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WHY THIS IS WRITTEN

About 350 BC, the Greek philosopher Aristotle ciesd the
spider as having six legs. And for the next 20 geees$ everyone
believed the spider had six legs. No one even bethi® count.
After all, who would dare challenge the great Ari&?

Well, along came Lamarck (1744-1829), the outstagdiologist
and naturalist. He carefully counted the legs efdpider. And
guess how many legs he counted? Exactly eightiniyté that
had been taught for centuries was destroyed bectaumsarck
bothered to count.

Myths are easily accepted as truth if they have la@eund for a
time.

We are about to shatter a myth. And | invite yoanglfor the trip.

HERE'S SOME STARTLING
NEWS FOR YOU

What you are about to discover may shock you. i areger you.
Or you may be relieved that you did not fall inte trap.

It was not easy for me to prepare this report aardeanames.
Especially after endorsing something for so long.



Please tell me. If you suddenly discovered thatetbimg you
were passing on to others was a hoax, what wouttde
honourable thing to do?

Yes, you know the answer to that. After all, yowd&o look at
yourself in the mirror tomorrow, don’t you?

Okay, | have some startling news for you.

And why do | bother? Because | don't like documemasipulated
to promote false claims.

* Suppose | was a lawyer. Wouldn't | be pssienally
obligated to inform you if someone wasimgivyou bad
legal advice?

* If | were a building inspector, wouldnowe you the truth if
| knew the house you were about to purelnasl termite-
weakened foundations?

* If | was an accountant, wouldn’t you expawt to advise you
if a neighbor's tax advice could put yoyaiil?

Okay, I'm none of those things, but I'm trying toade the same
service in my areas of expertise.

Increasingly, people ask me about Planet X, theniaki and the
Nephilim. Did extraterrestrials from a distant pdacalled Nibiru
(Planet X) come to earth and crossbreed with creatoere? And
does Nibiru’s orbit bring it into our solar systawvery 3,600
years? (It's coming soon, we're told!)

Among today’s many confusing claims, how can oft€att from
fiction? That's an important question.

Here is my answer: Test everythiri@emand solid evidence
Because many self-proclaimed scholars are out,thdre either



(a) don’t understand their topic, or
(b) are faking data.

Why is this occurring? Here are three reasonst{imre are more):

1. Some writers know that if they can catch publiematibn
with a sensational theory, they can become vely fibey
are not necessarily malicious. It's just that thewe for
money or fame is greater than their love for trdtrst put out
a sensational story and you get peoples’ attentiery
simple.

2. Some others are just plain mischievous. These amwish
to confuse and deceive the public. It puts them Gigh to
successfully prey on unsuspecting, gullible persons

3. Another may mull over an idea that takes his fatiogn toy
with it until he becomes convinced it might be trager
some sloppy research, with half the truth in hisdsa he
reaches a wrong conclusion — and then goes public.

These may all be brilliant intellectuals. But tivstftwo have an
honesty problem. The third is simply naive.

Now, what about this Planet X story? Here, nownysanswer: |
shall not judge the motive of the man who inveritesl theory...
but the truth is, WE'VE BEEN HAD!
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1

SUDDEN APPEARANCE

It's the kind of story you might want to believe.cArtain popular
writer, describing himself as an expert on ancierts, tells us that
far out in our solar system, beyond the planetdPiere is an
outer planet called Nibiru.

The story goes that Nibiru was populated by a liaptsuper race.
Those extraterrestrials were known as Annunaki.

The Anunnakis’ own planet was dying. So the Anumnicakne to
Planet Earth to attempt a rescue of their planat. gold on Planet
Earth was needed to create a shield for preseNibigu’s
dwindling atmosphere.

One can actually feel sorry for the Anunnaki.

Fortunately, this Planet Nibiru, in its orbit, camiese to Planet
Earth.

A group of 50 astronauts from Nibiru, with theiatker called

Enki, splashed down in the waters of the Persiali Game
Anunnaki were sent to mine gold in Africa. When to#g became
unbearable, Enki ‘created’ ‘primitive workers’ byiximg the genes
of male Anunnaki with the eggs of early female howorls, to
bring aboutHomo sapiens you and me.
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This sudden impetus given to our “evolution” exptahow the
Sumerian civilization sprang up suddenly, fully dmped, with no
evidence of a primitive beginniniyou can credit these
extraterrestrials for jump-starting it, says thogplar writer.

And oh yes, there’s something else. The orbit dfifdi(also
labelled Planet X by some) brings it into our salgstem every
3,600 years. It will return to Planet Earth vergiso

Well, doesn’t that awaken your interest?

In any case, this gentleman, whom we shall calBMassures us
that this is what the clay tablets say. And th@ddias been
heavily promoted by him.

In contrast to the airy speculation of von Danickdn S claims to
be a scholar. He graduated in economics. Buldims to be an
expert in ancient Sumerian texts and Hebrew.

HE HAS THESE THINGS RIGHT

From my years of independent research, | knewddiam that Mr
S did have some things correct — one of which Wwasthe
Sumerian culture began suddenly, fully developeath no
evidence of a primitive beginning.

As you know, we are told these days that our farebwere
primitive. Talk of high technology in the ancienbrd is rare.

For this reason, | felt a measure of rapport with91So my
customary cautious approach softened toward hind. |Ahd enjoy
reading his books. So I let down my guard justtkelto give those
“facts” in his books due respect — in particulae tlaimedact
that certain ancient texts existed to back up tmig/sAccepting his
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claim also to be a responsible scholar, | wentaas$ to quote him
a couple of times in my bodBead Men’s Secrets

As | said, Mr S did have a number of things right:

1. That a Global Flood had devastated the wortthiénpast.

(See the evidence for that event in my bSakprise Witnesy

2. That there was a civilization after the Floodttstarted in

Mesopotamia, from descendants of the Floodisony.,
(See the archaeological evidence in my bboé& Corpse Came Back.)

3. That Sumerian civilization started at a highelev(Seedead
Men’s Secretshapter 2.)

4. And, of course, that such an advanced earlNizawion
needs explaining.

Also, | had no problem with his belief in anothéaet beyond
Pluto. In fact, on August 1, 2005, scientists amuoed they had
discovered one, unofficially called 2003 UB313.alsout 3,218
kilometers across, it is bigger than Pluto. Bus is notthe planet
Nibiru Mr S is talking about. For one thing, it doet have the
orbit he describes.

“‘SUDDEN" APPEARANCE

Now, getting back to the Sumerians: Yes, Sumernatization
did appear suddenly, unexpected and out of nowlenmaeria
sprang into existence already fully developed t isyavithout
transition from a primitive state, with a fantasgady-made high
society.
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In the remotest period of which there are recoBdsneria shows a
level of civilization which is, according to the paar view of
history, inexplicable. It sounds crazy | know, [iig a fact!

H. Frankfort (Tell Ugair) called it “astonishingPierre Amiet
(Elam) termed it “extraordinary.” A. Parrot (SumedBscribed it as
“a flame which blazed up so suddenly.” Leo Oppemh@incient
Mesopotamiastressed “the astonishingly short period” within
which the civilization had arisen. Joseph Camp@éie Masks of
God) summed it up this way: “With stunning abruptnesghere
appears in this little Sumerian mud garden. . whele cultural
syndrome that has since constituted the germinabfiall the

high civilizations of the world.”

HOW WAS THIS POSSIBLE?

You ask, how could such a society suddenly sprmgatithe top,
not at the bottom .just like that?

Mr S to the rescue. Citing the above authors irbbisk The
Twelfth Plane{(p.49), he proposed that the reason ancient
Sumerian culture was able to spring up suddenlypboowhere —
was because of aliens from outer space.

Ah, that’s the secret! The advanced knowledge visgengo the
Sumerians by extraterrestrials, he says. And hdiitks them as
the Anunnaki gods spoken about in Sumero-Mesopatami
mythology.

You ask, how does Mr S know that? Welk on the Sumerian
ancient clay tabletshe informs us.
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MR S: “IT'S ON THE
SUMERIAN TABLETS -

You have to admit, an argument appealing to anciayttablets
does sound rather scholarly.

Oh well, by now you must have guessed who Mr Sad, might as
well name him.

But | shall make it absolutely clear that whatdalk is not about
the man. It's about the subject. | have no problath Zecharia
Sitchin as a person. He’s probably quite a nice guy

For a number of years | assumed that his story asabe claimed,
in the Sumerian records. After all, you just dondke up such
things, do you?

But then something happened...
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2

| WRITE TO
THE NIBIRU MAN

Over a period of time | had been receiving emailgray about

Planet Nibiru (Planet X)

The Anunnaki

The Nephilim

The 3,600 year orbit of this planet, which is daidbring
destruction each time its passes close the earth.

So | felt an increasing obligation to dig deeper.

Well, | was checking carefully through the stonndtan irritating
anomaly cropped up. Assuming this story were tsueh a misfit
piece made no sense. It should not exist!

Naturally, this bothered me. Shrug it off as alated problem?
Perhaps. But it cried out to be resolved.

