Etemenankiciting

John McClintock & James Strong¥cClintock and Strong Cyclopaedia894, pp. 465-
469 (emphasis mine).

89 “Major-Gen. Sir H.C. Rawlinson” is found in theist of Honorary Members”
in e.g., The Proceedings of the Asiatic Society of Berigdited by the General Secretary,
Jan. to Dec. 1866, Printed at the Baptist Missioes$, Calcutta, India, 1867, p. 13
(http://archive.org/stream/proceedingsofasil866asiatedingsofasil866asia_djvulixt

360 Rawlinson, H.C., “ART[ICLE] I": “On the Birs Nimud, of the Great temple of
Borsippa,” (Read 13th January, 1858g)rnal of the Royal Asiatic Socieiyol. 18, 1861,
pp. 1-34, Nebuchadnezzar’s inscription at pp. 27&2ART[ICLE] II”: “Translation of
some Assyrian Inscriptions,” by H. Fox Talbot, pp-525 at pp. 35-42 “The Birs Nimrud
Inscription,” Nebuchadnezzar’s inscription at pp-42 (copy obtained from New South
Wales State Library, Sydney, Australia, Pre-1878actbn, Shelf Mark DS 490.6/1).
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Henry Rawlinson’s translation of the Bi
Nimrud Tower of Babel Inscription
Journal of the Royal Asiatic Soci€y861).

réox  Talbot's translation of the Bit
,Nimrud Tower of Babel Inscription,
Journal of the Royal Asiatic Socidy861).

“I am Nabu-kuduri-uzur, King of Babylon
the established Governor ...The building
named ‘the Planisphere’ which was t
[Etemenanki] tower of Babylon, | hay
made and finished.  With bricks enrich
with lapis lazuli | have exalted its heg
Now the building named ‘the Stages of 1
Seven Spheres’ which was the tower
Borsippa had been built by a former kin

“Nebuchadnezzar king of Babylon, t
glorious Sovereign ... . The temj
hef the Sphere, which is
dgEtemenanki] Tower of  Babylon,
eckbuilt and finished, and with slabs of t
predous zamat stone | crowned its sumn
hend ... | rebuilt the temple of ti

Dle

the
I

he

8even Spheres, which is The Tower
gBorsippa, which a former king had bu

He had completed forty-two cubits (of t
height), but he did not finish its headom
the lapse of time it had become ruined; t
had not taken care of the exists of the wat
so the rain and wet had penetrated into
brickwork; the casing of burnt brickcf.
Gen. 11:3] had bulged out, and the terra
of crude_brickay scattered in heaps ... .

| did not change its site, nor did | destroy

hand had raised it to the height of 42 cul
but had not completed its crown or sumn
héyom extreme old age it had crumbl
edlown. The watercourses which had o
theained it had been entirely neglect
From their own weight its brickgf. Gen.
iIcEB:3] had fallen down; the finer sla
which cased the_brickworkvere all split
and rent, and the bricks which had form
itts mound lay scattered in ruins ... .

foundation platform... . | strengthened it

sreplaced and renewed both the bricks of

foundation and | placed a ...record
in the part that | had rebuilt. | set my hang
build it up, and to finish its summit.

As it had been in ancient times, so | built

moundand the finer slabs ... and | plac
tgon itsnew crownthe ... inscriptions o
my name. For its summit, ... | rebu

ugntirely this upper story.. like the old

its structure as it had been in former day
thus | exalted its head.. ” (underlined

Hnes ... and | made its crown or summit
it had been plann’d in former days.”

emphasis mine).

of
ilt
its
nit

led

nce
pd.

DS
ed
its

ed
f

as

(underlined emphasis mine).

What is clear from this inscription, is that in the 6th century.BKing
Nebuchadnezzar of Babylon gives a contrast and comparison betweEtethenanki
“tower of Babylon” in the main city of Babylon, whidme has “made” (Rawlinson) or
“rebuilt” (Talbot), and “the Tower of Borsippa” iGreater Babylon which was in a
dilapidated condition, so that only its “foundation” (Reasbn) or “the bricks of its mound”

(Talbot) remained, and “which a former k

ing had built” {icd).

But though it “had been

built by a former king” (Rawlinson), this formerifig” of Babylon who built this Tower of
Borsippa in Greater Babylon “did not finish its degRawlinson) i.e., after building 42
cubits or (on an 18 inch cubit) 63 feet orc. 19.2 metres, he discontinued the work as the

former king mysteriously “had not completed its crown ommit” (Talbot).

Hence

Nebuchadnezzar not only rebuilt this Tower at Gre&abylon on its old “foundation
platform” (Rawlinson) or “the bricks of its mound” (Talbabut additionally completed its
formerly unfinished top part, and thus he “exalted its héRawlinson) or “made its crown
or summit as it had been plann[e]d in former days” (Talbot)iverGthe context of the
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Tower of Babel in Gen. 11:1-9 when the Babel buddsid, “Go to, let us build us a city
and a tower” (Gen. 11:4), so that the implicatidritbey left off to build the city” (Gen.
11:9) is that the Tower of Babel was incomplete,heee have clear archaeological proof
that the Tower of Borsippa in Greater Babylon meas$sdfiterion, whereas the Etemenanki
tower in the main city of Babylon does not, sinds th part of the contrast and comparison
that Nebuchadnezzar is making.Therefore unlike the Etemenanki tower, the tower at
Borsippa alone meets this Biblical criterion and thes indicates that it is the Tower of
Babel described in Genesis 11.

L D B e v "

The natural implication of Gen. 11:4,9, that thev€oof Babel was

incomplete, is seen in this classic artwork offteemish artist, Peter
Bruegel the Elderc{ 1525-1569) of Holland and Belgium in 1563

This conclusion from Nebuchadnezzar’s inscriptioat the Tower of Babel was at
Birs Nimrud, is further strengthened when it isog@ized that Birs Nimrud or Borsippa in
Greater Babylon is the traditional site for the TowEBabel, and as far as we know, e.g.,
the Jews who so locate the Tower of Babel at Bpéasip the JewisBabylonian Talmudn
the 5th century A.D. (Sanhedrin 109aypra were unaware of this inscription; as was
certainly Peter Bruegel when he based his abovarpiof an incomplete Tower of Babel
purely on the Biblical data. Therefore, while rthdvas been some level of historical
disagreement as to where the Tower of Babel shmildcated, and that disagreement has
been increased and not diminished in historicalbdenn timessupra it seems to me that
the evidence firmly points to Birs Nimrud or Bonsgpin Greater Babylon. In historically
modern times and therefore with some referencéaostience of archaeology, the Birs
Nimrud site has also been identified as the Tovwdatbel by e.g., the Anglican Canon of
York, Andrew Fausset (1821-191Gupra the British linguist, Archibald Henry Sayce
(1845-1933), and the Assyriologist of Jewish descarlius Oppert (b. 1825 in Hamburg,
Germany, d. 1905 in Paris, France) (survey of Baby®b52-1854f2

361 Picture  from  “Tower  of  Babel,” Wikipedia

(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tower of Babel

%2 IRoman] Catholic Encyclopedié1911,1913)pp. cit, at “Tower of Babel;”

citing Sayce’'sLectures on the Religion of the Ancient Babylonigps 112-3, 405-407,
& Oppert'sExpédition en Mésopotamik 200-16 &Etudes Assyrienngpp. 91-132.
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Clearly the identification of the site of the TowadrBabel is not a fundamental of
the Christian faith, and so other orthodox religipeenservative Protestant Christians may
reach a different conclusion on it to myself, anéfgr, for instance, the Etemenanki
ziggurat's forbear. (Although religiously liberalews which deny the Divine Inspiration
and absolute authority of Scripture are necessarityrthodox, irrespective of which site
they identify.) Nevertheless, as far as | am eamed, the evidence firmly points to Birs
Nimrud in Greater Babylon as the site for the Biblitawer of Babel in Gen. 11:1-9.

Birs Nimrud or Borsippa in Greater Babylon (modeay tfag). The base of the
tower is from the Tower of Babel of Gen. 11:1-%ha time of Nimrod Sargon in
the second half of the 3rd millennium B.C., but hdisvhat one now sees is the
later tower built on the base of this incompletev&pof Babel by Nebuchadnezzar
in the 6th century B.C. . However, this phototaegs well the way the topography
of Birs Nimrud or Borsippa was used by the ToweBalbel builders to gain extra
height. This present towerds150 feet oc. 46 metres above the plain, and the
circumference of this moundds 2,300 feet oc. 700 metre¥?

363 “Image of Birs Nimrud” ¢. 2014), photo by Michael Ricker

(https://www.pinterest.com/pin/130252614193740650/ link to
https://www.pinterest.com/pin/3940718398336482/
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Having now determined what | consider to be thetnposbable location of the
Tower of Babel at Birs Nimrud, this also allowstaetter understand some other matters
to do with the Tower of Babel. E.g., since weWwrfoom Nebuchadnezzar’s inscription
that the Tower of Babel “had been built by a forkiag” (Rawlinson), who “did not finish
its head” (Rawlinson) i.e., he had not completed its crowrsusnmit” (Talbot) after
building 42 cubits or (on an 18 inch cubi) 63 feet orc. 19.2 metres, we can use
archaeology to critique some of the grandiose claims #wat $ometimes been made for the
Tower of Babel's height. Therefore we can rulé daims made by some through to
contemporary times that “the Tower of Babel” wase“first Skyscraper” (196%f. For
example, the Pseudepigraphal JevBslok of Jubileegc. 100 B.C.) claims the Tower of
Babel was 5,433 cubits and two palms tall, i.e.goril8 inch cubit)g. 8,150 feet oc. 1%
miles high, orc. 2483 metres oc. 2.5 kilometres high. Or the Pseudepigraphal slewi
Third Apocalypse of Barudfe. 70-100 A.D.) claims the Tower of Babel was 463 cubits i.e.,
c. 695 feet orc. 212 metres high. This latter figure from therd Apocalypse of Baruch
would make it taller than any structure in humardnsbefore the Eiffel Tower was built
from 1887 to 1889, which Gustave Eiffel (1832-1988yinally designed to be 984 feet or
300 metres high, with such an unprecedented héigihly obtained by the use of a steel
frame. | thank God that on my first trip to Londd&K (April 2001-April 2002) where |
worked as a school teacher, | undertook a tritnénUK school holidays in August to early
September 2001 which among other places took iis,Faance. Different countries flags
are flown at different times on a flag pole théret the Lord so arranged things that on the
day | was there the Australian Flag was flying. he3e two photos give us an idea of
proportions relative to the claims of tAdird Apocalypse of Baruclwhich alleges the
Tower of Babel was. 212 metres or about two-thirds the height of tifeeETower atc.
300 metres, whereas on the basis of Nebuchadngezzscription we know it was actually
c. 20 metres, although more than double this wheratstetakes into account the elevation
of Birs Nimrud above the plairsuprai.e., above the plaint was about 15% the height of
the Eiffel Tower. But before returning to Ausiaah April 2002, | thank God | undertook
a second trip around Europe, and this includediRi#taly, and the famouseaning Tower
of Pisa (TheEncyclopaedia Britannicaays, “The legend that” Galileo “dropped weights
from the leaning tower of Pisa” i.e., to test theeef§ of gravity on different objects,
“apparently has no basis in f&tt") Given that thé_eaning Tower of Pisaas originally
designed to stand about 185 feet or 56 metresttalbproximates(though just how close
depends on the cubit one is using), the distantdgeof ower of Babel on top of Birs Nimrud
down to the plain.

34 Charles PaddockBible Firsts lllustrated by Clyde Provonsha, Pacific Press
Publishing Association, USA, 1956 & 1963, reprinted [without a reprinting date]
Signs Publishing Company, Warburton, Victoria, at “The FirstsBigper” “in Genesis
11:1-9.” Though these are Seventh-day Adventist Church publishergotiksis not
specifically focused on the Seventh-day Adventist's unique or nequesteachings. It
is part of a series of three books, well illustrated, and desiigmeghildren in the “Tiny
Tots Library” series. Though overall this is a good book, whichpekage deal (like
the other two books in this series,) | would be happy for children totasgepiction of
the Tower of Babel as a massive “skyscraper” is in my opinion certairdyréat.

35 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD99p. cit, “Galileo.”
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Exaggerated claims about the Tower o heig those eftsd J

Third Apocalypse of Barugfe. 70-100 A.D.), which put it at. 212 metres or 695 ft

i.e., about 70% the Eiffel Tower’s height, but &se. 15% this tower’s height from

the plain. The Eiffel Tower flying the Australiatef on the day Gavin visited (left).
Gavin in the Eiffel Tower with a great view of Pafright).  France, Sept. 2001.
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Designed to be 56 metres or 185 feet tall, the Leaning ToviRsais about the
same height from the ground, as the Tower of Babel was on top of Birs Nimrud
or Borsippa from the plain. Gavin in front of the Leaning TowfdPisa (left). It's
said, “Make sure you see it, before it falls ovegavin (right) holding up his hands
next to the Leaning Tower of Pisa, “Oh no! It lodiks it's gonna’ fall!” (right).

Pisa, northern Italy, March 2002.