However, pursuing the matter was not so easy. éeuy another
Inconsistency surfaced.... then another... and anotleehe® It
was not just one, but a growing procession of them.
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That's when it dawned on me that the problem mighhot with
the inconsistencies, but with Mr Sitchin’s story.

1. ThAnunnaki come from the planet Nibiru or a
12th planet (or any planet). How d® kmow? According
to our friend, it's in the Sumeriaxts.

PROBLEM: Search, seagrid search, it was
absolutdlypossible to fincdeven onesuch
Sumerian text!

2 Nibiru is a planet beyond Pluto. How do we know?
According to our friend, the Sumeriarts say so.

PROBLEM: Again, | codidd not one single
Sumerian text that sags

3. This planet Nibiru cycles through sofar system
every 3600 yearsHow do we knowAccording to Mr
Sitchin, the Sumerian texts say this.

PROBLEM: But try as améyht, no such
Sumerian textsuld be found! Not anywhere!

Search as one might, the Sumerian texts displaykstr@ssing
habit ofnot being there Was the problem with me?

As | scratched my head over this, a few more awkvgalestions
began to nag at me:

Why did Mr Sitchin claim that the biblical pre-Fldo
“sons of God” who married the “daughters of men’reve
called 'nephilim” — when the Genesis text sadmething
very different?
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Why did Mr Sitchin say thatrfephilim” means people of
the fiery rockets”and also those who came down from
heaven”?— when, in the Hebrew language, the word
“nephilin’ meant nothing like this.

Why did many of Mr Sitchin’s vitairanslationsof
Sumerian and Mesopotamian wordgfer so muchfrom
Mesopotamian cuneiform bilingual dictionaries?

Why... why... why? Here was a whole mass of questions now
crying out for an answer. Well, what would you do?

FACTS ABOVE THEORIES

You should understand something here. Experient®@im line
archaeology teaches one that facts must alwaysideeheories.
If a theory says yes, but the discovered factsxsayhen the
theory is wrong. That is plain common sense.

In an investigation, there may be hundreds of metion bits to
consider. One starts out imagining a scenariowingn all the
facts are in, the final picture may turn out todogte different.

Let’s say you have hundreds of torn up bits of rmaper scattered
over the table, and you want to fit them togetbdotm a page.
But after working for hours, you discover the p®de not fit.

Well, that's where | was with the many pieces twl8n’s theory.
They just did not fit.

So what would you do? What better than to ask tae who gave
us the pieces? So | sat down and wrote to ZecBahin, asking
him to help me clarify these matters. Surely he i/cubstantiate
his story better than anyone. Perhaps he had sonatevailable
to the rest of the world? Here is my letter:
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With Mr Sitchin’s help, this bothersome matter abaurely be
resolved.

| waited... and waited...
Seven weeks passed...

| recall vividly that Tuesday morning at the Tharnpest office.
My heart was thumping heavily as | tore open the=tpe. And
there, inside, was a photocopy of my letter, withQitchin’s few
brief notes scribbled over it.

Now all would be clarified. | read on:

MY QUESTION NUMBER 1 WAS:I notice you translate
“nephilint as “people of the fiery rockétand also those who
came down from heavé(as closely as | remember the wording)
Could you please explain how this is arrived aigishe rules of
Hebrew morphology? Where do you get your understgnithat
"naphal has to do with fire or rocketda what ancient textdoes
naphalhave to do with fire or rockets?

SITCHIN'S COMPLETE RESPONSE: The Sumerian terms DIN
and GUR - people of the fiery rockétsAnunnaki - “those who
came down from heavénFull stop.

MY COMMENT: But, Mr S, did you see my questiomhich
ancient text?

MY QUESTION 2:Which Sumerian texssays that the Anunnaki
come from the planet Nibiru - or have a connectmNibiru, a
12th planet, or some other planet? Also that Nilsra planet
beyond Pluto?

SITCHIN’'S RESPONSE: Have you not read my books##.S
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COMMENT: Indeed, | had read his books. But my guoeswas,
where is the ancient texhat says these things?

Okay, | had to be totally fair, so | referred Sitch response to
linguistic expert Michael S. Heiser, who earnedMis. and
Ph.D. in Hebrew Bible and Semitic Languages attheersity of
Wisconsin-Madison.

DR HEISER’S RESPONSE: “Nice answer: ‘it's in myoke.” My
point precisely. It'sn his books, but not in the Sumerian texts

MY QUESTION 3 TO MR SITCHIN WAS: Why do many of
your important word meanings or translations of 8uam and
Mesopotamian wordsliffer so muchfrom Mesopotamian
cuneiform bilingual dictionaries?

SITCHIN'S RESPONSE: They do? Give a couple of exasip

Our friend Mr S sounded surprised. But he had trdewn the
challenge. So that was the direction now to go.

You ask, why must | pursue this? Two reasons:

1. Millions of well-meaning people had taken his theon
board. Whole lots of people were staking theirdiveand
even basing their whole world view - on Mr S’s myii¢y.

2. | was responsible for having quoted this dear nzaa a

source. In my bookead Men’s Secretshad cited Sitchin
as a knowledgeable authority concerning the Sumgria

WHAT YOU SHOULD KNOW
ABOUT THE SUMERIAN TEXTS

It was obvious, now, that my research must contimitieout the
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requested help from Mr Sitchin.
So just where were those elusive Sumerian texts?

With the assistance of Dr Heiser, | was able tokiidown where
the Sumerian texts could be foundl-of them In fact, these texts
are now readily available to us. (And | shall ssbow you where
to access them yourself — every single one of them.

HIGHLY CIVILIZED CULTURES

Anyway, as you may already know (my bdok&ad Men’s Secrets
is full of it), the ancient races, including the Sumerians, had an
advanced knowledge of astronomy, geography, mezl el
virtually all the sciences.

BUT NOT CAREFUL WITH HISTORY

But did you know about the strange paradox in the&ian
culture?

You see, the Sumerians were an entirely practieaple, withno
urge to search for truth for its own sak& hey sought for no
underlying principles, and undertook no experiménts

Verification.(Samuel M. Kramer-rom the Tablets of Sumendian Hills: Falcon’s Wing
Press, 1956, pp. xviii, 6, 32, 58, 59)

Their mathematics arose out opractical needthat is, business
records and transactions. Their astronomy dwait with the
visible— that which, in their thinkingnight have a practical effect
on their everyday life.

(Please bear this last statement in mind, bechisest
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tremendously important. It will have a crucial begron what we
shall discover in a later chapter about Nibiru.)

For the Sumerians, keeping a strict record of theginnings was
not a practical need. So when it comehistory, much in the
Sumerian texts is what we might find todseelessclumsy and
crude

In essence, they overlaid their history — rattiey reshaped it —
with their religious speculations and teachings.

The truth for its own sake, as an intellectualdtga, wasot of
greatest prioritylt is important to understand thiswhen
considering the history that they handed down.

You don’t believe me3ust ask the world’s most careful and
eminent archaeologists. They will confirm to yoatthcompared,
for example, to the Hebrew, the Sumerian textadragmented,
ambiguous and grotesque version of events. Theyaogiously
unreliable.

In the face of this warning, a sneaking suspici@ptover me that
similarly, Sitchin’s Sumerian “Nibiru” text, if lauld track it
down, might turn out to be not much better thamark of

fiction.” (See my bookJFO Aliens: The Deadly Secret. 283)

However, even with this caveat, | was not prepéoethe event
about to explode in my face.

DISTURBING DISCOVERY

You will recall that one question | had asked McBin was this:

Which Sumerian text says that the Anunnaki commnftioe
planet Nibiru - or have a connectiomNibiru, a 12th planet,
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or some other planet? Also that Nibis a planet beyond
Pluto?

Mr Sitchin had already said this was in an andiexi.
But which one?

| must tell you, the answer that now exploded infage caught
me off guard. It came not from Mr Sitchin, but frammpetent
Sumerian scholars.

Their findings knocked me over like a bolt of lightg.

Are you ready for this?

HERE IT COMES...
There ardNO SUCH textsNot anywhere!

Did the Sumerians say the Anunnaki came from agplan
Nibiru? NOT AT ALL.

Did the Sumerians say the Anunnaki have a connetbio
Nibiru, a 12th planet or some other plandQ, THEY
DID NOT.

Did the Sumerians say that Nibiru is a planet belyon
Pluto? Again, the answer NO.

Did you get that? In the entire cuneiform recorer¢hisnot one
single textthat says any of these things. These texts dexist.
They are all made up

None of these things existed except in Mr Sitchiréad:

That the Sumerians said there were twelve planets.
That the Anunnaki were space travellers.
That Nibiru was the 12th planet in our solar system
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That the Anunnaki come from Nibiru.

That Nibiru cycles through our solar system evef08
years.

That all these things are in the Sumerian texts.

That humans were the product of crossbreeding $itovs
from Nibiru.

That the “sons of God” who married the “daughtdrs o
men” were called “nephilim”.

That "nephilim" means "people of the fiery rockedsitd
“those who came down from heaven”.

That the Sumerian language goes back almost 6 €83y
And the good man was offering us “word meaningsit th
do not matchthe word meanings in the Sumerian ancient
dictionaries.

MY 6-STEP INVESTIGATION

To review the events, then:

1. | was excited about some of Mr Sitchin’s claims.

2. | quoted Mr Sitchin in one of my key books.

3. Further study uncovered discrepancies in Mr Sitehin
claims.

4. | threw myself into an in-depth investigation oéfe areas.

5. Then | wrote to Sitchin personally for help withesfic
“difficulties”.

6. Finally — and what a shock was this! - the Sumetgaits
themselves revealed that Mr Sitchin madde it all up.
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QUESTION TIME

MY FRIEND JASON: Jonathan, did you know that Anukina
space men from Planet Nibiru mixed their genes tidse of
primates to produce the human race?

QUESTION: Where did you get that from?

ANSWER: | got it from Mr Sitchin.
QUESTION: Why do you believe it?
ANSWER: Because Mr Sitchin says so.

QUESTION: Do you know anything about Mr Sitchin?

ANSWER: He says he’s an expert on ancient texts.

QUESTION: Has he ever given you evidence?

ANSWER: He says it's in the Sumerian texts.

QUESTION: What if you discovered there were no sBamerian
texts?

DID YOU GET THAT?

The moment of truth is now in session. Are you pn¢3

When Mr Sitchin first spun his exciting story tg h®w many of
us had access to all the Sumerian texts? So hopnnaght it be to
tell this tale without fear of exposure... and get awath it?

Well, you know the answer to that.
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But isn’t Mr Sitchin an intelligent person? Of cearhe is! Didn’t
this dear man realise that eventually someone niigthtout what
he was up to?

Have you ever trusted someone... and then felt ashafmed
yourself? Yes, | know, many well-meaning peoplegoimg to feel
let down. No, you don’'t need to be ashamed. Aflertavasn’t
you that made things up.

If you love the TRUTH, then you will be thankfulrfarhat’s now
coming out.

HERE'S HOW TO
PROVE ME WRONG

Yes, | understand. Someone will want to prove mengrabout
this. So I'll help you. Here’s all you need to do:

1. Produce the textghat | say don't exist.

2. Produce verificationof Sitchin'stranslationsby other
experts. (That's called peer review.)

That's all.

LANGUAGES SCHOLAR
EXCITED BY SITCHIN'S WORK

Dr Heiser recalls that he also was stirred withitexeent about Mr
Sitchin’s claims:

The work of Zecharia Sitchin was brougghiny attention
in 2001, shortly after | completed mgok, The Facade.
As a trained scholar in ancient Semidinguages with a
lifelong interest in UFOs and paranormalmgmaena, | was
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naturally enthused about Mr. Sitchin'adsts, particularly
since | had also heard he was a Sumeriariach

| thought | had found a kindred spirit. Orttinately, | was
wrong. Zecharia Sitchin is not a scholaawtient languages.
What he has written in his books coukither pass peer
review nor is it informed by factual datam the primary
sources.

| have yet to find anyone with credentials demonstrable
expertise in Sumerian, Akkadian, or anyhef other ancient
Semitic languages who has positively asselsbe Sitchin's
academic worknttp://www.sitchiniswrong.com)

Dr Heiser also wrote a lengthy open letter to Zeieh@itchin. He
asked Zecharia:

Can you please provide transcripts auryacademic
language work, or an address to which |dewite to obtain
proof of your training in the ancient langea in which you
claim expertise? | would like to post tméirmation on my
website, and would gladly do ¢ibid.)

Heiser also asked Zecharia to clarify a list ofsiio®s regarding
Nibiru, the Anunnaki, and so on.

The response? Pure silence!

To put your mind at rest, | have no malice towand3¥chin and
would even invite him to my home for a meal if Melecame this
way. (Mr Sitchin, if you read this, my invitatioa open to you.)

But | would ask him face to face, “Why on earth gali fabricate
your ‘Sumerian’ document?”
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3

HIS “TRANSLATIONS”

But it becomes more puzzling still...

CURIOUSER AND CURIOUSER

The more carefully the subject was canvassed, tre apparent
did it become that Mr Sitchin’s “word meanings” aidt match the
word meanings in the Sumeriancientdictionaries

ANCIENT DICTIONARIES DISCOVERED

Ancient dictionaries? That's right. Was Mr Sitcmat aware that
the ancient Mesopotamian scribes compiled their dwtionaries?
All the words they used are explained in thoseanrtalictionaries.
And, what a wonderful discovery! We have them today

Among the thousands of Sumerian and Akkadian cansitablets
that have been discovered by archaeologistsdisteords are a
common feature. Many are just groupings of commorig,

while others represent an inventory of the word megs of the
languages used in Mesopotamia.
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These ancient dictionaries from Sumer and AkkactHmeen used
to compile modern dictionaries of these languagbsy were
indispensable to the 19th century scholars whoptheced the
Sumerian and Akkadian texts. They form the corhefmodern
dictionaries used by scholars of today.

All these major lexical texts are now availablaimulti-volume
set,Materials for the Sumerian Lexicobegun by Benno
Landsberger in the 1930s and published since tde2@tih
century.

What a great tragedy that Mr Sitchin neglecteddahresources! If
he was aware of them, or used them Ansnnaki-Nibiru- 3,600-
year fly-by theorywould never havegot off the ground.

Please note that the issue is not “translatioropbphy”, regarding
possible translations of certain words. At stakes he the integrity
of the ancient cuneiform dictionaries themselvaesr@peat, the
ancient Mesopotamians compiled their own dictiozs&riWe have
them today.

GETTING NAME MEANINGS WRONG

Our friend Sitchin tells us that certain words hpaeticular
meanings. For example:
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- SHU-MU refer taocket ships
- DIN and GIR refer togeople of the fiery rockets
-Anunnakimeans those who came down from heaven

But according to the ancient Mesopotamians themselhose
words haveno such meaningst all. (Just so you can see this for
yourself, we shall soon visit these words one bg.)on

WRONG PLANET = GOD MEANINGS

Something else. The Sumerians also paired up figeriplanets
with the names of particular gods that they worgég But, again,
Mr Sitchin’sgod=planet equivalenciedo not match the listings of
such in cuneiform astronomical texts. Why don’tythe

HENCE MY QUESTION

So my third question to Mr Sitchin was, essentially

Can you explain why many of your critical wondeanings /
translations of Sumerian and Mesop@anwords are not
consistent with Mesopotamian cuneiform lgilial dictionaries?

Now, instead of taking my word about théssus translations
and understanding of the different words, why rmsdmething
much better?

Just go to the website of the Digital Corpus of €form
Literature (DCCLT) maintained by the University@élifornia at
Berkeley. Then click on the cuneiform tablet. TWif take you to
the DCCLT's explanation of lexical lists.
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TWO THINGS AT STAKE

| hear someone asking, Is this really so important?
Absolutely.
Why?

This discrepancy is bigger than you may realiska# nothing to
do with “translation philosophy”, as though it wasnere
disagreement over possible translations of cevairds. What is
at stake is this:

1.Mr Sitchin’s space visitors theory stands or fal# it.
And that now affects millions of people.

2. The integrity of the ancient cuneiform tablets is stake
and that of the scribes.

Mike Heiser puts his finger on it:

To persist in embracing Mr. Sitchin's viesvsthis matter (and
a host of others) amounts to rejecting dgaty of the ancient
Sumerian and Akkadian scribes whose labave lsome down
to us from the ages. Put bluntly, is it mooberent to believe a

Mesopotamian scribe's definition of a eyar Mr. Sitchin's?
(http://www.sitchiniswrong.com)

Look, if Sitchin is right, then the bilingual Sunrear dictionaries
compiled by the Mesopotamian scribes themselvewseorg.

Shall we get specific? Let’s start with the Anuninak
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4

THE ANUNNAKI

| don’t have to tell you that the Anunnaki are § kart of Mr
Sitchin’s story.

IT IS CLAIMED: TheAnunnaki
came from a planet called Nibiru.
They imparted their knowledge to
the Sumerians. The wokhunnaki
means those who came down from
heaven”.

IN REALITY: Firstly, it is almost startling to find that thasenot
one Sumerian text that says theunnakicome from a planet
called Nibiru or a 12th planet (or any planet). i#®not even one
line of one cuneiform text that says this.

Secondly, the wordnunnakidoesnot mean those who came
down from heav#, not at all!

WHO WERE THE ANUNNAKI?

The Anunnaki appear in the Babylonian creation migtituma
Elish.



33

Anunnakiwas the name given to a group of Sumerian, Akkadia
and Babylonian deities. The word in its variousrier-a-nuna, a-
nuna-ke-ner a-nun-na- means 6f royal blood or “princely

offspring’. (GwendolynLeick, A Dictionary of Ancient Near Eastern Mythology
NY: Routledge, 1998, p. 7; Jeremy Black and Anthony Gréends, Demons and
Symbols of Ancient Mesopotamia: An lllustrated Dictiordmyversity of Texas
Press:Aug 1992, p.34)

THE GODS WERE
DEIFIED HUMAN HEROES

Who, then, were these persons of royal blood orcely status?

Here’s the first clue... they wedeead people deified men and
women. The findings of archaeology have confirniesl. t

That'’s right, among the early nations, the “god®’ éescribed as
having once reigned upon earth. The principldeifying
illustrious benefactors after death formed the$atbne part at
least of their popular theology.