We thus greatly benefit from the work of Biblicathaeology in connection with
the neo-Babylonian Empire of Nebuchadnezzar in the/ 6th centuries B.C. . That is
because the Birs Nimrud Tower of Babel Inscription gives udemof the actual height
of the Tower of Babel, even if there is some uncertainty onxaet éength of the cubit
used by Nebuchadnezzar. This is seen in the words of King Nebuzbadteat it
reached a height of 42 cubits before being abandenpda Thus without including the
extra height gained by the topography of Birs Nimrud, on an 18 inch tehiculate the
Tower of Babel was. 19.2 metres oc. 63 feet high, although on a larger cubit, some
think it might have been up to 6-7 metrex0o?3-24 feet higher than this. Either way, in
approximate terms, tHeeaning Tower of Pisgives us an idea of its all up height when
one includes the topography that gave the Tower of Babel its extra heighh&qgiain.
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It must be remembered that there is no such trentijh@ Jewish view” on things
like the architectural details of Tower of Babel,ts location, just as there is no such thing
as ‘the Christian view” on such matters. But having now ptee the claims of the Jewish
Talmud €. 5th century A.D.) as to the site of the Tower @bBl at Borsippa or Birs
Nimrud; and with reference to Nebuchadnezzar’'s RBirarud Tower of Babel Inscription,
having dismissed some other Jewish claims in both thel®sieuaphaBook of Jubileefc.
100 B.C.) that the Tower of Babel was1%2 milesc. 2.5 kilometres high, and also the
Pseudepigraphdlhird Apocalypse of Barude. 70-100 A.D.) that the Tower of Babel was
C. 695 feet orc. 212 metres high, we now come to the claims of lerodew, namely,
Josephus. Given that Kish was inside ¢h&3% by 13% imperial miles ar. 22 by 22
kilometres boundaries for Greater Babylon recorded &pébtus, if the Kish Flood af.
2500 B.C. did in fact have a major cultural impactKish, as the evidence suggests, then it
is just possiblethat there is some truth in the tradition recorbgdhe Jewish historian,
Josephus (1st century A.D.) when he says, “it wamrétl who excited them to ... an
affront and contempt of God. He was the grandgdiam, the son of Noah ... . He ...
gradually changed the government into tyranny ... e aldo said he would be revenged on
God, if he should have a mind to drown the world again; foravould build a tower too
high for the waters to be able to reachAnd that he would avenge himself on God for
destroying their forefathers’Aqtiquities1:4:2; emphasis mine).

Certainly 1 would not accept the story in the fotinat Josephus here recounts it,
since Nimrod was far more removed than that ofraridson of Ham.” But in section a of
this chapter 1%upra we have already noted that Nimrod Sargon’s associatibriigh in
Greater Babylon acts to further enrich the imagexy propriety of the usage of the Kish
Flood ofc. 2500 B.C in Mesopotamia as a type of Noah's Flioothe Persian Gulf; and
that “Babel” in Gen. 10:10 refers to Greater Bawich included both Kish and Birs
Nimrud. Therefore to have the Noah's Flood tygglon Greater Babylon at Kish,
followed by the Tower of Babel in Greater BabylonBats Nimrud, means that the two
localities are conceptualized as constituent mdr@Greater Babel. Therefore, it is certainly
possible that with known flood stories in Mesopatmeflected in e.g., the Babylonian
Flood Story written in the following second millennia B.C. but ptiedathis time; that
the local flood in Greater Babylon at Kishén2500 B.C., may have sparked Sargon’s
thinking in terms of the former great flood of Noah, and so higelé&sibuild the Tower
of Babel at Birs Nimrud in Greater Babylomght have been motivated, at least in part,
by such a desire. If so the fear “lest we be scattenehdlupon the face of the earth”
(Gen. 11:4) carries with it the connotation of the fear of a big fbmad. A concern |
would have with this interpretation is that Birs Nimrud would be unsébleold very
many people at its peak, although the counter to this argument migmatode Ark of
Noah only had eight people in it. And whether one uses my estirnased on an 18
inch cubit of the Tower of Babel being19.2 metres oc. 63 feet high, or other estimates
with a larger cubit that it could have been up to “2@res® or “87 feet” “high°®” to
which one might add another 25 metres for the height of the topography at Birs
Nimrud, then it may have been envisaged that a larger group couldesunvihe top

368 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD9®p. cit, “Building Construction: The history
of building construction: Bronze Age and Early Urt2ultures.”
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parts of it for some time, since Noah’s Flood was “fifteen culptsard” (Gen. 7:20) or
c. 22% feet oc. 6.9 metres above “the high hills” (Gen. 7:19), and tlvere on fairly flat
ground in Mesopotamia.

Of course all this is very speculatjvie is based on a critical usage of Josephus,
and may be wrong since it still requires that there be sosie baracity to Josephus’s
account for which we have no corroborating evidence. But given the anperof the
Kish Flood ofc. 2,500 B.C.in Greater Babylonto the typology of the early Genesis
stories, and the fact that The Tower of Babel \abs® in Greater Babylorat Birs
Nimrud, it is possible, though by no means certaivat Josephus here records an element
of the Tower of Babel story that compliments our knowledge fitoenBible. It might
also be remarked th#tthis critical usage of Josephus is the correct reconstruih
this is by no means certain), then it further enriches thedgyadf the Kish Flood of.
2,500 B.C., since it means Nimrod Sargon and the Tower of Babel bulderthought
of it in terms of pointing back to, and reminding them of, the earlier Noah’s Flood.

(Chapter 19) c] The geographical extent and nregaof the Tower of Babel.

As discussed earlier in this Volume 1, at Part hagfer 6, “The Fifth of Seven
Keys to understanding Gen. 1-11,” section a, “GlavalLocal ‘heaven’ and ‘earth’ for
Tower of Babel?” & section b, “Consideration of tilebal earth argument for Gen. 11:1-
9,” suprg we know fromThe Table of Nations Gen. 10 that the “nations” were “divided
in the earth after the flood” (Gen. 10:32), accagdio their racial “families” and “tongues”
(Gen. 10:5,20,31). Therefore, when we read in Gen. 1Ar the whole eartivas of one
language, and of one speech,” it necessarily follows tisaiviis a regional “earth” witjust
oneof the languages of Gen. 10, (or a later evohad/dtive of a Gen. 10 language); since
this is contextually occurring long after the raci@milies of the sons of Noah” were
“divided in the earth after the flood” (Gen. 10:32very one after his tongue” (Gen. 10:5),
or “after their tongues” (Gen. 10:20,31). Gives location at Babel” (Gen. 11:9) or
“Babylon,” “in the land of Shinar” (Gen. 11:2); iblifows that this was a local Middle East
“heaven” (Gen. 11:4) and “earth” (Gen. 11:1,4),ehlspoke “one language.”

Gen. 11:4 refers to the Tower of Babel as “a towédrose top may reach unto
heaveri’ Prima facie this may simply mean that it was a very tall tgveice this type of
terminology is also found in Deut. 1:28 when thevaally or fearful who “rebelled” and
“murmured” said of “the Amorites” who were to besplbssessed in the Promised Land,
“Whither shall we go up? Our brethren have disaged our heart, saying, The people is
greater and taller than we; the cities are gredtveailed up to heaverand moreover we
have seen the sons of the Anakims there” (Deu-28). However, as previously
mentioned in section b of this chapter 19, thietgp terminology appears to replicate the
idolatrous idea found elsewhere in the Old Testarmémising a “high place” in heathen
worship (e.g., Il Kgs 12:3; 14:4; 15:4), for Nebadhezzar says of the “Etemenanki
Ziggurat of Babylon... | raised its top unto the heayesupra Thus the Tower of Babel
appears to have had a “top ... unto heaven” (Gen) IrltBe sense that it included heathen
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worship, but this wasot a distinctivefeature of the Tower of Babel, but was common to
other towers or ziggurats, as it appears to haflected the same kind of idea as heathen
“high places” which were common to the worship oiuanber of heathen deities.

Yet in and of itself this does not appear to be the cause ¢ &cttbns, since in the
first place this element of the story does not appe be much developed or prized out in
the text, so that we only know of this meaning faresthrough some extra-Biblical wider
connected study of ziggurats or towers. Thus itlevstill be possible to argue purely on
the Biblical text that “whose top may reach untaven” simply meant, “very tall” as in
Deut. 1:28. And in the second place, we knowdofatry before this time with e.g., Cro-
Magnon'’s idols, and there were other occasions vihere were heathen “high places” in
Israel where God did not impose this same typadgdinent, but condemned it in a different
way. So what was the “one language” and whatbhigassue at the Tower of Babel?

Given that Sargon Nimrod’'s Kingdom took in the Suan city states, and given
the usage of the typology of the Kish Flood for Nlea&Flood, and given the general spread
of the Sumerians and their civilization in Mesopai the indications are that the “one
language” of “the whole” local “earth” (Gen. 11:1), wd have had to have been Sumerian.
Sumerian is the oldest known written language, amdbe dated to Mesopotamia in the 3rd
millennium B.C. before the rise of Nimrod Sargon. Archaim8&rian is usually dated o
3,100-2,500 B.C. (my dates would be about 100 yeaver than these dates), Old (or
Classic) Sumerian froro. 2,500-2,300 B.C., New Sumerian fram2,300-2,000 B.C., and
Post-Sumerian from after 2,000 B.C3*”. This means that in these events we here find in
the Tower of Babel, the origin of the Hebrew tongaied given its similarity to Aramaic,
also the Aramaic tongue, and given the contextaify®n or Babel (Gen. 11:9) also the
Accadian tongue, which further subdivides into tAssyrian dialect of northern
Mesopotamia, and Babylonian dialect of southern Metsonia.  Historically, Sargon
Nimrod is regarded as the founder of an Accadianasty responsible for the spreading of
the Accadian language throughout the Middle Eastl Accadian is thought to have
supplanted Sumerian fgy2,000 B.C. as the oral tongue of southern Mesopotantiaugt
Sumerian was retained for usage in connection \miglathen religious literatu¥&.
Therefore in terms of “the big picture,” the “orenfjuage” of Gen. 11:1 can realistically
refer to Sumerian, and only Sumerian. Howeveyobe Hebrew, Aramaic, and Accadian,
what further tongues, if any, came from this TowfeBabel event is unclear and uncertain.
E.g., does it include the Eblaite tongue in the Haw8emitic Linguistic Family which can
be dated to about third-quarter of the third mitiem B.C. as a northern-central Semitic
tongué®?  Or did the Eblaite tongue come with some oitnenigrants from the Persian
Gulf?  While we cannot be sure of the answersith gjuestions, we can be sure that the
Tower of Babel was a fairly local event to the Ma&dEast, or some part thereof in
Mesopotamia and its environs.

37 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD99p. cit, “Sumerian language.”
38 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD9®p. cit, “Akkadian language.”

39 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD99p. cit, “Eblaite language.”
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This conclusion is also consistent with the faet bn the one hand, unlike creation
and flood stories which are found in various cualliyr corrupted forms throughout the
world, indicating that these were anthropologicallyiversal events; there is a lack of
credible Tower of Babel type stories from cultured geligions around the world. But on
the other hand, the Sumerians whose language isrtedanguage” of Gen. 11:1, do have a
story with some similar elemenia Enmerkar and the Lord of Aratta In this Sumerian
Story, Enmerkar of Ur builds a tower or zigguraEadu. This is a temple shrine, and a
tribute is required from Aratta, “Let Aratta buiddtemple_brought down from heaven .
Let the people of Aratta bring down ... stones frdrairt mountain” and “build the great
shrine.” This is the abzu ziggurat or temple tofegrthe pagan god, Enki, at Erudi, and
includes the words, “make the abzu [ziggurat orpientower] _grow... like a mountain
make Eridu... like a mountain rande.e., very large, like the Tower of Babel which though
not “brought down from heaven” as in this Sumestory, is to be made so large that it is
“a tower, whose top may reach unto hed\&en. 11:4). At one stage in this process, the
heathen god Enki is invoked, and diverse trandatay he is invoked to eithexstore(one
translation) odisrupt(another translation e.g., Kramer) one languagy imSumer, Accad
(Uriki), Subur, and Hamazi. This reference to ¢Ad” in the Sumerian story compares to
“Accad” in Nimrod’s kingdom “in the land of Shinar” (Geh0:10), and the Tower of Babel
“in the land of Shinar” (Gen. 11:1), and so actsidentify a point of geographical
commonality. And the description of this local Wgoas “the whole universe” compares to
the more modest Biblical description of the localrid as “the whole earth” (Gen. 11:1).
Thus the Sumerian story includes in it the idea llyathe power of one of their heathen
gods, Enki, “they” “may” speak “a single languagatid so this reads, “May the lands of
Subur and Hamazi, the many-tonguadd_Sumer... and_Accag...the whole universe..
may they all address [the pagan god] Enlil togeiher single language!For at that time,
... [the pagan god] Enki... the lord of Eridu, shall change the speectheirtmouths, as
many as he had placed there, and so the speechmkifwhés truly one'®"°

While there are some clear differences betweenSbmerian story and the Tower
of Babel, the fact that the Sumerians considered lileaithen gods could eithesstore(one
translation) odisrupt (another translation) the land of Sumer to “a @irlghguage,” shows
they considered this “whole universe” of Sumerigioally had a single language to which
it could either beestored or from which it could béisruptedinto different tongues. And
it is notable that this power said to be in thegmagod Enki, by which Sumerians could
speak “a single language,” is referred to in thetext of the building of a ziggurat or temple
tower that is to “grow” as big as “a mountain” anduntain range.” Just as heathen
creation and flood stories show various corruptiand local adaptations, this Sumerian

370 «Tower of Babel,"Wikipedia (http:/en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tower_of Babel

“Enmerkar and the Lord of Aratta,” from  Wikipedia
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Enmerkar_and_the Loofl Arattg; & (using some different
proper noun spellings, e.g., “Eridu” not “Eridug”) “The &l®nic Text Corpus of Sumerian
Literature,” Jeremy A. Black (1951-2004) Editor,itBh Assyriologist & Sumerologist,
Faculty of Oriental Studies, Oriental Institute, Gxf University, UK, 2003, 2006
(http://etcsl.orinst.ox.ac.uk/cqgi-bin/etcsl.cqi?text=8.2.3% (emphasis mine).
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story clearly incorporates various corruptions addptations e.g., it is located at Eridu in
Sumeria, rather than at Babel in Sumeria. Bist #iso consistent with “the whole” local
“earth” for the “tower” of “Babel” (Gen. 11:1,5,99riginally speaking the “one language”
(Gen. 11:1) of Sumerian. Thus in the same watydhaupted heathen creation and flood
stories point to the anthropologically universal redigm of Creation and Noah’s Flood, so
too, the rarity of Tower of Babel stories, but firesence of such a story in the Sumerian
story of Enmerkar and the Lord of Araftgoints to the anthropological limitation of the
Tower of Babel to a small portion of mankind in thMéddle East that included the
Sumerians, and for which Sumerian is the only serioandidate for being that “one
language” (Gen.11:1).