Hesiod Hesiodo$, an early Greekvriter (c. BC 700) confirms that
anciently it was the custom to venerate the deganpéits of
heroes. These were individuals who had distinguishemselves
above their fellows, or had rendered essentiaicetoe their
country.

And eventually a grateful posterity came to worghgm as gods.

Hesiod informs us:

When the mortal remains of those who flowdhduring the
golden age were hidden beneath the earth, #wits became
beneficent Demons; still hovering over the worldatithey had
once inhabited, and still watching as guardiang twe affairs of
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men. These, clothed in thin air and rapidly fi¢tithrough every
region of the earth, possess the royal lpgei of conferring

wealth and of protecting the administration jastice.(Hesiod,
Oper. et dierlib. i. ver. 120, 125. Platon. Cratyl. p. 39@.republib. v. p.
468)

This passage specifies two things:

1. that the gods were originaliwere menand

2. that the persons counted worthy of being venenatre
those who flourished during the Golden Age of the
founding fathers.

Hesiod, in harmony with the belief of virtually #fle ancient
nations, declares that there was formerly an “ddeemes” far
better than the men of his time, “who are callechigeds, the race

preceding [our own race] over the boundless eaglasiod Works and
Days,Loeb Classical Library, edited by Hugh G. Evelyn-White. London, Englamt, a
Cambridge, Mass., 1954, pp. 12-14, lines 158-160)

Ancient records affirm that at the very beginningmpossessed
extraordinary mental abilities.

Beginning with the raw earth, they mastered a hegkl of
civilization in just the first few generations ¢ielir existence. In
that short time they were able to build citiesyptamplex musical
instruments and smelt metals. Indeed, with theergific
complexes, these earliest men, it seems, wereais. fo

This golden age is explained in considerable deptwo of my
books,Dead Men’s Secre@sndStolen Identity

In later times, certain men from this golden agae#o be deified.
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“‘ONE GOD” BELIEF AT FIRST

It is relevant to state that the number of “godsvg as time went
on. At first this was not so. Only one God — the&or of all
things — was recognised.

Researchers on six continents have been discoverng in what
Is described as mankind’Birst Tongue” (Stolen Identitychapter 4).
The content of the translations, although not ceteplsuggests an
original single culture and religious belief system, worldwide.

Would this surprise you’know this goes against what some
theorists have been suggesting. But the evidenteates a
monotheistic religious belief at thaarly timewhen there was still
one global language. It hints at an original famtherited from the
earliest ancestors.

According to the evidence, MONOtheism lay at thet af all
religions, until shortly after 2000 BC — after whimonotheism
began to degenerate into pantheism, polytheismaamism.

Archaeologists and historians who know their matdyest (Horn,
Faber, Rawlinson, Waddell and Budge, to name a f@awvg shown
beyond a whisper of doubt thiie earliestSumerians, Iranians,
Phoenicians, Egyptians and Indians waotheists

They recognised supremely one only omnipotent Glod aad
created everything. This Creator was an eternaidBeutside of
time and space.

EGYPT: In the early period of Egyptian history, the onedG
appears under the two aspects, Heru-ur and Set.

In the original Egyptiamonotheism Heru-ur was the eternally
beneficentaspect of the Creator, and Set was the aspedtiaksb
with judgment correction and death. The hieroglyphic
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representation consisted of the face of Heru-utt,tha face of Set,

being depicted as two aspects of one be&mgidson and Aldersmith,
The Great Pyramid: Its Divine Messad@ndon: William and Norgate, Ltd, 1936, p.
451)

These two aspects were later separated to forfadkptian pagan
deities, the elder Horus and Set.

INDIA: It's the same story in Hinduism. Although modern
Hinduism recognises a multitude of gods (possestifigrent
influences on human affairs), yet the Indian satv@oks show
that originally it had been far otherwise.

Speaking of Brahm, the Supreme God:

Of Him whose glory is so great, there is no imgygeda)

[He] illumines all, delights all, whence all procsesl; that

by which they live when born, and that to which millist
return.(Veda)

He whom the mind alone can perceive; whose essence
eludes the external organs, who has no visiblesparho
exists from eternity.... The soul of all beings, whom
being can comprehen@nstitutes of Menu)

In these passages there is a trace of pantheigrtheéuery
language employed bears testimony to the existemmang the
Hindus at one period of a far purer faith.

LATER: THE NUMBER
OF “GODS” INCREASED

Ancient textual evidence shows that the trend wasdreasethe

number of gods as time passed, rather than dedtea®sgsSiegfried
H. Horn,Records of the Past llluminate the Bib&ashington, DC.: Review and Herald
Publishing Association, 1975, p. 12. Emphasis added)
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As an example of how far this trend has developest the past
4,000 years, it is calculated that today the Hireligion has
600,000 gods!

It was only the later nations who were POLYthe{gtsrshipping
many gods).

Knowing this will help us to understand
(a) the origin of the Sumerian “gods”
(b) how these crept into Sumerian astronomy.

(This is relevant, because it is this very Sumeasinonomy which
our friend Mr Sitchin is misunderstanding.)

APPLYING DIVINE
QUALITIES TO MEN

As time passed, the Sumerians took the attribbetsiere
ascribed to the one Creator of all, and began pyapose same
gualities to various dead human heroes.

In this way, new “godstisurpedthe honours normally ascribed to
the Creator Himself. Then as mortals increasingiye to be
worshipped as gods, the direct adoration of thatGravas
ultimately discontinued.

Hesiod (quoted above) is confirmed by the Hebreuwera Moses
and David: “And they called the people unto theifaes oftheir
gods, “the sacrifices othe dead. (Numbers 25:1-3; Psalm 106:28)

Certain dead men were now called “gods”.
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To sum up what we have just noted, the early “gadshe
nations, including Sumeria, have an interestingioriThey were
actually historical persons — who in real life hmskn heroes.

At first they were simply respected as men or wowilesociety.
After their deaths, they continued to be honougedHeir heroic
deeds or social status, until ultimately they walsvated to the
status of gods.

HOW THESE “"GODS”
CAME TO BE LINKED
TO PARTICULAR STARS

The idea that their spirits had ascended to thdeskyo the custom
of identifying them with particular stars. Fromglarose the belief
that the stars exercised a benign influence omftfiaérs of

mankind — which, taken one step further, develaptmastrology.
(This history is traced in my bodkolen IdentityTo order an e-book version you can go
to <http://www.beforeus.com/stolen-id.phOr for the physical version please go to
<http://www.beforeus.com/shopcart_hc.htnaind scroll down to Item No. 36.)

And that brings us face to face with the Anunn&kiunnakiwas
the name given to a group of Sumerian, AkkadianBeadglylonian
gods. The word in its various forma-nuna, a-nuna-ke-nar a-
nun-na— means, simply,df royal blood or “princely offspring.
Nothing more.

SEE FOR YOURSELF
ANUNNAKI IN THE
ANCIENT TEXTS

Now, would you like to check this out? To study dueurrences
of “Anunnaki”in the ancient texts, here is all you have to do:
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| invite you — no, | challenge you —to

* Go to http://www.sitchiniswrong.com

* Then click ‘Anunnaki on the left.

* Then click the link which says “Electroniext Corpus of
Sumerian Literature search forunnaki

* Then watch the video, as Sumerian langsaypert Dr
Michael Heiser, searches Hlectronic Text Corpus of
Sumerian Literatuneght before your eyes, for this
Sumerian word®hunnaki"

This is what you will find. There are 182 occurresaof the name
Anunnakj which wasa collective term for deities in general

Dr Heiser generously supplies a PDF file of thed®raesults, but
it is better if YOU do the search, since you wil &ble to click
through the search results and get to Englishlaoss of the
hits.

TheElectronic Text Corpus of Sumerian Literatneaintained by
Oxford University) gives you the most up-to-datbaarly
translations of Sumerian literature. It enables tgosee for
yourselfwhether Sitchin's “translations” are genuine ogum

MY CHALLENGE
So when our friend Sitchin tells us that:

(a) the Sumerians believed there were twelve phaiaetd

(b) the Anunnaki were space travelers, who cama fiee
planet Nibiru
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it is simply not so!

| don’t know how to put this more gently, but hdabricating
data

This is not a question of how he translates tdkéssimply that
these ideadon't existin any cuneiform textat all.

Please, Mr Sitchin, show nasmy evidence from the Sumerian texts
themselves — even just one line of one cuneifoxn-tehat says

the Anunnaki come from a planet called Nibiru dr2ah planet (or
any planet).

You will discover, when you search, that what | mouv telling
you is true.There are no such texts

DOES SITCHIN HAVE
A SECRET TEXT?

Could Mr Sitchin have a secret text unknown to goee else?
The answer is NO.
As Dr Mike Heiser points out:

Literally every cuneiform text that has any astwical

comment has been translated, catathgunelexed, and
discussed in the available academicalitee. The tablets
are often quite detailed, even wistng mathematical
calculations of the appearance of penydbodies in the

sky, on the horizon, and in relatiorotber stars. (http:/
www. sitchiniswrong.com

If Mr Sitchin has a text that no one else on eknbws about, then
why does he wriggle away when asked to produce auekt?
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| have asked him. Dr Heiser has asked him.

We don’t want to bash a person; we're dealing etle an
important subject.

The truth is this. Anunnaki has nothing to do with aliens. That's
just like someone watching the X-files and thinkitig real.

| don't doubt that Zecharia Sitchin is a nice gug/s just wrong.
Nothing personal. The truth is not that our frienegnorant. It is
thathe knows so much that isn’t so.

TO SUMMARISE

HERE'S THE FICTION: The Anunnakicame from a planet
called Nibiru. They imparted their knowledge to Bemerians.
The wordAnunnakimeans those who came down from heaven”.
So goes the story.

He tells us that this is found in the Sumeriangdeitso, then
doubtless the Jolly Green Giant is too.

HERE’'S THE FACT: No, the wordAnunnaki doesnot mean
“those who came down from heayext all!

The wordAnunnaki in its various forms a-nuna, a-nuna-ke-ne or
a-nun-na- means 6f royal blood or “princely offspring’. Just
that. Nothing more.

Bang goes the Anunnaki theory!!!
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S
DIN AND GUR

You may recall that | had asked Zecharia Sitchiteliome inwhat
ancient Sumerian textvere the fockets? (See Chapter 2.)

He replied that the Sumerian terms DIN and GUR rm&agople
of the fiery rocketsand Anunnaki meantthose who came down
from heaveh

That was his brief response, hand scribbled oveletbgr.

Oddly enough, my request to identify the Sumerext tvas again
sidestepped

Regarding those two terms DIN and GIR, Mike Hesamt me a
file from two online Sumerian lexicons. Halloraisshow in print.
(You can find online reviews from academic journal$he other
Is the (University of Pennsylvania Sumerian Dictiona(l? SD)
project. | understand three volumes are in porfias, but the data
are all online.

Because the information below is detailed, you mvant to just
skim over it quickly to catch an overview. And thahthe end of
this chapter | shall summarise it for you.

1. Halloran’s Sumerian Lexicon(online at http://www.sumerian.org/
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sumerlex.htmand in print now) informs us that a range of Sumeri
signs are transliterated “GIR”:

dingirgod, deity; determinative for divine beings
(di, 'decision’, 4ar, 'to deliver’)

Notice that the two elements of DINGIR (the word dieity) are
rendered from two signs that meateliver a decisiorf This
makes sense — it’s what gods do — they issue decrbées has
nothing to do with a flying projectile.

2. Pennsylvania Sumerian Dictionargives us all the possible
“GIR” signs:

GIR2

ir [FLASH] wr. ir2 "to flash"

ir [SCORPION] wr. ir2 "scorpion" Akk.zugagpu
i [DAGGER] wr. iri2; urud iri2; me2-er; me-er; me-ri "razor; sword,
dagger" Akk.naglaby patru

GIR2.BU.HA

irgid [FISH] wr. ir2-gid2

ku

6; ir-gid2

ku

6 "a fish"

GIR2.|GA2x U & U_|.RA

ir'ura [KNIFE] wr. iri2-ur3-ra "a type of knife"
GIR2.GUL

irgul [~WOOL] wr. ir2-gul "a qualification of wool"
GIR2.HA

ir [FISH] wr. 1r2

ku

6; irku

6 "a fish"

GIR2.KAK

irizal [SCALPEL] wr. iri2-zal; iri2-KAK "scalpel”
GIR2.LAGAB.HA

irni in [FISH] wr. ir2-ni in2
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ku
6 "a fish"
irrin [FISH] wr. gir2-rinku
6 "a fish"
GIR2.LAL
irla [BUTCHER] wr. iri2-la2 "butcher" Akk. bihu
GIR2._
irizal [SCALPEL] wr. iri2-zal; iri2-KAK "scalpel”
GIR2._U_. A.DU.RA.HA
irnunaDUra [FISH] wr. gir2-nun-na-DU-raku
6 "a fish"
GIR2.PA.A
irlPAna [KNIFE] wr. iri2-PA-a; iri-PA-na "a knife"
GIR2.TAB
irtab [SCORPION] wr. ir2-tab "scorpion" Akkzugagpu
GIR2.U2
GIRU [FISH] wr. GIR2.U2 "type of fish"
GIR2@g
ad [BUSH] wr. ad5; ad2 "a thorn bush" AldS gu; eddidy eddittu
kiSig [ACACIA] wr. u
2kisig2; kisig2; eskisSig2; eskisig; u
2kisSi10; u
2kisig; u
2ki
Si5; kiSix(|[KI.SAG@n|) "an acacia" AkkS gu
tab [BURN] wr. tab; tab2 "to burn, fire; to dye deto brand, mark"
Akk. ham u; Sam tu; sar pu
ul [ANYTHING] wr. ul4 "anything, something" Akkmimma
ul [BRIGHT] wr. ul4; ul6 "to become bright, shind&kk. namruy nab u
ul [FIRMAMENT] wr. ul4; ul5 "vault of heaven, firmaent" Akk.Supuk
Same
ul [GREATLY] wr. ul4 "greatly" Akk.magal
ul [GRIND] wr. ul4 "to grind" Akk.qgemu
ul [HASTEN] wr. ul4 "to hasten, (be) quick; (to begrly"
AKk. ar hu; ham u; har pu
ul [TERROR] wr. ul4 "terror" Akkpirittu
ul [UNMNG] wr. ul4; ul2; ulul; ulul2 "; " Akk.qerbetu
GIR2@G
GIRgunu [BIRD] wr. GIR2@g-GIR2@g; GIR2@gbi;
GIR2@g; |GIR2@g|musSen "a bird"
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GIR2@G.BI
GIRgunu [BIRD] wr. GIR2@g-GIR2@g; GIR2@gbi;
GIR2@g; |GIR2@g|musSen "a bird"
GIR2@g.GA _
ulhe [FIRMAMENT] wr. ul4-he2 "firmament, vault ohé sky" Akk.Supuk
Same
GIR2@G.GIR2@G
GIRgunu [BIRD] wr. GIR2@g-GIR2@g; GIR2@gbi;
GIR2@g; |GIR2@g|musen "a bird"
GIR2@g.HU
GIRgunu [BIRD] wr. GIR2@g-GIR2@g; GIR2@gbi;
GIR2@g; |GIR2@g|musSen "a bird"
GIR2@g.|U.GUD|
addu [BIRD] wr. ad2-du7; ab2-dumusen "a bird"
GIR3
ir [PRIDE] wr. ir3 "to take pride in; to make splendid" Akéar hu
i [FOOT] wr. iri3; me-ri; iril6 "via, by means of, under the authority of
someone; foot; path" AKIS pu
hus [REDDISH] wr. hus; hus2 "furious, angry; (t9 beddish, ruddy"
AKkk. ezzu
imeri [UNMNG] wr. imerix(GIR3) "?" Akk.?
ir [MIGHTY] wr. ir9; ir3 "mighty" Akk. gasru
GIR3 BAD
iri bad [MOVE] wr. iri3 bad "to spread the legs, to move" ARK.
GIR3 DU
iri gub [STEP] wr. iri3 gub "to step in/on/out" Akkkab su
iri gub [WAIT FOR] wr. iri3 gub "to wait for" Akk.qu"u
GIR3 GAR
i ar [TRAMPLE] wr. iri3 ar "to trample" Akkrah su
GIR3 GIR2@g
iri ul [RUSH] wr. iri3 ul4 "to rush" Akk.ham u
GIR3 KI_
iri saga [TRAMPLE] wr. iri3 sagall,; iri3 sa-ga; iri3 sag2 "to trample,
destroy"
GIR3 KU
iri dab [TAKE TO THE ROAD] wr. iri3 dab5 "to take to the road"
AKK. girram/harr nam sabtu
GIR3 |LAGAB.LAGAB|
iri ni in [CIRCLE] wr. iri3 ni in "to circle" Akk.?
GIR3 |[PA.GA_|