The implication of this is that the Sumerians, Babians, and Hebrews, all had a
common origin through Shem, and that his descendantsyAgsphaxad, and Aram (Gen.
10:22) shared some kind of common culture and tenfgu quite some time.  This
conclusion is also consistent with the fact thatwads part of Sumeria, and in Genesis 11,
following the events of the Tower of Babel (Gen.119), we read of a genealogy that ends
with “Terah in the land of his nativity, in Ur ohé¢ Chaldees,” and “his son,” “Abram”
“from Ur of the Chaldees” (Gen. 11:28,31). Abraham came fdorof the Chaldees with
non-believers seen in his father “Terah.” For “Joshua said unto all theep&bpk saith
the Lord God of Israel, Your fathers dwelt on the other side of dloel ilh old time, even
Terah, the father of Abraharand the father of Nachor: and they served other.gagdisd
| took your father Abraham from the other side of the flood, and ledtiioughout all
the land of Canaan, and multiplied his seed, and gave him Isaalcti&)®3:2,3). Thus
the preservation of the chosen race as “the sons of God” wasialyel@ction for some
time i.e., they were all idolaters, but there was still evigesdme kind of internal racial
or clan identity, but when this was violated by race mixing, ane sbns of God came in
unto the daughters of men” (Gen. 6:4) as they had in antediluvian times (Gen. 6:2,3); God
acted to segregate them at the Tower of Babel. Later mhlsrapvenant of grace with
Abraham and calling him out of idolatry (Josh. 23:2,3).

This means that the principle concern at the Tower of Babeaktesi sn Gen. 6:4,
was the same concern as in antediluvian times as stated in G&).r&imely, racially
mixed marriages between the elect race and others. As pigvnmied, this type of
sentiment in the words, “Behold the people is one” (Gen. 11:6), iscaptured in the
Greek Septuagint translation which renders this as, “one race€k@enos enGen.
11:6, LXX) i.e., a mixed race.

Thus contextually, Scripture gives us some further relevant infanman the
Tower of Babel in Gen. 6:4. In Gen. 6:1-4 we are first told oédihtvian mixed
marriages between the Cainites (“daughters of men,” Gen. &k 4:16-24) and the
Sethites (“sons of God,” Gen. 6:2 & Gen. 4:25-5:32). The fact tiestet mixed
marriages produced a judgment on “mamdé&m)”’ (Gen. 6:3) is conclusive evidence
against the theory of angel-human hybrids, since in Gen. 6:3 tleega#led in the
Hebrew 'adam, which might be translated as either “man” (AV) or “Adamitasot
“half-men” or “half-Adamites.” So too in Gen. 6:4 they asdled “men(enowshin its
shortened form without the vav vowel pointer’asaosh) of renown” (Gen. 6:4). The
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Hebrew word here used for “meierfowsh” is only ever used of man (e.g., Deut. 32:26;
Isa. 8:1; 24:6)* a fact also ruling out claims that these werd-im@n half-angels. Thus
either the Hebreviadam (man) of Gen. 6:3 or the Hebréenowsh (men) of Gen. 6:4,
would in itself be sufficient to rule out the possibilifytilese being anything other than full-
blooded Adamites, and so the fact that they are bsed acts tdoubly make the poirthat
these were not angel-human hybrids, but Adamitéssus also taught that angels lack the
requisite qualities of sexual reproduction (Matt. 22:30). Since @hey'spirits” (Heb.
1:7), natural laws from the Book of Nature’s laws of genetice aldes out this
possibility. And more generally, we know from the Book of Nathed cross-species
sexual relations are always sodomy and so not capable of sepr@luetion, whether
these be homosexual acts with angels (Gen. 19:5), or heterosexual oekomh@xts
with man or beast (Lev. 18:22,23; 20:13,15,16). This does not mean that dgvitetma
sometimes manifest themselves in human form and engage in sodémyumans
(incubus or succubus), for which there is testimonial evidence. But it does mearythat an
such occurrences involve devils imitating elements of human sgxumabrder to lead
humans into sin, and there can be no semen or ovum from such devhscanhitertilize
with human ovum or semen respectively. Thus no half-caste half-huefeshevils can

be produced by means of these unnatural sexual acts. Thus ufcanyadf-caste was so
allegedly produce such hybrids, in reality it would have to beladoé devil for some
reason masquerading as a half-caste devil.

Chuck (or Charles) Missler of Koinonia House Mirys Idaho, USA, who is a
featured speaker in thencient Secrets of the Bible&leo series on the “Tower of Babel”
episode, is referred to as an “Author / Bible Sahdl Missler claims, “The Hebrew word is
b°ney ’Elohiym [leaving out the optional definite artickea / ‘the’ found in Gen. 6:2,4],
which ... always means ‘angels’. . Both the Old and New Testament confirms tinese
fallen angels cohabited with woman on the planghewahich gave birth to the Nephilim
(Hebrewn®philiym), the fallen ones, the earthborn. It was thist@mination of humanity
that led to the Flood of No&K.” In terms of some of his other work as “AuttidBible
Scholar,” he evidently does not believe in the jpietsty of Scripture, sincéVikipedia
records that, “He has also been involved in” bedafforts to use computers to decipher
what he considers [are] coded messages contairted Bible.” Yet though he thinks the
Bible is so complex and difficult that one needshhigchnology computers to understand
alleged “coded messages in. the Bible;” paradoxically, he thinks it is sanple and
lacking in complexity that he tells people on hidvsgte that they can, “Learn the Bible in
24 Hours.” Missler has also written the Foreword to a strangle datiitled Exo-Vaticana
and Wikipedia says this “book loosely presents the possibilitat thhe Vatican is
communicating with extraterrestrial ff€” This surely indicates that Missler is somesme

371 Brown-Driver-Briggs Hebrew & English Lexicoat 'enowsh & in its

shortened form without the vav vowel pointefeagsh

372 Chuck Missler in, “Ancient Secrets of the Bible,” “TowerBdbel: Fact of

Fiction?” (1995)0p. cit.(emphasis mine).

873 “Chuck Missler,” Wikipedia (http:/en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Chuck_Misslgr
citing Fladd, Michael, & O’Dell’'s, “Soviet Choicefdhoenix Spurs Skepticism]’0s
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inclined towards not distinguishing between sciefdeon fantasy and scientific reality in
matters about “aliens from out-space” or “extrasimial life.” Certainly this type of
science fiction fantasy is exactly the type of thirgghas also engaged in with his idea that
“fallen angels cohabited with woman on the planet ewitiich gave birth to the Nephilim.”
That is because, while he contextually says hectejine “space-man” theory of extra-
terrestrial aliens coming to earth to co-habit withman womet* this is largely a
distinction without merisince he is still arguing the absurdity of somellof cross-species
buggery producing half-breeds in his similar claithat “fallen angels cohabited with
woman on the planet earth;” which he claims is sugg by “the Bible ... which is in
itself, an integrated information system of exgmestrial origii’>.” But as previously
discussed®, the term “sons of God” is Hebrewney haElohiynt’’, and clearly refers to
human beings at, for instance, Deut. 14:1 whicls sdiythe Israelites, “Ye are the children
(or ‘the sons,” Hebrewhen) of the Lord your GodHebrew, Elohiym).” Thus Missler’s
claim that b°ney 'Elohiym ... always means ‘angels™ is certainly not correctgd as seen
from the Hebrewadam (man) of Gen. 6:3 and the Hebresnowsh (men) of Gen. 6:4,
supra in Gen. 6:2,4 it contextually means human beingg\damites andnot angels.
These notions of cross-species sodomy producinfjcastes are also contrary to the
scientific laws of genetics.

Angeles Times California, USA, 12 Sept. 1989%ht(p://articles.latimes.com/1989-09-
12/buisness/fi-2187_1 soviet-unjpn & “Exo-Vaticana: Petrus Romanus, Project
LUCIFER, and the Vatican’s astonishing exo-theaabiplan for the arrival of an alien
savior” (http://www.amazon.com/Exo-Vaticana-Romanus-Vatieastonishing-exo-
theological/dp/0984825630& “Koinonia House” website http://www.khouse.ord/with
search link to e.g., “Learn The Bible In 24 Hourstty://www.khouse.org/6640/CD105}1/

37 Cf. e.g., Eric von Daniken (b. 1935) of Switzerland, who absurdly claims

extraterrestrial influences from outer-space aliens on anleieantin cultures i€hariots
of the Gods{Putman Publishers, New York, USA, 1968). This type of ridiculous von
Daniken view is put in this video by Zecharia Sitchin, which Missler then righjegts.

375 Chuck Missler in, “Ancient Secrets of the Bible,” “TowerBdbel: Fact of

Fiction?” (1995)0p. cit.(emphasis mine).

37 See Volume 1, Part 1, Chapter 7, “The Sixth of Seven Keys tostadeing
Gen. 1-11: Orthodoxy not heresy,” section i, “The dichotomist constitutiwetaire of
man as body & soul,” section iii, “Consideration of the hereticalsief those who deny
man is a dichotomy of body & soul,” E, “The trichotomist herels@ungenet al may be
linked to an overstatement of devils’ power in man’s world,” at “Ttteiad meaning of
the sons of God & daughters of men in Gen. G@gra

37" Hebrewb®nhey ha’Elchiym in Gen. 6:2,4 = B°ney (masculine plural noun,
from ben) ha (definite article, ‘the’)’Elohiym (God, masculine singular proper noun,
from 'Elohiym), these nouns form a noun construct chain so that the second noun is “of
God” i.e., a genitive, and the first noun is here syncopated toHesent ending of the
masculine plural. (Pratico & Van PdRasics of Biblical Hebrew Grammawp. cit, pp.
97,103.)



1698

In this context, it might also be noted that the Kingdom of Nimragbme ways
types the Kingdom of Antichrist, which is also called spiritBabel or “Babylon” (e.g.,
Rev. 14:8; 17:5); and which is depicted before the Second Comingrastprg racially
mixed marriages between Caucasians (the “iron” of Rome) andreal races (the “miry
clay”), who in “mixed” marriages “mingle themselves” beftueing destroyed by Christ
(Dan. 2:43,44 cf. Matt. 24:37-39).

We thus see that the Tower of Babel in Gen. 11:1-9 fits intadarweontext in
which God is making it clear that men should not engage in racraked marriages.
Thus there is first a judgment on the antediluvians for raciatkedhmarriages between
Cain’s race and Seth’s race, and these events of Gen. 6:1iBkae to the Tower of
Babel through reference to Gen. 6:4, the context of Nimrod as thernfilddad type of
empire in Gen. 10:8-10; 11:1-9; and the concern that “the people is one” {G6é.
There is thus a second judgment for racially mixed marriagdsrace mixing at the
Tower of Babel. Furthermore, the Tower of Babel story showsdirtbage down to
Abraham in Gen. 11:10-32. Even men of faith can sometimes strayGom. When
Abraham, a Semite, lacked faith in the promises of God, he comntiteedin of
miscegenation with a Hamite, Hagar the Horrible, and from thumas born Ishmael
and his wild race. A racial curse rested upon this hated rs#;clor God declared
“And he will be a wild man; and his hand will be against every,naad every man’s
hand against him: and he shall dwell in the presence of his brethren” (Gen. 16:12).