46

iri saga [TRAMPLE] wr. iri3 sagall,; iri3 sa-ga; iri3 sag2 "to trample,
destroy"
GIR3 PAP

iri kur [CHANGE] wr. iri3 kur2 "to change" Akk?
GIR3 PAP KU

iri kur dab [TAKE AN UNFAMILIAR PATH] wr. iri3 kur2 dab5 "to take
an
unfamiliar path" Akk.?
GIR3 SA.GA

iri saga [TRAMPLE] wr. iri3 sagall,; iri3 sa-ga; iri3 sag2 "to trample,
destroy"
GIR3 SI

iri sig [PERFORM SERVICE] wr. iri3 sig9 "to serve someone/something,
perform service"
GIR3 US

iri us [STEP UPON] wr. iri3 us2 "to step upon" Akkkab su
GIR3 ZE2.IR

iri zer [SLIP] wr. iri3 ze2-er "to slip" Akk.nehelsu
GIR3 |ZI&ZI.LAGAB|

iri zukum [TRAMPLE] wr. ir3 zukum "to trample" Akkkab su
GIR3.|A_x3|

irisuhub [HOOF?] wr. iri3-suhub2 "hoof?"
GIR3.|A_x3|.HU

irmul [BIRD] wr. ir3-mulmusen; ur5-mulmusen; ir3-mulmusen; kir4-
mulmusen "a bird"
GIR3.BAL

iribal [FLOODING] wr. iri3-bal "flooding" AkKk. rihsu
GIR3.BU.DA.HU

irigida [BIRD] wr. iri3-gid2-damusen "a bird" Akksaq tu; $ pSu arik
GIR3.DU._A

iri ena [PATH] wr. iri3- en-na "path" Akktallaktu
GIR3.GA

iInGA [VESSEL] wr. iri3-GA "type of vessel"
GIR3.GI.LU.HU
girgilum [BIRD] wr. giril6-i-lumusen; gur8-galmusengir-gi-lummusen;
gir-gi4-
lumusSen; ir3-gi-lumusen; kir4-gi4-lummusen "a bird" Akgirgilu; saku
GIR3.LAM

irlam [BASKET] wr. ir3-lam; gi-lam "a basket" AkK?
GIR3.MA.A_
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iriman [BASIN] wr. iri3-ma-an "basin"
GIR3.PAD.DU

iripadra [BONE] wr. iri3-pad-ra2 "bone" Akkesemtu
GIR3.PAP.HU

irpap [BIRD] wr. ir3-papmusen; ir3-papmusen "a bird"
GIR3.SI

irisi [TOE] wr. iri3-si "toe"
GIR3.SUM.GA

irsiga [ATTENDANT] wr. ir3-sigl0-ga "an attendant" Akgerseqqu
GIR3.TAR

irikud [CRIPPLE] wr. iri3-kud "cripple"
GIR3.UD.HU

irbabbar [BIRD] wr. ir3-babbarmusen "a bird"
GIR3.US

ir'us [TRACK] wr. iri3-us2 "track"

ir'us [QUALITY] wr. giri3-us "a designation of qlity"

SUMMARY

Mr Sitchin tells us that the Sumerian terms DIN &1dR mean
“people of the fiery rockétsBut he could produce no text
supporting his claim.

As it turns out, neither irlalloran’s Sumerian Lexiconor in
Pennsylvania Sumerian Dictionadpes DIN, GIR, or DIN+GIR
have anything to do with a flying projectile.

The “DINGIR” combination is merely the Sumerianrsigr deity.
Nothing more.

Please, Mr Sitchirgon’t shrug off this evidence. Don’t yahink
we deserve an explanation?
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6
THE "NEPHILIM”

Have you ever wondered who tNephilimwere? That term is
bandied around quite a lot these days. It is a éielword found in
the book of Genesis, and referred to by Mr Sitchin.

The Genesis text says:

...the sons of God saw the daughters of merthiegtwere fair;
and they took them wives of all which they &0. There were
giants [nephilim] in the earth in those daenesis 6:2,4)

IT IS CLAIMED: The word'nephilim"
means'those who came down from above"
or "those who descended to eartr"

"people of the fiery rocketgSitchin, The
Twelfth Planetpp. vii, 128ff.).

These translations, of course, serve Mr Sitchinippse - to
persuade us that tivephilimwere ancient astronauts.

IN REALITY: This claim evaporates in the face of two simple
facts:

1. It violates the Hebrew language.
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2. The word ‘Nephilini has no such meanings. Mr Sitchin’s

translations are completely out of step with thédidey
Bible.

Hebrew scholar Michael Heiser explains this quiéany:

Sitchin assumes "nephilim" comes from lttebrew word
"naphal” which usually means "to falHe then forces the
meaning "to come down" onto the wordgating his "to
come down from above" translation.

In the form we find it in the HebreRible, if the word
nephilim came from Hebrewaphal it would not be
spelled as we find it.

The forrmephilimcannot mean "fallen ones" (the spelling
would then beephulin).Likewise nephilim does not mean
"those who fall" or "those who fall awagthat would be
nophelin).

The only way in Hebrew to geephilim from naphal by
the rules of Hebrew morphology (wordnfiation) would
be to presume a noun spellegphiland then pluralize it.
| say "presume" since this noun doesexst in biblical
Hebrew — unless one counts GenesisaédiNumbers 13:
33, the two occurrences éphilim- but that would then
be assuming what one is trying to prove!

However, in Aramaic the noun naphil@loes exist. It
means "giant," making it easy to seey wihe Septuagint
(the ancient Greek translation tfe Hebrew Bible)
translatechephilimasgigantes("giant”).

Why does Mr Sitchin want us to believe thaphilimmeans
"those who CAME DOWN from heaven"? For no othessma
than to make theephilimsound like ancient astronauts.
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CASE RESTS ON
4 REQUIRED ERRORS

And that is why our friend has to make these faoassary errors:

(1) That the@ephilimare the Genesisbns of God

(2) Nephilimmeans' those who came down from heaven
(3) Thenephilimwereextraterrestrials

(4) He confuses Aramaic with Hebrew.

But these errors are essential to his story. Withloese four
distortions of fact he would have no case.

It is necessary that we deal with these.

MISTAKE 1 —
CONFUSING 2 GROUPS

Mr Sitchin tells us thatephilim is another name for tls®ns of
God and to prove this he quotes Genesis:

There were gianta¢philim] in the earth in those days; and also
after that, when tls®ns of Godcame in unto thdaughters of
menthe same became mighty men which were ofro&h of
renown(Genesis 6:4)

Mr Sitchin confuses two separate charactarnsthe Genesis 6
story - thesons of Godand thenephilim. But a careful reading
shows that these two are NOT the same. They derehit groups.
(You can study my detailed report on this in Appgnil)

You will notice that there are actually three sapaiand distinct
entities in the above passage:
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1. nephilim (giants, bullies)
2. sons of God
3. daughters of men

In agreement with Genesis is the Qumran Scroligfient of the
book of Enochi Enoch 6:4-8known as 4Q201, fragment 1, col. iii
(=4QEnoch aramaic).

It likewise shows thgiantsto be different from the “Watchers”
(Enoch's “Watchers: are equivalent to the Gerissias of God).

Sitchin equates the two different groups as thdbgl were the
same. But the ancient texts do not.

MISTAKE 2 -
TRANSLATION IMPOSSIBILITY

Mr Sitchin says thdtnephilim" means'those who came down
from above'or "those who descended to eartir"'people of the
fiery rockets".

But this isa translation impossibilitywith respect to biblical
Hebrew grammar.

Sitchin’s mistake is this:

1. First, he assumes thaephilim"in the Hebrew Bible
comes from the word "napha tall).

2. Then he forces the meaning ¢come dowh

3. Then he creates hte ‘tome down from above
translation.
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But the verb to go dowii in biblical Hebrew isnot naphal it is
yarad

The verbnaphalcan mean something close taime dowhunder

one condition it must occur in théliphil (“causative”) stem in
Hebrew grammar. If you know Hebrew, you will kndwstis

because theliphil stem adds either a prefixed letter to the verb and
an a-class vowel (or both) in the verb conjugatiamsl any such
occurrences in the Hebrew Bible are therefwespelled

“nephilim”

Sitchin’s translation of Nephilint (plural) as ‘those who came
down from Heaven to Eartls not even implied by the biblical
Hebrew. The wordNephil’ (singular), while translated into
English as giant” (which is one correct meaning of the word),
meansprimarily, “bully” or “tyrant”,

Please, Mr Sitchin, would you explain:

1. How is your interpretation of the wdreephilint' at all
viable in light of the rules of Hetarenorphology?

2.Can you provide any evidence thaaphal' has
anything to do with fire or rockes#ce you translate
hephilint' as 'people of the fiery rocket® Can you
please give us just one single andext wherenaphal
has such meanings?

MISTAKE 3 -
EXTRATERRESTRIALS

Mr Sitchin is also confused in his statements of &bout the
“Nephilint. He misapplies it to extraterrestrials or ancient
astronauts.
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According to Genesis, thaéphilint were NOT from outer space,
but were people born on earth. Genesis specifitallly us who

they were. It says, “Whemenbegan to multipy on the earth”.
(Genesis 6:1)

Arguments using the Bible and ancient clay talbiesy sound very
scholarly to the unwary. But — with respect, Mrc8ih’s use of the
Bible to prove visits by aliensontradicts the Bible’'s own
explanation.

MISTAKE 4 -
LANGUAGES IGNORANCE

Mr Sitchin demonstrates that bhannot tell the differencdetween
Hebrew and Aramaicwhich use the same alphabet.

In his bookStairway to Heave(pp.110-112) Sitchin quotes from
another Dead Sea scroll text which tells the saeeGis 6 story
of the sons of God/Watchers and their offspringphilim It is
called theGenesis Apocryphon

In an effort to defend his idea that thephilimand thesons of God
are the same, haistranslateghis text and fails to notice it is
written in Aramaic, not Hebrew.