Then in Genesis 25:18 we read that the Ishmaelites dwelt orArdigan
Peninsula also known as Arabia between their Hamitic brethren ypt EBjd their
Semitic brethren. The AV says of Ishmael, “tHedin the presence of his brethren,” but
the Hebrew wordnaphd, here rendered, “died,” means “to fall,” and here might be
better rendered as he “fell” in the sense of “he settled” imptheence of his brethren.
Hence the better rendering of this verse is the one found in thes/&8itee of 1560
which says, “dwelin the presence of all his brethren;” and a footnote in that 1560reditio
says the Ishmaelites, “dwelt among the Arabians, and wesrasepirom the blessed
seed.” It is clear from Genesis 16:12 that the part-breedalditas settled in Arabia in
hostility to both these Hamitic and Semitic racial brethren, an@emn. 25:18 is applying
the words of Gen. 16:12 to the Ishmaelite race i.e., “they’ thedslitms, they dwelt”

“in the presence of all his brethren.” This “wild” race of #weursed blood of Ishmael
was largely, though not entirely, locked up on the Arabian Peninsutadbmut 2,000
B.C. onwards, right through till after New Testament times. e about two and a
half thousand years, Mohammed in Kisran changed the Bible’s ambivalence towards
Ishmael. He removed reference to the Hamite-Semite meeel features of Ishmael
constituting disobedience to God’s command against racially mixedages in Genesis
6 & 11, and also disobedience to God’'s command in Genesis 9:25 with tegdrel
Semitic racial prophecy; and he further removed reference tatked curse on Ishmael,
and he presented Ishmael in a much more favourable way. For examibleKoran's
Sura 14:41, Mohammed gives the half-caste Ishmael a raciditgguigh the Jewish
race from Isaac; as Mohammed depicts Abraham as sayiragséfbe to Goavho hath
given mein my old ageJshmaeland Isaac! MyLord is the hearer of prayér Thus
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with the spread of Islam, Ishmael came to be regarded astavedigjure and Middle

East Mohammedans intermarried into Ishmaelite races as teyreleased from their
area of Arabia, as via the greater geographical and religiityxs of the region brought
about as Mohammedans conquered more and more areas in the MiddlacEasera
married with one another to form the modern Arab race. Thus the modern admixed Arab
race can be fairly described as an Ishmaelite race, albdita@gmixed race. And so it
was that the accursed blood of Ishmael has been spread arouritsfaviginal base on

the Arabian Peninsula in order to make the modern Arab race, and thghracial curse

of Genesis 16:12, making it “wild,” with its “hand” “against evemngn, and every man’s
hand against” ® Thus the curse of Islam acted to expand the numbers and influence
of Ishmael’'s accursed wild race which is now found in the modern Arab race.

Of course it must be said in fairness to Abraham, that her&giented of this sin,
even though the bad consequences of that sin continue to plague théowbrtdvery
day. For “what saith the Scripture? Cast out the bondwomahearsbn” (Gal. 4:30).
So he caste out the half-caste, “for the son of the bondwoman shb# heir with the
son of the freewoman” (Gal. 4:30; citing Gen. 21:10). Thereforalfbm was spared
the judgment of having his life-span reduced to 120 years (Gen. 6:3), fiiechat 165
years of age (Gen. 25:7). (By contrast, e.g., the Semitphlasarried a Hamite from
Egypt, and his life-span was reduced to 10 years under the 120 yearumaso that he
died at 110 years of age, Gen. 41:45; 50:26.)

And so we see three judgements on the sin of miscegenatiomagastst the
antediluvians, then against the Tower of Babel builders, and thersagf@@nunion of
Abraham with Hagar that produced Ishmael. Thus the Tower of Babglis properly
understood in this wider context, and is contextually one of threestorithe early
chapters of Genesis showing that racially mixed marriagiede justly punished by the
Divine wrath of a holy God. Thus the big message of the TowealoélBtory is one of
opposing racially mixed marriages; and whereas these stories tmms from long
before the Jewish era, we see that this prohibition on raciakgdrmarriages is a
universal, and not merely a provincial, prec¢épt

Therefore looking at the “Biblical creation model to be sciertifyccompared &
contrasted with the Book of Nature” found in Volume 1, Part 2, Chapterctiorse,

38 See my sermon of 15 July 2010, at Mangrove Mountain Union Church,

NSW, Australia, 3/4 at Ishmael and the Arabs, oral recorded foeasently available
(http://www.sermonaudio.com/kingjamesbiple written copy in my Textual
Commentaries Vol. 3 (Matt. 21-25), 2011 Printed by Parramatta @fiiées in Sydney,
Australia, Appendix 8 “A Sermons Bonudit{p://www.gavinmcgrathbooks.cgm

379 See my sermon of 24 Oct. 2013, at Mangrove Mountain Union Church,

NSW, Australia, “8 hate attacks on the traditional values of astdmi marriage,” “2/8
Inter-racial,” oral recorded form presently available
(http://www.sermonaudio.com/kingjamesbiple
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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, madiseayn
that there is a Creator of the universe (Job 12:7-10; Ps. 19:1;JRt¥8r32); a man must
by God’'s grace, humbly put himself under the authority of God’s infallivlord, the
Holy Bible of religiously conservative Protestant Christianig.(119:105; Il Tim. 3:16),
if he is to properly understand creation (and other) issues. Wtreetedoffers’ (Il Peter
3;3), such as they that be far gone in an antisupernatural secpéaasigm, are to be
rejected who would have Christian men to be ‘salt’ which ‘haeg his savour’ (Matt.
5:13), and would privatize all relevant reference to the Divinelagga 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 Divindatiewe should be
used in the quest of any science (or knowledge), whether d soiace, a political
science, a biological science, or other science. For suchlike@sd dishonouring
‘science falsely so called’ (I Tim. 6:21), to be abhorred of all good Christiari me

CHAPTER 20

Paradise Lost a Local Earth — So Is Paradise Regained a Local Earth?
a] The old & new Edenic models.
b] Worlds 22 to 24. Will there be worlds 25 & 267

(Chapter 20) a] The old & new Edenic models.

In the Greek Septuagint, the Garden of Eden is called “the Gafaleek
paradeiso} of Delight (Greektruphg” (Gen. 2:15; 3:23,24; Joel 2:3). The Greek word
“Delight” for “Eden” (Hebrew'Eden) in the Septuagint's description of the Garden of
Eden as “the Garden of Delight,” isiphe and it has the sense of luxury, and while in
Gen. 2 & 3 this has a positive connotation, this can be used either with either a positive
negative connotation. E.g., it has a positive connotation in the Septu®gnB$:5,8,
“O Lord,” “They shall be fully satisfied with the fatnees thine house; and thou shalt
cause them to drink of the full stream of thy deligf@eek,truphg” (= Ps. 35:5,8,
LXX). We also find its use in Luke 7:25 where Christ says ithabntrast to John the
Baptist's humble lifestyle, “Behold, they which are gorgeously afipdreand live
delicately (Greek, truphe, are in kings’ courts.” And it is used with a negative
connotation in 1l Peter 2:13 for those who take “pleasure if@otek truphe.”

The Greek word “Garden” (translating the Hebrgan for “garden,” i.e., an
enclosed cultivated area,) in the Septuagint’'s description of thdeGaf Eden as “the
Garden of Delight,” igparadeisodrom which we get our English word, “Paradise” (Gen.
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2:8,9,10,15,16; 3:1-3,8,10,23,24; 13:10, LXX). And it is thrice found in the New
Testament (Luke 23:43; 1l Cor. 12:4; Rev. 2:7), where it has the séisaven, and in
the case of Rev. 2:7, Eden restored in the “new heaven and” “néw &arclearly
included in this (Rev. 21 & 22), as reference is made to “tleedtréife” (Rev. 2:7; 22:2).
E.g., referring to the time after his “spirit” or soul (cf. tharallelism of “soul” and
“spirit” in Luke 1:46,47) went to the “Father” (Luke 23:46), and before“b@il” or
spirit descended into “hell” (Acts 2:27,31), and before “God raised” i (Acts 2:32)
in a bodily resurrection on the third day (Luke 24:37-43), Christ saitie¢adpentant
thief on the cross, “Verily | say unto thee, Today shalt thou ki wie in_paradise
(Luke 23:43). Or Jesus says in Revelation 2:7, “To him that ovesth will | give to
eat of the tree of life, which is in the midst of the paradfsgod.”

The Greek Septuagint usage of “paradise” for “garden” also appednrave
influenced the Latin Vulgate which uses Latparadisus meaning “paradise” for
“‘garden” (Gen. 2:9,10,16; 3:1-3, 8,10,24); and then the same Latin word for “génadis
Luke 23:43; 1l Cor. 12:4; Rev. 2:7. And in his Latin Vulgate translatnJerome also
refers to the “Garden of Eden” as the “Paradise of Pleafaen. 2:8,15; 3:23) in which
“Paradise” is Latinparadisus and “pleasure” is Latiwoluptasfrom which we get our
English word, “voluptuous.” The same Latin wonhluptas is also found in the
Vulgate in a positive way at e.g., Ezek. 31@8aradiso(the Paradise)ei (of God),” i.e.,
“the Paradise of God;” and in a negative way at e.g., Il Timh.v@th reference to
“voluptatiuim (of pleasure)amatores (lovers),” i.e., with a negative connotation of
ungodliness as, “lovers of pleasure.”

As discussed in this Volume 1 at Part 2, Chapter 11, section g, Gfbéek
Septuagint, Eden, & the Promised Land,” in the Greek SeptuaginBitheal Eden is
referred to asEdeni and so indicates that this “Paradise” was a local worldis @lso
acts to raise the question, If Paradise Lost was a loc#i, ear paradise regained
following Christ’'s Second Advent also to be a local world? Inven®f this question, |
am neither sure nor dogmatic. But | think the teaching of Sceiod the Book of
Nature favours a local earth. TIME WILL TELL.

In broad terms this matter has already been discussed um¥ol, Part 1,
Chapter 4, “The Third of Seven Keys to understanding Gen. 1-11,” aethiensd,
“Will ‘the new heaven and new earth’ of the second Eden (Isa. 6622; R.:1) be
global or local?,”supra My conclusion there, based on such Scriptures as St. John
saying it will have “no more sea” (Rev. 21:1), i.e., major or large “sea” like the
Mediterranean Sea (though this does not preclude a smaller sganiike “the Sea of
Galilee,” Matt. 4:18); which then contrasts with Ezekiel referringrivers” that run into
“the sea” (Ezek. 47:6-12). And the fact that God has “a covemdrit “leviathan” the
crocodile, a carnivorous and dangerous creature, to “take him for a servant foweter
which he likes to “play” (Job 41:1,4,5); means that my expectatidraighiere will once
again be an out-of-bounds to man regioriTbé King's Royal Parklandbeyond New
Eden. Thus God’s covenant with the crocodile, implies that the out-of-béoimdan
region of theKing’'s Royal Parklandsvill have a compatible ecological system and so be
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more generally a world of carnivores and omnivores with death, li&eold out-of-
bounds regions of the first Eden that we know of from geology.

Of course, this will be very different to the segregated afethe local new
heavens and new earth that we who are redeemed are living upon, Wiergolf and
the lamb shall feed together, and the lion shall eat straw like the bullock; and dukséshall
the serpent’'s meat. They shall not hurt nor destroy in all my moluntain, saith the
Lord” (Isaiah 65:25; cf. Isaiah 11:6-9). The means of segregatiowt isnown to us for
either the old Eden or new Eden, but possibly as with the old Eden, angels may also act in
the new Eden as “Park Rangers” to ensure Edenic animals steymew Eden and non-
Edenic animals stay out (cf. Gen. 3:24). | understand that thisneaaheaven and new
earth of the New Eden will be somewhat larger than the old EdédmedPersian Gulf,
with its capital city being “new Jerusalem” (Rev. 21:2). Asalthe redeemed will
“come to worship” “the Lord” in “Jerusalem” (Isa. 66:20,22,23); and imsepf size,
while the matter is speculative, there could e.g., be threezanes i.e., east to west
about *24ths of the globe (and some uncertain north-south distance,) with a Sunday
Sabbath Service in Jerusalem of near groups at what they thiskdodm, further away
groups at what they think of as 10 am, and furthest away growugsaathey think of at
11 am on different time reckonings; we simply do not know. Bub,iftlsis may also
imply some kind of Sunday public transport system, although once algaimatter is
conjectural and others may have a different speculation.

It seems to me that the Book of Nature also supports this carclosia past
King’s Royal Parklandsevident in the revelations of the geological layers God has
made many worlds over millions upon millions upon billions and billionseafy. With
no man present, the issue of death is not in any sense connectedaondsGod has
repeatedly made worlds with carnivores and omnivores, and he atko anmaumber of
satyr beasts. He may well do so again. And given that thkeggolcanic earthquakes
and volcanoes play an important role in God’s creation for thikgssbil renewaf?, the
evidence is that God uses such methods, even if he may then redilber @ome of this
soil for the richer soil of old or new Edens, although any such reénéprocess model
is necessarily speculative and may be wrong. But thensgl@nt to remember is that
what Almighty God does in the King's Royal Parklandsall of his business, and none
of our business, unless he chooses to make it our businésssome limited extent he
has made it part of our business through what he has told us in ssabgsasas Job 41:1-
15; Ezek. 47:6-12; Rev. 21:4ypra

Thus | disagree with the sentiment and views of both young easttiorrists like
Kent Hovind, and old earth creationists like Hugh Ross (2000) on certamcEdatters.
Old earth creationist, Hugh Ross conceptualizes life outsidieeobld Eden in varying
shades of negativity, as being somehow incomplete. Thus he saglietle the perfect
creation, the new creation of Revelation 21, will replace the 'gegd’ [Gen. 1:31]

30 gee Part 2, Chapter 2, section b, “Teleology (Designgficse iii, “God

created ... the earth” (Gen. 1:1): Earth’s Solar Systsopta
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creation of Genesis 1 and Genesis 2. There's a much supestorcréhat’'s coming.
Yes it was good, ‘it was very goofsen. 1:31], but it was not perfett Thus in the first
place, on hiDay-Age SchooView of a global earth creation in the six creation days
(understood as long periods of time), he considers the creation vevagood’ but ...
not perfect.” And in the second place, he sees a global eartRdewcreation in Rev.
21 & 22 where Edenic conditions of e.g., no carnivores, no thorns, no thistlesathp de
exist planet-wid&".

Yet in a television dialogue, Hugh Ross was more positive about sigghicion
of carnivores and death outside the old Eden than was young earibnisgakKent
Hovind. Hovind said to Ross, “This is heresy ...., it makes me wonaer Have the
same God?” Hugh Ross asked, “Why are you charging me wigsy®r Hovind
replied, “If you have death before sin, you're saying, ‘This iswlg God made it.’
And when God looked at everything in Genesis 1:31, and ... said, ‘It'sgaog;’ |
don’t think it's very good for the zebra to have the lion tear his gut. ... It was ‘very
good’ when the animals were being eaten by each other? ... Yeueb&od originally
designed it for the herbivores to be eaten by the carnivore$®” which Hugh Ross
replied, “Correct.” Hovind then said, “To say there was death b&desn’s sin is
heresy in my opinion ..., which makes me worry, Are we taking about the same*#od?”

In reply to this, Ross, Bay-Age Schoolmarfollowed the same type of view one
finds among the old earth creation@lobal Earth “Lucifer's Flood” Gap Schoolmen
That is, he tried to keep a sin-death newhere there was no maand attribute it to the
fall of angels; although unlike th@lobal Earth “Lucifer’'s Flood” Gap SchoolmerRoss
tried to make the deatinticipatoryof their rebellion, which is, to say the least, a difficult
view to defend, and certainly not one that | would endorse. Hence &ds&Téhe Fall
did not take place in the Garden of Eden. It took place before angef®s of Eden.
Satan was the one that fell first, not Adanfsod knew ahead of time this was gonna’
happen... . God recognized that sin was gonna’ come into the world thiSatanand
he gave Satan permission to invade the Garden of Eden becausadi@abd’s purpose
to let Satan in, he didn’'t have to._And God set up the laws of ghiysiadvance to
efficiently deal with sinso we can be ushered into a new creation where there will be

31 The John Ankerberg Debate: Young-Earth Vs. Old-EdBMD, op. cit,
2000, DVD 2, Segment 6 (emphasis mine).

%2 bid. . On the unreasonableness of Hovind (Il Thess. 3:2), and his being in
the deadly sin of schismatic “heresies” (I Cor. 11:18,19; Gal. 5:20¢21Iméking this
type of allegation of old earth creationists being in “heresye’ ¥elume 1, Part 1,
Chapter 8, “The Seventh of Seven Keys to understanding Gen. 1-1lettainsc,
“Consideration of violations of the 3rd commandment, 9th commandment, and
propagation of schismatic heresies, by those who refuse to ‘cotiselerork of God’
(Eccl. 7:13),”supra
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different laws of physics.. . It's not just a restored creatigin Rev. 21 & 22], it's
brand new?>”

Thus on the one hand, young earth creationist, Hovind here goes well beyond
Scripture which only makes a sin-death nexus in man’s world in coanegith the
issues of spiritual death to men (Rom. 6:13; Eph. 2:1,5; Col. 2:13) and hmontadity
being connected to Adam’s primal sin (Gen. 2:17; Rom. 5:12; 8:18-23; | Cor. ]15:22)
although it is also clear that some animal death has regtdredman’s sin (Gen. 3:21;
4:4), and inside the World of Eden there were some curses on the grouns, ghal
animals (Gen. 3:14,17-19). Hovind would do well to humbly consider the words of Holy
Writ, “O man, who art thou that repliest against God? Shalhing formed say to him
that formed it, Why hast thou made me thus?” (Rom. 9:20). But orthke ltand, old
earth creationist, Ross, is also to some extent influenced &g thy@e of ideas since e.g.,
he considers the creation “was very good’ but ... not perfect;” and so he thinksvilhere
be a global earth new Eden creation in Rev. 21 & 22 in which Edenic corsdéxist
planet-wide. Hence | disagree with both of them, although mareghyr with Hovind
than Ross. | consider the type of planet that we see around us wittagarthquakes,
volcanoes, carnivores, wasps, etc., is all part of a perfediacrebut not one that man
was designed to live in. But God allowed man into it after Noalosd because due to
sin, the Edenic world that God created for man, had become very rkacthis wider
global world that man was not made to live in. Hence | expecwider global world of
the futureKing’s Royal Parklandgo be basically like this present glolmher than the
fact that there will be no men in just as the ol&ing’'s Royal Parklandsvas.

In Gen. 2:10-14 we are given known place names, with reference to “gadd”
“onyx stone” in the geological layers. Since the deep gembtayers under all these
areas are of the same general type as elsewhere on theagidbmust have been there
when Adam’s Eden was, it follows that thégnd their fossil fuel deposits) pre-date
Adam’s Eden. This is also harmonious with the presence of antediltpitah” (Gen.
6:14). Therefore one can use a combination of revelation and reaseastmably
conclude that the Biblical account does not conflict with the gesigliscoveries of
animal and plant death for hundreds of millions of years before Adaden. Physical
death isnot related to sin outside of man’s world; but certainly the sin-deaXusis
related to gospel issues of soteriology and is concerned puitual death to men (Rom.
6:13; Eph. 2:1,5; Col. 2:13) and human mortality (Rom. 5:12; 6:23; | Cor. 15:22) being
connected to Adam’s primal sin (Gen. 2:17; Rom. 5:12; 8:18-23; | Cdt2;1Article 9,
Anglican 39 Articles).

Thus there was nothing wrong with a world of death such asexsffore man’s
creation, or outside the World of Eden, since human beings were not part of those world
The worlds that God created on the earth before man’s existeneglingcthose which
after the creation of Adam continued to exist in the out-of-bounds toreggon beyond
the World of Eden in the King's Royal Parklands, were pernfechat they were self-

33 The John Ankerberg Debate: Young-Earth versus Old-E&¥D, op. cit,
(emphasis mine).
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contained ecological systems in which animals killed other asitoalive, but did not
overkill them to the point of extinction. These animals glorifiead ®y obeying his
laws (Job 38:39-41; 39:27-30). They could do no harm to the spirit beiets argl so
were not dangerous. But God made his creature of man a crefflesh and blood,
endangered by predatory animals, and in his unfallen state arinit(Gen. 1:29)
surrounded by gentle and harmless vegetarian animals (Gen. 1:30; rfreStied in
Isa. 11:6-9; 65:25). They are quite different worlds, and persons sk@nasiovind
have no business applying the conditions of the World of Eden to the glaiieularly
so now that we have the benefit of the revelations of the geological teebifthve come
to us from the 19th century on. | am thus again reminded of thenwisks of old earth
creationist Gap Schoolman, Thomas Chalmers, sometime Moderator Pretigyterian
Free Church of Scotlandvhen he said, “It is unmanly to blink the approach of light from
whatever quarter of observation it may fall upon us - and thesetatke best friends of
Christianity who feel either dislike or alarm, when the torcls@énce or the torch of
history is held to the Bible.” “We have no dread of any apprehenaldtict between
the doctrines of Scripture and the discoveries of science - peduss we are, that
whatever story the geologists of our day shall find to be engraven imotbme of
nature, it will only the more accredit that story which is gnaw® the volume of
revelatior?®".”

We live in an era where twisted and evil secularists have doicd tamage to
the Western World, especially, though certainly not exclusivelthenpost World War
Two (1939-1945) era. This includes perverted views of so called, “Anighés,” in
which e.g., in Australia, dolphin shows are now only permitted iee@sland (see 1971
photos ofMarineland Gold Coast, Queensland, from my boyhood, at Part 2, Chapter 4,
section ¢, subsection \8ppra®>), or in the United Kingdom, traditional fox hunting with
the fox’'n’hounds is now only permitted in Northern Ireland. Such foolisbopsrseek
to promote evil values which upon cross-application to God, would e.g., blasptemous
criticize him for the sporting use he sometimes makes of asifdab 40 & 41), and
likewise speak evil of e.g., dolphin trainers or godly men who enjdghway trained
dolphins at a dolphin show (Jas. 3:7Jhe condemnation to hell of such “revilers” (AV)
or “slanderers” (1662 BCP) of both God and godly men is j@is€or. 6:10)

Jehovah evidently likes to play with a creature like the crocodibk 41), or the
hippopotamus (Job 40:15-24). In a Theophany, he likes to take a sword rinitl ipto
a hippopotamus (Job 40:19), and then do with him as he will. No-oneagls#o this
with a hippopotamus with a sword and arm strong enough to so overpowpp@

34 Thomas ChalmerdNatural Theology1835; inChalmers’ WorksConstable,
Edinburgh, Scotland, UK, 1853, Vol. 1, pp. 247-8.

3% ThoughMarineland on the Gold Coast in Queensland has since closed, a

dolphin show can still be seen on the Queensland Gold Coast at Skéla \WW®he Gold
Coast refers to an area®f40 kilometres oc. 25 miles extending from Paradise Point in
Queensland down the Pacific Highway to Coolangatta on the Queenslan&digiv
Wales border. Inincludes e.g., The Spit and Surfers’ Paradise.)
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because God designed the hippopotamus for his pleastweh is the sport of the Lord
God Almighty! There is an implication from Job 38:7 that angels may somebmesr
perhaps always are permitted to, watch Almighty God as he s plith the
hippopotamus, or the crocodile whom he likes to “draw out ... with an hook,” and “put
an hook into his nose,” “or bore his jaw through with a thorn” (Job 41:1,2puld\God
allow some, or all, redeemed men to so watch him so play? Gméhband, | think
Rom. 5:12 requires that Eden was rigidly segregated from the oldf-bounds area
before the Fall, since if it were not, the presence of e.g., aingarnivores and
omnivores, or things dangerous to man such as earthquakes, tsunamis|candes,
could all too readily jeopardize man’s conditional immortality.ut Bn the other hand,
whether or not God would ever allow any redeemed men out is an op&omueSiven
that man is not designed by God to live in a world where thesacis deathl suspect
that he probably would either not allow any, or not allow many, redeemed men to s
observe himin The King’s Royal Parklandsso thatif perchance he did so alloany
redeemed men to so observe hinThe King’s Royal Parklands suspect it would only
bea relatively small select few who had powerful guardian angels to loekta&m and
keep them from harm’s way But | do not claim to know the answer to this question.
Quite frankly, 1 will be happy to thank God for being in the wonderful wevld of new
Eden, under the local new heaven and new earth inside the wider globe, mdnere
designed to be. “Let Israel” i.e., the Christian Church (Gal. 3:29; Heb. 8:10-it8)gc
Jer. 31:33,34), “hope in the Lord: for with the Lord there is mercg, with him is
plenteous redemption. And he shall redeem Idrasi all his iniquities” (Ps. 130:7,8).
“For the grace of God that bringeth salvation hath appeared toegili.e., both Jews
and Gentiles in the church which is now Israel (Gal. 3:29; 4:21-31)piny Saviour
Jesus Christ; who gave himself for us, that he might redeefromsall iniquity, and
purify unto himself a peculiar peopleealous of good works” (Titus 2:11,13,14).

And so what God does or does not do either with or without the presetiee of
holy angels in the out-of-bounds to man region of the King’s Royal Parklands is his
business. “Lord, my heart is not haughty, nor mine eyes lofty ... . |kedel,” i.e., the
Christian Church (Gal. 3:29; Heb. 8:10-13), “hope in the Lord from hencedadhor
ever” (Ps. 131:1,3). Nevertheless, it looks to me as though God morallyeakkows
holy angels to behold him at such play, and thus the warriorsa@@el. 12:7) would
have so watched their Lord and King at play. But while whethgrous Adamites
would ever be invited intdhe King's Royal Parklandso so watch the Lord play is
presently unclear, though | would be doubtful of this being something he dgneral
permitted, even ipossiblyhe did have some select number of such human spectators,
(and if so, such men would surely need guardian angels to physgocaigct them from
carnivores and other dangers there,) it is clear that Jehgdakiag with such creatures
reminds us in a miniature object lesson that he is a fearsomeoamdful God, indeed,
he is an Almighty God. For “the Lord is a man of war: thedlierhis name.” “Who is
like unto thee, O Lord, among the gods? Who is like thee, glorious in holiness, fearful i
praises, doing wonders?” (Exod. 15:3,11).

General Qualifications My understanding of bothhe King's Royal Parklands
outside of the original Eden, and the nkmg’s Royal Parklandsutside of the New
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Eden following the Second Advent, may be disputed by some of hoyfetligiously
conservative Protestant Christians. | do not claim infalliidtyd allow that | might be
wrong on this matter. But to me, this is the most naturaimgeof both the Divine
revelation and the Book of Nature, and so on the presently availabld thate this is
the most probable model for both the old Eden and new Eden. lditymatch
individual religiously conservative Protestant Christian must lotk these matters for
himself, and make up his own mind on what | admit can be difficultensatd fathom,
and in which, | repeat, | do not claim infallibility.“‘May God have mercy upon us and
guide us into all truth,” is my humble prayer “through Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen.”

(Chapter 20) b] Worlds 22 to 24. Will there be worlds 25 & 267

NEW EARTH AGE NEW EARTH AGE NEW EARTH AGE

World 22) Chi, (Greek / | World 23) Psi (Greek / | World 24) Omega (Greek
= Ch - as in Christ). Out-= Ps). / = 0O). New Edenic
of-bounds area of King'sNew Edenic World with World with “no sea” (Rev
Royal Parklands. The“no sea” (Rev. 21:1) during21:1) after the Millenniun
“rivers” (Ezek. 47:9) in the the Millennium (Rev. 21:1t (Rev. 21:7-15).
redeemed’s New Edeng).
shall “go into the seal
(Ezek. 47:8) and thus in}o

I

the out-of-bounds regio
(Ezek. 47:6-12); which sh
include the carnivorous
crocodile (Job 41:1,4).