He writes: “But as we examine the Hebrew origimad, find it
does not saywatchers it says Nephilim.” (Sitchin, Stairway to Heaven

This statement shows that Mr Sitchin did not knbes Qumran
text was written in Aramaic, not Hebrew. Not orthat, but he also
mistranslated it - because the woklldtcher” is actually in the
text he quotes - AND has pictured in his book!
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Above is an image of the two-line Aramaic passagsgiichin's
book. And immediately below it is a translationyided by an

Aramaic expert(The Dead Sea Scrolls Study Edithal. 1:Q1-4Q273 - Vol Il:

40Q274-11Q31 CD , ed. by Florentino Garcia Martinez and Eibert J. C. Tigchelaar, scrolls
specialists. This text is in volume 1).

In line 1 of the above Aramaic text, the left-mastrd is the word
for "WatcherS. And in line 2 the left-most Aramaic word is
"nephilim"

You see, they argoththere. Contrary to Sitchin’s claim,
“Watchers is not missing.

It appears that Mr Sitchin did not know the wowtlatchers was
there in the text.

This is to me an amazing error on Sitchin's part.

It appears that Mr Sitchidoes not knowmuch about the ancient
languages in which he claims expertise, but thisres especially
shocking.

Why? Because it shows Sitclgannot tell the differencdetween
Hebrew and Aramaic - which both use the same alghab
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TO SUMMARISE

Thenephilimand thesons of Godvere two different
groups of people.

Neither was from outer space. Both groups werdkags
— 100 percent human.

The word"nephilim" does notmean"those who came
down from abovebr "those who descended to earth”
"people of the fiery rockets'That is a translation
Impossibility with respect to biblical Hebrew grarmm

| am sorry to say this, but with Mr Sitchin wroag all these
matters, we must surely wonder about the validitlgie theory at
large.

For more detailed information
on this topic, see Appendix A.
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7

ELOHIM

As a newly wed, Bonnie May decided to invite heslband’s
parents for dinner and show them she was a goaamidl taking
excellent care of their son. So she decided to ralikbeir favorite
things to eat.

As she and her husband went shopping, she kepigakkn, “Do
they like this, do they like that?”

At one stage he quickly answered, “My dad lovesoot cream
pie.”

She practised for two days and combined many reaipél she
finally came out with a winner.

She had 13 practice pies in front of her and dekcidegive
everyone in the neighborhood a pie. She kept drdytinner pies
for the dinner.

She sat the gorgeous pie right in front of herdain-law and sat
down. “Will you cut it please,” she asked?

“This looks wonderful,” he said, “What kind is it?”
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“Your favorite,” she proudly stated, “It's CoconGteam Pie”.

“Oh, Bonnie, I'm so sorry but that’s not my favesitcoconut
custard is. | actually don’t like any kind of creed pies,” he said,
as her heart dropped to her knees.

Coconut cream and coconut custard, they soundelbse but so
different.

Bonnie recalls, “Just one little word differencadanruined my
whole day!”

What a difference one word makes!

And now let’'s consider that tricky woklohim Mr Sitchin uses it
to prove that space travellers from another workcted our
human race.

Wow!

IT IS CLAIMED: Ancient astronauts
created the human race. The Bible itself
says so: “And God [= the gods] said,
Let us make man.{Genesis 1:26)

The word “God” is from the Hebrew
elohim which isalways plural(meaning
"gods").

These “gods” were a group of
Anunnaki from the planet Nibiru who
mixed their genes with the eggs of early
female hominoids, and created human
beings.



58

IN REALITY: Firstly, according to Hebrew grammar, the word
elohimis NOT always plural The wordelohimoften refers to a
single person. Mr Sitchin is ignoring the ruledH#brew grammarr.

Secondly, the word’s meaning is always determined b
grammatical and contextual clues.

Grammar dictates

the formation of words,

the relationship of words to each other, and

the meaning of those words with respect to that
arrangement.

Are you with me? If one does not pay attentiorh®nules of
grammar that have governed the languages of arteitst one
can make the texts say anything . . . And Sitcliesdust that. He
ignores basic rules of Hebrew grammé&r press his viewpoint on
elohim

In the famous El-Amarna tablets, we see the anéikkadian
language using the plural word for "god$fafu) to refer to a
single person or god - just as in the case of Heletehim On his
website, Semitic language scholar Michael Heisstgpexamples

of this and asks, “Why is Sitchin unaware of thigtenial?”
(http://www.michaelsheiser.com/akkadianilanu57.pdf)

The form of the woralohimis plural. But in its meaninglohim
can be either singular or plural, depending onedantf you have
studied a language, you will know thmaeaning is determined by
context not by a list of glosses in a dictionary (whick anly
OPTIONS - the translator must look to context fewaacy).

The meaning oélohimin an occurrence is discerned in one of
these three ways:
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1. Grammatical indications elsewhere in the text.
(These help us determine if a singular or plurahnneg
IS meant.)

2. Grammatical rules in Hebrew that are true in the
language as a whole.

3. Historical and logical context.

In our English language, similar rules apply. Feoaraple, consider
words such asdeetl’, "sheep, "fish". You cannot tell if one, or
more than one, of these animals is meant. To rmlpell whether
“sheep”, for instance, is plural or singular, yaed other words to
go with it. Sometimes these other words are vdrastielp you
tell.

Example 1: If the sentence says, "The sheépst”, the verb i§"
Is singular. It goes with a singular subject. Sa koow that in this
case Sheepis singular.

Example 2: If the sentence says, "The staepost”, the word
“are" is a plural verb, which always goes with a plwgabject. So
in this case sheefis plural.

Of course, this is just basic grammar - and evangliage has
grammar. Biblical Hebrew has its own ways of tegluns ifelohim
means ONE person or many gods. It matches the @lohimto
singular or plural verbs, or with singular or plusaonouns.

So doeslohimin the biblical book of Genesis refer to a grodip o
astronauts (plural), who were later referred togasls”?

In the beginningod createdhe heaven and the earth.
(Genesis 1:1)
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It is Hebrew grammar: In this cas®him(God) is singular
because the verbdfeated) is third masculine singular in its
grammar.

And God said "Let us make man in our image, after our
likeness. They shall rule the fish of the ¢ka,birds of
the sky, the cattle, the whole earth, anthallcreeping
things that creep on eartliGenesis 1:26)

It is Hebrew grammaiElohim (God) is singular because the verb
(“said’) is third masculine singular.

But, | hear someone ask, “So why the plural prosdus and
‘ourd?ﬂ

From related Scriptures there is reason to belieae“us’ and
“our” indicates the presence of the divine council here

How can we know thatus’ and “our’” does not refer back to
elohinf? The very next verse tells us:

And Godcreatedman inHis image, in the image of
GodHe createdhim; male and femaléle created
them.(Genesis 1:27)

Three times we have a singular Hebrew verb (Heltrana =
create.

In verse 26 (“let US make mankind in OUR imagel’;OD were
speaking (as though referring to himself as a jptyrar to a group
of theelohim as though that’s what the word meant), we'd see
PLURAL verbs here in v. 27, but we don't.

Remember this ruldt is the surrounding grammar that
determines whether a word is singular or plural.
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Oh, and something else. Contrary to the speculaticome well-
known “alternative researchers” out there, like lesace Gardner,
William Henry, and Lloyd Pyeglohimdoesnot mean Shining
ones or “luminous ones If you would like to investigate this
further, there is some helpful information at:

http://www.sitchiniswrong.com/Elohim/Elohim.htm

TO SUMMARISE

Contrary to Mr Sitchin’s claim, the book of Genedses not
endorse his theory of astronaut “gods” creating d&imeings.

Genesis states quite plainly that the same SupBanmay that
created the worlds in spa@nesis 1:1)s also the very One who
created mankingerses 26-27)

In the beginning God created the heaven ancetrh....
And God created man in His image, in thrage of God

He created him; male and female He etkHtem(Genesis
1:1, 27)

It is true also that the Creator possesses thalpfimajesty, the
plural of absoluteness — it is He who causes aibthto be. There
IS no creative power apart from Him. In this sertige,wordelohim
refers to the divine in a comprehensive and absolaty.

Any attempt to squeeze ancient astronauts intoathrsl elohimis
cosmically silly. Is it necessary to say more?
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3

NIBIRU

IT IS CLAIMED: The Sumerian
texts speak of a planet beyond Pluto
called Nibiru. Nibiru sweeps close
to the earth every 3,600 years.

Have you heard that?

Again, this idea originated with self-proclaimectemt languages
scholar Zecharia Sitchin.

Some believers in Sitchin’s theory also call NidiRlanet X”.

Based on Mr Sitchin’s claims, conflicting theorlesve arisen
about the effects of a planet passing as closd 890,000 miles
from Earth. These range from total catastropheotsignificant
effect at all.

However, such a serious claim has some people fyjigteened.
So we need to look at it.

| remember some Sitchin believers setting a datéliloiru’s
“return”; May-June of 2003.
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As that date approached, | received enquiries tnammied readers.
One lady in the USA wrote:

| am very concerned about Planet X. | wdikiel to know what
you have to say about it. | would trust yonformation much
more than some of the websites out ther@velyou seen it? |
need to know if we need to expect thisnéver what. Please
write me back soon. Thank you!

IMPOSSIBLE ORBIT SPEED

My response was a three-page repotipaate InternationaNo.
42 (May to July 2003) in which | stated:

... Planet X would need an extremely ellipticddit for it to come
so close to the earth as theorised.

The distance table compiled by one praafipt passby” website
shows how the planet would speed up verghaphen it neared
the sun, which explains why we cannot sgeti

But, according to such calculations, whempasses through the
inner solar system it will have a speedladi 7.8 million miles
per hour. However, there is a problem whiis.t At the surface of
the sun the escape velocity for ealar system (the speed
required for an object to stop orbiting Hum) is just 1.3 million
miles per hour. This means that if Plangta¥sed through at the
speed of 7.8 million miles per hour it wdgimply fly out, never
to be seen again.

This means that for any planet in orbit @our sun — including
Planet X — the calculations that bringaganEarth in June this year
(and for it to remain in orbit) are impitds.

The fact is, there is still no sign of anginet approaching the orbit

of our earth. And there is no sign oariét X coming anywhere
near us this year.
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And, of course, no Planet Nibiru appeared.

To be fair, Sitchin himself did not call Nibiru Pt X, nor did he
say it was returning in 2003.

But now the year 2012 is being linked to this tlyedmnd | receive
guestions about it from more worried persons. $otitme to give
this whole matter an honest answer.

IN REALITY:
Here are the five questions we need to ask:

Is Nibiru a planet beyond Pluto?

Is Nibiru connected with the Anunnaki?

Is Nibiru a planet that passes through our solar system
every 3,600 years?

Did the Sumerians know this?

Is there any single text in the entire cuneiforicord that
says any of these things?

Nibiru?
Okay, stop right there.
Nibiru?

Yes, says Mr Sitchin. Nibiru passes through ouarssystem every
3,600 years. It is in the Sumerian texts.

Well, | asked him, Which texts?
Response: deathly silence.

After all the searching, by now Sitchin’s Sumeraxts should
have been bobbling cheerily into view.
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Then, where were these texts hiding? On the moanPl&net X
itself?

Here is the truth: There it a single texin the entire cuneiform
record that speaks of a planet caldibiru that passes through our
solar system every 3,600 years. Not one text.

Sadly for Sitchin and his followers, the answee#th of the five
above questions NO. A deafening NO.

And how can we be sure? From a study of all theifarm texts
that exist.
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After a painstaking investigation concerning Nibitus now
painfully clear that in the entire cuneiform rectinéreis not one
single textthat:

...saysnibiru is a planet beyond Pluto

...connectsibiru with the Anunnaki

...hasnibiru cycling through our solar system every 3,600
years.

Have you ever seen such a text? Of course you hlaer so the
guestion must — must — be asked: WHY NOT? Indeedans
forced to conclude that it is only in Mr Sitchirfigad.

DO YOUR OWN SEARCH FOR
“‘NIBIRU” IN CUNEIFORM TEXTS

Is there anyone still not convinced? | recommerad ylou go to the
following website to view a video which will shovoy where to
find the leading dictionary of cuneiform words odi(for free).

http://www.sitchiniswrong.com/milo'nibiru.html

There you will be able to watch a Sumerian langaaggert as he
looks up the entry fomibiru (spelledneberuin scholarly
transliteration) and check to see if any of Sithideas are found
in any Akkadian or Sumerian texts that mentniiru.

Now | realise that Sitchin comes across as thowgivdre an
expert. However, | regret to say this “expert” & heing truthful
to you. There isiot even one such text

According to the texts, Nibiru NEVER identified as a planet
beyond Pluto.
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But please don’t take my word for it. Look it upurself. On that
same website you will find an exhaustive listingloé word
“nibiru” in astronomical texts and/or astronomical corgext

WHAT DO THE TEXTS
SAY ABOUT NIBIRU?

In consulting the ancient Sumerian documents, \weodier that
Nibiru cannot refer to a planet beyond Pluto fasth two reasons:

1. The documents say that Nibirwvisible EVERY YEAR
This demolishes Sitchin’s theory of &) cycle for it.

2. The Sumerians linked each planet to drilex gods.
Their texts actually tell usvhich planets are which gods
their mythology. And the Sumero-Akkad@anet-to-god
correlationdisagree with Sitchin’s

You see, there is a specific Sumero-Alika text that says
Nibiru is the name of the Sumerian god Marduk. The text
also indicates that Marduk was the nafreplanet that

was linked to that god — thkanet Jupiter Nibiru is
declared to be either a star associatadately with Jupiter
or IS JupiteNibiru can’t be a planet beyond Pluto if it's
Jupiter.

It isnearly always Jupiter-Marduk, but once Mercury.
Nibiru iISNEVER ANYTHING BEYOND PLUTOor the
visible planets.

And here’s another revelation from the Sumeriarudosnts:

3.Nibiru is never mentioned in any respect with the
Anunnakij it is never said to have been or be inhabited.
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Not only that, but contrary to what Mr Sitchin lad to believe, the
Sumerian texts mention only five of the plan€@gneiform
astronomical texts never list any more than fivenplts (seven if
one counts the sun and the moon).

HOW TO PROVE
THIS FOR YOURSELF

Does anyone want to dispute any one of these folr@sme
repeat, you can check it for yourself:

1. Consult the Sumero-Akkadian lexical lists (ctioven bilingual
dictionaries) prepared by the great Sumerian scliddano
Landsberger This is in the scholarly journal of Nieastern studies

produced by the University of Chicago’s Orientadtltute..(B.
Landsberger and J.V. Kinnier Wilson, “The Fifth Tablet of Enuma Elidtirnal of
Near Eastern Studie®) (1961): 172ff)

2. Simply look up the referencesNabiru in theChicago Assyrian
Dictionary and then go and look up the English translatiortbe
sources. Fortunately the editors of the monumezhatago
Assyrian Dictionaryjhave located and compiled all the places
where the wordhibiru and related forms of that word occur in all
surviving tablets.

3. On his website (<http://www.sitchiniswrong.con&ymerian
language scholar Michael Heiser provides an exhesst of the
word “nibiru” in astronomical texts and/or astronomical corgext
He lists for you:

(a) the Mesopotamian text where the wordiog;c
(b) a Sumero-Akkadian transliteration;

(c) a brief translation;

(d) the page references to English trarmsiatof the
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Mesopotamian text in which the wordursg so you can
check the context and study further.

4. On that same website is a link to a video shgwiou where to
find the leading dictionary of cuneiform words odi(for free).
You can find that source - and do what he doekervideo: look
up the entry fonibiru (spelledneberuin scholarly transliteration)
and check for yourself.

Please don’'t take my word for this. Do it yourself.

WHICH ALTERNATIVE
WOULD YOU PICK?

Now, would you give me some advice? If | werehoase one of
these two alternatives, which should it be?:

Let the texts tell me what Nibiru is? Or
Ignore the Sumerian scribes and follow Mr Sitchin?

If someone’s life depended on it, what advice woxdalU give?

Are you getting a sinking feeling about Mr Sitclsnéaching? Oh,
sure, some will say it's true. And pigs can fly.

Okay, now is my confession time. Dead Men’s Secrefhapter
11, Section 50) | noted that various ancient rkoesv of planets
beyond Saturn (which remains true). However, lridad/ely cite
Sitchin as an authority for the Sumerians. Nowglihonesty, |
must discount that reference. But since the othdons mentioned
in my book do not depend on Mr Sitchin as an autyyahat small
section withinDead Men’s Secret&mains inviolate.
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Nevertheless, my apology is offered. | am an arcloggst, not an
expert in the Sumerian language . Moreover, | Ehbave
checked carefully the man’s claim to be a Sumdaaguage
scholar. Thankyou for your understanding.
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9

12 PLANETS IN
SUMERIAN THOUGHT?

The above seal is in the Vorderasiatische MuseuBenhin.

This seal is the centerpiece of Mr Sitchin’s thedtis whole case

about Nibiru (Planet X) pivots on this seal. Itreta or falls on his
interpretation of this seal.

In his bookThe Twelfth Planet, Zecharia Sitchises it to prove
that the Sumerians spoke of &"f®anet in our solar system.
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IT IS CLAIMED: In the upper left-
hand corner of the seal is the sun,
surrounded by eleven globes. These
are the moon, plus our nine regular
planets and the yet to be recognized
“Planet X” - Nibiru. Add the sun and
you have 12 planets.

IN REALITY: Is Sitchin correct? Unfortunately, this is not the
case.

But doesn’t this cylinder seal depict 12 planetsuin solar
system? No, it doesn’t. As we shall soon demotestra

The cylinder seal pictured above goes by the nuriib&R43” (so
named because it is number 243 in the collectidhef
Vorderasiatische Museum in Berlin).

To agree with Sitchin, we must
(a) ignore what the rest of the seal says;
(b) ignore what is known about Sumerianasimy from
cuneiform astronomical texts (all imnglarly published

books); and
(c) ignore standard Sumerian representatbssars.

But let’'s catch an overview of Sumerian astronoirst.f

SUMERIAN ASTRONOMY

A key element of Sumero-Mesopotamian religion wasracern
with heavenly bodies that could be observed withrthked eye -
especially the sun, moon, and Venus, due to tlasie ef visibility.

We observed earlier that the