?A NEW UNIVERSE AGE?

? A World Aleph (Hebrew = A)? & ? A World Beth (Hebrew = B)?

Jesus said, “Heaven and earth shall pass away” (Matt. 24:35; M&XK 18ke 21:33)
Does he mean the heaven and earth at the Second Advent (Il PeteB)3diRywed by
“the new heavens and the new earth” of the redeemed (Isa. 66:22)) e universe
will go on forever? If so, there will be no Worlds Aleph & Betl©r does Christ mean
by “Heaven and earth shall pass away” that the univers@mellday end? If the latter

then God will therefore transfer man to a new universe. On the basis of Job 41:1.,4 it wil

have this same World Aleph (inside-Eden) and World Beth (out-of-boundsdeut
region) distinction. Time will tell.
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In my opinion, the most likely model is that the nimg’s Royal Parklands.e.,
the non-Edenic out-of-bounds to man world of the New Earth Age, wil loeal world
on the area of the planet outside of New Edenic Worldand will be the twenty-second
world framed by the word of God. In the Holy Trinity, “God” “by l8s&n” “made the
worlds” (Heb. 1:2), and for the Son of God who says (in a different dynteam Alpha
and Omega, the beginning and the ending” (Rev. 1:8), this twenty-sewstttwill be
his World Chi(Greek / = Ch - as in Christ). The existence of the neMing’s Royal
Parklandsis harmonious with the character of God evident in previous wortdser
there was no man, and its contemporariness harmonious with the exist@he King's
Royal Parklandsvhen Eden was created in the area now under the waters dadrdienP
Gulf. Its existence in prophecy is seen in the fact thaewhe new Eden will have “no
... sea” (Rev. 21:1), yet inside of Eden shall be full of the knowleddleeokord, as the
waters cover the sea” (Isa. 11:9). And there will evidentlg sea outside of Eden in
the newKing’s Royal Parklandsfor we read of redeemed men with access to “the river”
which shall “go into the sea” of “salt” (Ezek. 47:7,8,11).

Moreover, the Lord has made “a covenant with” “leviathan” the aribe (Job
41:1,4), to “take him for a servant for ever.” This creatgre ihighly dangerous
carnivore (Job 41), although the Lord likes to “play with him as a bird”"(Job 41:5), e.g., he
sometimes will “put an hook into his nose” (Job 41:2); and this ferocmature goes
very quiet and compliant, because he responds to the fact that tter@haaweth nigh
unto him. The existence of this carnivore in the néwg's Royal Parklandghus
implies a world of some carnivores, and this conclusion is also temswith previous
“worlds ... framed by the word of God” (Heb. 11:3) in “the generatiof the heavens
and of the earth” (Gen. 2:4) which geologists can study in the BoNlkture, and which
consistently show carnivores and omnivores as part of the Lordiarre What the
Lord does in neviKing's Royal Parklandss all of his business, and none of our business,
unless he chooses to make something of it known unto us, such as he hassdome in
small measure in Scripture. The fact that fallen angeldevil-possess animals, and by
abuse, men (Matt. 8:28-34), may indicate that at least sorhermfwere used by God as
some kind of park rangers, and if so, at least some of them may again be sent fogh as “hi
ministers” (Heb. 1:7) in a park ranger capacity to keep ¢ggegation-line maintained
between that which is inside, and outside, of Eden. Man'’s concerpemthat goes on
in The New Edenic Worldhere there will be no volcanoes, earthquakes, carnivores, or
dangerous beasts; and the probable volcanoes, earthquakes, and carnivueeseof t
King’s Royal Parklandsis basically God's business, not ours, unless for his good
purposes, God chooses to make something more of it known to one or more of the
redeemed.

The New Edenic WorldTime of Second Advent till end of Millennium), of the
New Earth Age will be a local “new heaven and ... new earth” (Ré\.), and will be
the twenty-third world framed by the word of God. It willtl&sr just over 1,000 years
i.e., till just after the Millennium (first 1,000 years, Rev. 20:1-@)}t the end of this time,
there will be a cataclysmic end to the wicked, and a layaslofwhere “fire” will come
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“down from God out of Heaven” to devour “them” (Rev. 20:9) who have beeedrais
“the resurrection of damnation” (John 5:29) for the “unjust” (Acts 24:/&) shall rise
“to shame and everlasting contempt” (Dan. 12:2). Thus “the day o (Matt.
11:22,24; 1l Peter 2:9) is a “day” of about a thousand years (Ps. 9®dtelr 3:8) from
the “the resurrection of life” at its start till “the resegtion of damnation” at its end
(John 5:29). In the Holy Trinity, “God” “by his Son” “made the worldseb. 1:2), and
for the Son of God who says (in a different context), “I am Alphd @mega, the
beginning and the ending” (Rev. 1:8), this twenty-third world will be \Wiarld Psi
(Greek [/ =Ps). The Millennium which starts after Christ's SecGothing will be
enjoyed by all saints in “the resurrection of life” (John 5:29) ther “just” (Acts 24:15),
who shall rise to “everlasting life” (Dan. 12:2).

The New Edenic World(End of Millennium and for ever, or until end of
universe), of the New Earth Age will be a local “new heaven and ...azth” (Rev.
21:1), and will be the twenty-fourth world framed by the word of Go@lhough very
largely a continuation of the twenty-third world, in part becausallitwave in it the ash
of a cataclysm at the end of the Millennium that makes itewdifft for all time,
(something like the Holocene World was different, at least iy gae to extinctions at
the end of the Ice Age,) in part because the sin problem will havefipedly dealt with
by a final judgment, and in part because of the Biblical distinaf the Millennium, |
have divided this into a twenty-fourth world; although some may disagittethis
distinction, which | admit is an optional way to conceptualize theem& (If one was
to conceptualize these as twenty-three worlds rather than téantyvorlds, then this
could be done through reference to naming them after the twengylgiers of the Latin
alphabet.) “And when the thousand years are expired, Satan shadiskd out of his
prison, and shall go to deceive the nations which are in the fourerpaitthe earth”
(Rev. 20:7,8) i.e., those raised in “the resurrection of damnation” (John 5:29), and Lucifer
will “gather them together to battle” against “the belovég’c¢'of the saints” i.e., new
Jerusalem (Rev. 20:8,9; 21:2). But they will he “devoured” with “ftfeSm God out of
heaven” (Rev. 20:8,9), and given Final Judgment putting them into “helt’igH#he
lake of fire” (Rev. 20:12-15). In the Holy Trinity, “God” “by hiso8’ “made the
worlds” (Heb. 1:2), and for the Son of God who says (in a different conteam Alpha
and Omega, the beginning and the ending” (Rev. 1:8), this twenty-fourttd witlr be
hisWorld OmeggGreek / =0).

In the New Edenic Worldef both World 23 & World 24, the saints will have
bodily immortality restored to them as existed in the firstrEdeind in “the tree of life”
(Gen. 2:9; 3:22,23; Rev. 22:2); and once again the animals will be sargdgetarians

386 A similar discretion also exists at World 19 i.e., theefaWorld of Eden &
its derivative Greater Eden civilization in the area now undeP#rsian Gulf; since one
could e.g., argue that from the time of expansion after Noah’'s Floold be deemed
another world, and in one sense that would be correct, although thetectparal world
that the post-diluvians went into pre-existed this time. Thus $ewekof discretion on
how exactly these are numbered exists, whether at, for instdadd 19 or World 24.
But “the big picture” still remains the same, however one so numbers them.
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(Gen. 2:30), for “the wolf also shall dwell with the lamb, and #epard shall lie down
with the kid; and the calf and the young lion and the fatling togétteerd the lion shall
eat straw like the ox.” *“They shall not hurt nor destroy imall holy mountain” saith
the Lord, and “the” local “earth” of new Eden “shall be full of the knowledge of tind,
as the waters cover the sea” (Isa. 11:6,7,9). The Lord sagd(fferent context) in the
last chapter of the last Book of the Bible, “I am Alpha and Omégahéginning and the
end, the first and the last” (Rev. 22:13). And then St. John the Dovifidneologian
says, “Blessed are they that do his commandments, that thelganayight to the tree of
life, and may enter in through the gates into the city. For witlo&tdogs, and
sorcerers, and whoremongers, and murderers, and idolaters, and whimestheand
maketh a lie” (Rev. 22:14,15).

Will there be a World Aleph and World Beth in a new univerde®m uncertain
about this matter because both Scripture and Science are preseetiyto diverse
interpretations.  Jesus said, “Heaven and earth shall pass @Maty. 24:35; Mark
13:31; Luke 21:33). Does he mean the heaven and earth at the Second Advent a
opposed to “the new heavens and the new earth” of the redeemed (Isa.&@&122),the
universe with Worlds 23 & 24 will go on forever? If so, this is theaning of
Ecclesiastes 1:4, “the earth abideth forever;” and there wilbb&/orlds Aleph and Beth
in any new universe. Or does Christ mean by “Heaven and d&ailtlpass away” that
the universe will one day end? If so, will the planet eartss'@avay” (Matt. 24:35) in
some sense, but continue in some other sense; and so does Eccl. 1 fleamarth,”
that at Worlds Aleph and Beth God will transfer the planet eatththe new universe?
Or will the planet earth “pass away” (Matt. 24:35) from ergper se and so does Eccl.
1:4 means by “the earth,” that at Worlds Aleph and Beth the sulstdrtbe idea of a
home planet for man, called, “the earth,” is what “abideth for eveif?here is to one
day be a new universe, then it follows that to be faithful tophasnises, God will
therefore transfer man to a new universe. And on the basis of Joh #ill have this
same inside-Eden (World Aleph) and outside Eden out-of-bounds to man ¢{épod
Beth) distinction.

Science does not seem able to presently resolve this mitltier. e There are
many speculations about this matter. E.g., one double-conjestuf®mn the one hand,
the universe is an unbound system, then the universe’s expansion wibmassthat it
will eventually become a dark, cold, and virtually empty space. if Batthe other hand,
the universe is a bound system, at some point in the future the neagg-eontent of the
universe will come together, possibly changing some things in “achigez&’.” Has
God made an unbound or a bound universe? Is there some way foe $oiéest these
two hypotheses of an unbound universe or a bound universe? And thalsoavéther
speculations about the ultimate fate of the univ&fse Thereforethis universe may not

37 Cf. Encyclopaedia Britannica CD990p. cit, e.g., “The Cosmos:

Cosmological Models: Relativistic Cosmologies: The ultimate fate afitinerse.”

388 “Ultimate  fate of the universe,” Wikipedia (2013)

(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ultimate fate of the universe
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end Furthermore, God may perform some miracles to keep the saiverse going.

But if in fact the universe does end at some point in the future, then we cannot doubt that
God will create a new universe for his redeemed from mankihdo, then there will be

a World Aleph and World Beth. And if the present universe does end,rtteeder to
maintain his promises, God will therefore transfer man to a newersa which will
preserve his promises found in TRew Edenic Worlénd newKing’'s Royal Parklands
However, the issue of whether or not this universe will end, is phgsamy unclear to

this author.

The question of whether or not the universe will one day end, is thustopen
different interpretations of Scriptural passages; and it isepte/ an open question in
science. If the Lord tarries (Matt. 25:5), will science ong lda able to answer this
question in the time afore Christ’'s return? Even if science slo@sswer the question,
may if be wrong because if e.g., it concludes that by napnoalesses the universe will
end, this is actually wrong as at some point in the future Gagerilorm some miracles
to keep the same universe going? Will God tell us the answibrstif we ask him, at
any time after we arrive in heaven? Or will we who heeredeemed of the Lord have
to wait some millions or billions years of years to find out the answer?

... To be continued ... IN THE NEXT LIFE....

CHAPTER 21
Genesis 8-10 in Expressionistic Art.

What is known as “Impressionistic Art,” connecteith Monet (d. 1926) and Renoir
(d. 1919), is defined by certain features such #sllarange of colours, separate brush
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strokes, and light tonal’. This was followed by “Neo-Impressionist Art”.de George
Seurat, d. 1891, & Paul Signac, d. 1935); and ‘®sst-Impressionist Art” (e.g., Vincent
Van Gogh, d. 1890). Impressionism as seen in anet & Renoir, sought to reproduce
just the immediate overall impression that the ettbade on the artist, without much
attention to the detail. The Post-ImpressionistoA e.g., Vincent Van Gogh, was part of
the roots of Expressionist Art, (although its roots alsoridydward Munch & James Ensor,
between 1885-1900,) and was largely connected @&iman artists, although it includes
others from, for instance, Austria, Scandinavial Russia, and, for example, the French
Expressionist, George Rouault (d. 1958).

In Expressionism, the artist is not seeking to depiiject reality, but subjective
emotions and responses that are aroused in him fdgincebjects and events. An
expressionist artist may thus use exaggeration, distpaiehfantasy, so as to produce vivid
and jarring elements. But it is always highly jeagbve to the given artist. In connection
with its artistic roots, expressionism looks to egsive possibilities from diverse colours,
and also looks at emotional themes that might decliear, or horror; but it is also capable
of celebrating nature with a hallucinatory intepsitHence there is a departure from more
literal representations of nature, and more subggerspectives. It is this broad base that
interests me for the purposes of this Volume 1t PaChapter 21, rather than, for instance,
the details of its development in a second wavexpfessionists from about 1905 onwards
from Germany (Ernst Ludwig Kirchner’'s “The Bridgé&;ermanpDie Briickg.

On the one hand, there are elements in the genre of exprssaibvifand its spin-
offs in expressionist literature and poetry), that is in vanwangs, not of relevance to my
interests in this section. For instance, the issue of expnéststolouration is not part of
my immediate intere$t’. Thereforejt would be more accurate to say that the style of
artwork 1 am considering in this section has points of intersecting agmtewith such
impressionism. Some elements of Australian Aboriginal cartographical@kvare also
relevant, as their art is a form of stylized cartographwiich a map shows places of
relevance such as hunting grounds or water hol#ile the stylized cartography | am
looking at is different to this Aboriginal artwork, once again, it has poinistefsecting
agreement with it There are alssome points of intersecting agreement with The Three
Sisters in the Blue Mountains just outside of Sydney, New South Walealigumtd
The Twelve Apostles of Port Campbell, Victoria, Austraigen though no-one suggests
that these stone formations known as The Three Sisters or TheeTebstles were
deliberately carved. The following pictures shew my mothettyBGrace McGrath,
modestly dressed (in a shirt & blouse in 1956 or dress in 1980, “abobectsd-line and
below the knee”), in 1956 some four years before | was born in 1960, aa80rwhen |
was 20 (on a return trip | went with her on from Sydney to Melbournmayirblack
Peugeot 404, May 1980).

39 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD9®p. cit, “The History of Western Painting:
Modern: Origins in the 19th century: Impressionism;”

390 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD98p. cit, “Expressionism.”
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Above: Gavin's Mother at The Three Sisters, Blue Mountains, NSW, 1956.

Below: Gavin’s Mother at The Twelve Apostles, Port Campbell, Vic., 1980.

There are also somatersecting points of agreement with the style of artwork |
am considering in the carving into natural features of faces such as fouhd Mount
Rushmore National Memorial of South Dakota, USAhis contains four sculptures of
the four faces of four USA Presidents, each about 60 feet or X¥8stegh, and it has
been described as, “the largest work of art on &4rtkalthough | would say that such a
claim needs a qualification such as, “the largest man-made wark of earth,” since it
is thoroughly dwarfed by God’s great artworks.

391 “Mount Rushmore National Park — South Dakotathekican Park Network
(http://www.englisch-hilfen.de/en/texte/mount rushenbtn).
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i j 7
The faces of four USA Presidents (& their terms in office): Washington {1789
1797), Jefferson (1801-1809), Roosevelt (1933-1945), & Lincoln (1861-1865)
at Mount Rushmore National Memorial in South Dakota, E/8A

Though the style of artwork 1 am considering in this section bsiargarities
with all the above mentioned genre, it is not identical in italfform to any of them, and
might perhaps be called, “Cartographical ExpressionS8éicved Land Features Divine
Artwork.” | consider that my discovery of thesasha clear precedent in the revelations of
geology. Thus as with the revelations of geologyntb in the Book of Nature in
historically modern times, and referred to withoutchndetail in Gen. 2:4; Heb. 1:2; 11:3 in
the time-gaps of Gen. 1:1,2; so that man was neaya out and “speak to the earth, and it
shall teach thee” (Job 12:8), and when he did heemad discoveries; so too, these Divine
Artworks are such a discovery. As with the retietes of geology, these artistic treasures
from the Book of Nature can only be rightly undecst in reference to the Book of Divine
Revelation found in the infallible Holy Bible of ligiously conservative Protestant
Christianity. Thus | shall freely move betweeadh two books in my discussion of them.

In The Table of Nationsf Genesis 10, rainbow arc shapes are used as reinforcement
of the Rainbow Covenant and to help locate sitebhus “the sons of Ham; Cush, and
Mizraim [Egypt], and Phut” / “Put” (Gen. 10:6; | @mn. 1:8) form an arc starting in the
south with Cush, going up through Mizraim, and then weshtd PPut; and “Mizraim, and
Phut,” / “Put,” “and Canaan” (Gen. 10:6; | Chror8)Lform a second ark with Phut / Put in
the west, then Mizraim, then Canaan. The rainéwms of Ham look thus:

392 «“Mount Rushmore National Memorial South DakotiAtional Park Service,

USA Department of the Interior
(http://www.nps.gov/nr/travel/presidents/mount rushechtm).
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Above: The rainbow arcs of Ham (Gen. 10:6; | @htn8).

Then “the children” / “sons” “of Shem; Elam, angghur” (Gen. 10:22; | Chron.
1:17) form an arc from Elam in the south, up toylssin the north; and since on general
principles there is a second arc, it must be hé&mpHaxad, and Lud, and Aram” (Gen.
10:22; | Chron 1:17). Thus “Lud” can here be tifead as Semitic “Lod” (I Chron. 8:12),
and the arc appears to go through Ur on the negdttarcs near one another evident on
general principles when thieable of Nationss considered holistically. In further support
of which | note that Abraham was from “Ur of theaBlees” (Gen. 11:28) and clearly a
descendant of Arphaxad (Gen. 11:10,11). It ale&ddike “Ur of the Chaldees” in some
way etymologically took its name from “Arphaxad.” In Hebrew “Arphaxad” is

'Arpakashad/ . /#0 , and “Ur of the Chaldees” in Gen 11:28lsvr Kasdiym/ 12934

#( . Itis to be noted that if the vowelling andmioig is removed, and the first and third
letters of “Ur” are syncopated so as to remove thewowel pointer, we have just Aleph

(A) followed by Resh (R) in both instances i#.,; and then if the masculine plural noun
ending ofiym/ 12%s removed, and thaz// is dropped in some kind of abbreviation, we

are left in both instances witkSD /!5 . It thus looks to me as though “Ur of the
Chaldees” was in some way etymologically derivedmfr“Arphaxad.”  And more

generally, this means that a shortened form of hagad” in something like “Kasad¥4 )
gave rise to the name of “Chaldea” and the “Chaildéaso that they were an Arphaxad
group of Semites. Thus | think the Babylonians &ebrews shared both Shem and
Arphaxad as ancestors. Given that this is alsm@ious with the other matters | have
itemized,supra | thus consider the arc pattern helps to henetiigevhat would otherwise
be unknown. Thus on the one hand, “Arphaxad” [geeson, the son of Shem (Gen.
11:11,12) and so “Arphaxad” doast equate “Ur of the Chaldeepér se but on the other
hand, it looks like “Ur of the Chaldees” in someywetymologically took its name from
“Arphaxad” because it was populated by Arphaxaditeschvigvidently included both
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Sumerians and Hebrews. (Thus e.g., in the kingoobRimrod Sargon, Sargon’s daughter
was a heathen high-priestess of the pagan moorNgmahar, at U>) Thus the conclusion
of racial commonality between Sumerians, Babyloniamsl Hebrews, (as well as some
later racial diversity), also fits well with the Tower oftigh model discussed in the previous
Part 2, chapter 18upra The rainbow arcs of Shem look thus:
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We also find that this arc pattern echoing thelrawv arcs of the Noachic Rainbow
Covenant of Gen. 9, helps bring clarity to partshef Japhetic group. Thus “the sons of
Japheth; Gomer [Cimmerians], and Magog [Scythiaas§l Madai [Medes]’ form an arc
from Gomer in the west to Madai in the east; amtesion general principles there is a
second arc, it must be here “Javan [Greece], armlTIhebes], and Meschech [Greek
Macedonia], and Tiras [Thrace],” which starts ataba(Greece) in the south of Greece, and
goes up through Greece to the north and then &dst. rainbow arcs of Japheth look thus:

393 Berg'sTreasures in the Sand993),0p. cit, p. 24.
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But more than this, the Lord appears to have tggography to tell the story of
Noah’s three sons, Shem, Ham, and Japheth, and tligemportance of the blackening of
Ham, the Biblical focus on Canaan is complementedhieyBook of Nature focus on
Negroid Cush. Thus looking at the Mediterranean 8gartls West Asia, e.g., Israel, with
the wavy Mediterranean Sea matching the wavy Cawtasa of the light brown skinned
Semitic Mediterranean Caucasoid, Shem, let theereamhsider the following map of the
Eastern Mediterranean (left) and Noah'’s son, Shigynt).

Mediterranean Sea towards Asia (left) & Noah’s Saem (right).

And looking at the north coast of Africa from PHWRut in the west (Gen. 10:6; |
Chron. 1:8), and east to “Egypt” “in the land ofrifa(Pss. 105:23,27; 106:21,22) with the
black soil of Egypt, let the reader consider the followirapraf the North-East Africa in the
Eastern Mediterranean (left) and Noah’s son Ham dgat Cush (right).
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North-East Coast of Africa (left) & Noah’s Son Hamgat Cush (right).



1718

And looking at the west coast of “Tarshish” in BpéGen. 10:4), let the reader
consider the following map of the west coast ofisgaft) and Noah’s son, Japheth (right).

West Coast Spain of Europe (left) & Noah's sgohéth (right). Like
the wavy sea of the Atlantic Ocean above nortBgain, the white
skinned Caucasian Caucasoid Japheth with Camcasivy-hair.

We thus see that in the race creation of vari@aesal families forming nations
through Noah'’s three sons, the Lord “was having sartigtic fun” with topography that he
skillfully crafted over millions of years beforeeife was a man in his creation. But more
than this, the story of Noah and his three sonkess found, could not be understood
without the Bible aiding our understanding of theoB of Nature, and the presence of “the
Comforter, which is the Holy Ghost,” “which procegid from the Father” and the Son
(John 14:26; 15:26; cf. Acts 2:17,33). It is atéear from Gen. 9 & 10, that after Noah's
Flood, God extended man’s dominion mandate to tlobeglthrough reference to the
Noachic Rainbow Covenant. Therefore let us camgite following questions. Are there
any more rainbow arcs something like thosé@'ba Table of Natior’s Is there a picture of
Noah anywhere? Is there anything else in “the lmty@” of the globe in this art style?

But before looking at the detail of the globe, duMd remind the good Christian
reader (or anyone else looking at this work whootsanChristian, and who therefore needs
to repent of his sins and exercise saving faittregug Christ as Saviour and Lord, who died
in our place and for our sins at Calvary before risiggin the third day), that the northward
facing maps which we are so accustomed to, anskarein the effigy of Japhetyprg are
not the only type of map, as seen in the eastwardgaffigies of Shem and Harsupra
And indeed, it is entirely arbitrary whether one laanorthward facing map of the globe, or
a southern facing map of the globe. One is nghtt and the other “wrong,” they are
simply different perspectives of the same ovenraater reality.

Consider e.g., the following southward pointingonmaade in the 16th century, with
Africa in the centre of the following pictufé

394 “The Upsidedown Map Pagehtfp:/flourish.org/upsidedownmadp/ The

following three southward pointing maps are alsonftthis site; and later McArthur Maps.
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A 16th century southward facing map of Afrieaal

Let the reader also consider e.g., the followmgtlsward pointing maps.

The Van der Grinen Map. The Hobo-Dyer map.

The McArthur Map.
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| shall use this McArthur's Map as the standard naoayglfe purposes of this section.
Let the reader consider the following section of it

On the top right, at the area of Borneo, Indonemia Sarawak, Eastern Malaysia
one will see the face of Noah looking east, with a dove flyrtgr as she lands on a perch
(the Celebes). Behind him in the shape of armggSumatra and Java in Indonesia.  This
is The Noachic Lookout Rainbow GateNow look to at the centre middle. Note the ar
shape of the Bering Strait's (or Bering Sea’s) Aku Islands from Alaska, USA, to the
Russian Federation where it ends on a leaf-shapadldéamchatka Peninsula). Thigise
Plukt Olive Leaf Rainbow Gate The area of Papua New Guinea looks somethieg‘d
raven, which went forth” (Gen. 8:7). Thus when pagether,The Noachic Lookout
Rainbow Gateells the story of how “Noah” “sent forth a dove,” “buettiove found no rest
for the sole of her foot, and she returned to tkéwahere impliedly she did find a rest on a
perch for the sole of her foot. And then the preseof thePlukt Olive Leaf Rainbow Gate
points us to a later time after this, when NoahaiiaQ)“sent forth the dove” and she “came
in to him in the evening; and lo, in her mouth was an olivieplleskt off; so Noah knew that
the waters were abated from off the earth” (Ge$8810,11).

These Rainbow Gates are a compliment from the Bbbdlature to the rainbow arcs
in theTable of Nationgound in the Holy Biblesupra Both of these Rainbow Gates give
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extra information from the Book of Nature on the ridoloids and Australoids, as a
compliment to the relatively low level of informati given on them in the Divine
Revelation as found ifihe Table of Nationsf Genesis 10. Thd¥oachic Lookout Rainbow
Gate marks an area that was named by secularists adat¥al Line,” after the joint
founding father of the highly erroneomarwin-Wallace Theory of Natural Selectiaf
1858 (found in Darwin’€rigin of Species1859). The Wallace Line marks a transition
point for the distribution of a large number of raal species. Thus e.g., a number of
mammals, birds, and fish are found in abundancerenside of the Wallace Line, but
represented only in small numbers, or not at all, on ther side of it. We here see how on
the one hand, the ungodly can collect certain nadtieom the Book of Nature which is of
use to us; but on the other hand, how the ungodly, mnaided by the Spirit of God and the
Protestant Christian’s Bible, cannot possibly reagha the Book of Nature. Wallace’s
Line marks the end of East Asia with its Mongolmitabitants from Shem via Aram and
Mash (Gen. 10:22,23), and the start of Australagiiaits Australoid inhabitants from Shem
via Elam (Gen. 10:22), with Australia lawfully intiged since 1788 by the white
Caucasians as one fulfillment of the Gen. 9:27 rmendGod shall enlarge Japheth, and he
shall dwell in the tents of Shem.”

So too, thePlukt Olive Leaf Rainbow Gatghows a divide of animals and other
creatures in the New World of the Americas to th&t,eas opposed to the Old World of the
connected Asia to the west. We are told of tlswte of thePlukt Olive Leaf Rainbow
Gatewith rising sea-levels removing this land-bridge.i9,000 B.C., in the words of Holy
Scripture, “And unto Eber were born two sons: the name of one was Peleq: for in his days
was the earth dividedand his brother's name was Joktan” (Gen. 10:25).  Within the
human primary race, there is also a dividing of M@ngoloid secondary race which has
five tertiary races (and other quaternary racesetimuic races), so that the black and straight
haired with medium prognathism, brown eyed and brekinned Mongoloids can be seen
to divide on each side of this Rainbow Gate. H® west are three Mongoloid tertiary
races: firstly (without now considering relevant iguaary races), the Mongolians of north-
east Asialflale facial & body hair slight; Headsize: broadNose:medium;Eyes slanty
shaped;Stature: below average) e.g., such ethnic groups as: Mongolians, Chinese,
Koreans, and Japanese. Secondly, the Malaysians of South-Easinddiae Malay
Archipelago Male facial & body hair slight; Head size:medium to broadNose:
medium width noses that are slightly concave with a depressedSiantdark brown;
Stature:below average); and thirdly, the Ainu of north Japdead sizenarrow;Nose:
medium; Prognathism medium; Skin: light brown; Stature: medium; though they have
some features more in common with Caucasian Caucastedst Hair wavy & black;
Male facial & body hair: abundant;Eyes variable, usually brown but occasionally
greenish). That this Rainbow Gate was once opened in testfigyg the presence on
both sides of it of one Mongoloid tertiary race, namely the Eskinfdaoth-East Asia
and the North American Arctidale facial & body hair slight; Headsize: often narrow;
Nose: narrow; Skin light brown; Eyes slanty shapedStature: below averageQther:
long fattish face and prominent cheekbones). And then on the easterof $ide
Rainbow Gate is another Mongoloid tertiary race: the Redindf the AmericasMale
facial & body hair variable;Head sizevariable;Nose medium;Eyes brown; Skin light
to medium red - meaning brown; Statumeedium to tallOther. Usually have slight male
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facial and body hair but they have more male facial hair on na#t-@oast, northern
California, & southern Chile.) In the fullness of time, the Ndkmerican Continent
was settled by white Caucasians who were mainly Protestantse fulfillment of the
Gen. 9:27 mandate, “God shall enlarge Japhethhastiall dwell in the tents of Shem.”

It is important to remember thaartographical Expressionistic Carved Land
Features Divine Artworks a form of expressionism; and that in expressmoriige artwork
is not seeking to depict object reality, but sutbyecemotions and responses that are aroused
by certain objects and events. Thus any expreskiarist may use exaggeration,
distortion, and fantasy, so as to produce vivid anchgelements. Hence e.g., the fact that
the eastern part of Papua and New Guisesbomething like a bird flying offs enough to
arouse emotions and ideas that represent a “rdly@mj off (Gen. 8:7), and it would be a
distortion of theCartographical Expressionistic Carved Land Featulisine Art Form
genre to look too closely at the topographicaluesst hereor anywhere elsen a desire to
seek something more like a photograpBoth here and elsewhetteis a broader formwvith
artistic licenseone is looking at in this genre. Thtia person were to allegedly “critique”
the images | isolate in this section on the bdsi the topographical features | isolate do
not more closely match to an exact photographie tyfpeither the landforms or what | say
they represent, then such a person would be makirass out of himself That is because
contrary to what such a donkey may think, in thisrgehe landforms and images are in an
expressionistic art form, and so relate to emotiand responses that are evoked in
understanding Noah’s Flood and its global messadénaplications for man.

We have a clear warrant in Scripture for furtheoking for Cartographical
Expressionistic Carved Land Features Divine Art leemwhich we find in the Noachic
Rainbow Gate andPlukt Olive Leaf Rainbow Gatén the Biblical precedents from the
Table of Nationgind associated topography of those arcs and tbe ¢ddNoah'’s three sons
(in which Noah’s descendant of Cush is so designhatethe “son” to represent Ham).
However,the Noachic Rainbow Gate uses the dove and the ramdthis in turnresults in
the question, Should we look for other animalitseems to me that we reasonably may do
so, since the dominion mandate of man after NodbdHs global in Gen. 9 & 10, and we
have already found two Rainbow Gates by this manmkich compliment the Rainbow
Gate at the Zagros Mountains in the Ararat-Zagrasifthin Range where Noah's Ark
landed. In looking at this matter, the idea $e#ms to emerge is that there is a sense in
which the planet earth is “a global ark.” Thuslenman’s expanded dominion mandate
from a local earth of Eden (Gen. 1:26; 2:10-14ntglobal earth in Gen. 9 & 10, found
contextually in the words, “And God blessed Noah hisdsons, and said unto them, Be
fruitful, and multiply, and replenish the earth’d@ 9:1), and “be ye fruitful, and multiply;
bring forth abundantly in the earth, and multiplergin” (Gen. 9:7); the message of the
below Cartographical Expressionistic Carved Land FeatuBagine Art Forms s that we
are to care for, and look after, all the creatufebeearth in this Global Ark, just like Noah
looked after some lesser number of local earthtwres in Noah’s Ark. Thus one is not
here limited to animals that were found on Noahtk, Aince this isnot Noah's Ark, but
rather “a global ark” formed after Noah’s Flood.
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However, while | consider this “big message” isatl from the Book of Nature
understood with reference to the Book of Divine &ation, there is some level of
uncertainty in mind as to how to always interpregiven landform. This is to some extent
related to the lack of photographic clarity of thepressionistic art form being used, couple
with my own imperfections and failings as a sinful, fallean, with limited comprehension
and understanding. In particular, | have leftroffee question of how to best interpret the
protrusions of India and South-East Asi#ra. But for all that, in addition to the two
animals already isolated in connection wiitie Noachic Lookout Rainbow Gatamely, 1)
the dove, and 2) the raven, | have here especsalligted a further eight land or air animals
(for these purposes | am not counting the fish in the moutb.dfO the duck), to wit, 3) the
cat, 4) the ostrich, 5) the wolf, 6) either zebtilear the Bengal tiger, 7) the lizard, 8) the
moose, 9) the gorilla, and 10) the duck. It maypbssible to isolate more, for instance, |
ask a question about a possible “Greenland tuitléd. But | leave it at ten as this acts to
make “the big point,” and so these are then selestin order to havene for each of the
Ten Commandment$ Exodus 20 and Deuteronomy 5.

In doing so, | remind the reader that the Holy Decaloguesdinghe first instance
in connection with justification by faitlin minute detail for the conviction of sin, in orde
bring men to repentance and saving faith in ChaistSaviour and Lord, who died in our
place and for our sins when he hung on a crosslatfy, before rising again the third day,
ascending into heaven, and sitting at the rightlfedrGod the Father where he ever liveth to
intercede for us, and from whence he shall coménagajudge the quick and the dead
(Matt. 19:16-22; | Tim. 1:9-11). In this connection itlsocaused on the Day of Judgement;
and whereas the believer stands in Christ's imptitgdeousness of perfect obedience to
God'’s holy law, the unbeliever stands in his ovghteéousness as judged by the just and
perfect standards of The Ten Commandments (Rom. 1 & 2;1Re\A). The Decalogue is
used inthe second instanaa connection with sanctification of the believer,holiness of
living (Matt. 5:21-24; James 2:10-12; 4:1-8). Amdthe third instancehe Decalogue
should be used at a lesser general level of sbtagtaunder The Establishment Principle
(Isa. 49:22,23), wherefore “kings” and “judges of the éamth, all temporal rulers, are told,
“Be ye wise now therefore,” and “be instructed;efige the Lord with fear, and rejoice in
trembling.  Kiss the Son, lest he be angry, angerish from the way, when his wrath is
kindled but a little. Blessed are all they that feir trust in him” (Ps. 2:10-12).

Thus let the good Christian reader consider tHeviahg images and questions of
various creatures, which together with the doveramdn, give us 10 land and air animals.
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A springing cat.

Canst thou see Australia
“the land of the springing cat*?

A Bengal Cat ready to pounce.

395

“Springing Cat

(http://www.castirononline.com/view_photos.php?itdm8&photo=1177846166&categor

y=4&page=4&viewr); &A Bengal Cat ready to pounce
(http://www.dreamstime.com/stock-photos-yellow-czdey-to-pounce-

image2338533
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A female ostrich incubating eggs An ostrich sgton the ground
in a ground nest in Tanzaria at Kaliningrad zoo, Russiy.

Canst thou see the ostrich of South America?

Canst thou see the see wolf's head of North Am®rica
(Is that a Greenland turtle crawling towards théf®o

Wolf's Head. Wolf's Heatf®

396 «Ostrich,” Wikipedia(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ostrich

397 «Ostrich sitting on the groundhftp://www.dreamstime.com/royalty-free-stock-
photography-ostrich-sitting-ground-kaliningrad-zogage35554297

398 “wolf's Head” (ttp://s1l3nc.deviantart.com/art/wolfs-head-151 6051




1726

Is India a zebu cattle hump, and South-East Asia (Vietnam tdaihdas
Burma) a closer zebu horn, and the area going up to Malaysia arfastay
horn? Is the Caspian sea a zebu leg? Is this the zelauatattdia, or is it
something else? E.g., should one detach the area going up tosidaday
regard it as part of the Noachic Lookout Gate, and instead hete/gesars, and

the fact of e.g., a Bengal tiger?

Above: The Zebu cattle of Indi&.

Above: The Bengal Tiger of e.g., West Bengahitia'®

39 Zebu Http://www.walpapershddownload.com/zebu-wallpaperél Zebu cattle
(http://www.123rf.com/stock-photo/zebu.hjml

490 pyggal, D., “Crouching Tigers, Hidden Dangers,” “The South-Asian.com”
April 2001  (ttp://www.the-south-asian.com/april2001/Royal%20Bengal%20Tiger-
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Canst thou see the lizard whose body is the RuBsideration, with
Asia Minor his left leg & Scandinavia his right feg

European lizard. Central bearded atrdigard®*

Canst thou see the Moose’s Head of Europe, wétlatilers of Italy and Spain?

Europe Moo%é

Endangered.htjn & “Bengal Tiger Wallpapers”
(http://momostyllables.blogspot.com.au/2012/08/bengal-tiger-wallpapers.html

401 “European Green Lizard,”  Wikipedia
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/European_green_lizard& Central bearded dragon in
“Lizard,” Wikipedia(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Lizaryl

402 Moose lttp://www.krykiet.com/polish_wildlife.ht) & “Moose,” Wikipedia
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mooge
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Canst thou see the Gorilla of Africa?

Gorilla*®

Dost thou see the Duck of Antarctica with a fisits mouth?

Antarctica. Duck with fish in its mouth.

Duck with fish in its moutf".

403 Gorilla (ttp://a-z-animals.com/animals/eastern-goijill& African Ape

(http://photography.nationalgeographic.com/photography/photo-of-the-daisibker
gorilla-leaves-africg/
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Behold now this map of the globe. Dost thouleachic Lookout Rainbow G&te
Canst thou behold thelukt Olive Leaf Rainbow G&te On the global ark for which we
must care with our post-flood global earth dominmandate, canst thou see, for example,
the springing cat of Australia? The ostrich otiloAmerica? The wolf's head of North
America? The lizard of the Russian Federation@ants of Europe? The moose’s head of
parts of Europe? Or the gorilla’s head of Africa?

But good Christian, thou must open thy Bible tareaf theArarat Rainbow Gate
and only with an open Bible canst thou e’er (= puaderstand aright the Book of Nature.
Praise God for the Open Bible of religiously consgive Protestant Christianity! Praise
God for the sharp’n’strong two-edged sword (Hell2}:of the Authorized King James
Bible!

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 this Part 2, Chapter 21, is clearly consistent withwénaould expect from
Guideline 1 “The fear of the Lord is the beginning of knowledge’ (Prov. 1:7) and

404 Duck with fish in mount
(http://www.texaskayakfisherman.com/forum/viewtopppf=14&t=174755&view=previ

ous.
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‘wisdom’ (Ps. 111:10). Though by God’s common grace which is not untctiealva
man may discern that there is a Creator of the universel@dbl0; Ps. 19:1; Rom.
1:18-32); a man must by God’'s grace, humbly put himself under the aytbbod’s
infallible Word, the Holy Bible of religiously conservative Prosest Christianity (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 beyfame in an antisupernatural
secularist paradigm, are to be rejected who would have Christiartanie ‘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 othense. For suchlike is a God
dishonouring ‘science falsely so called’ (I Tim. 6:21), to be abhoafeall good
Christian men.”



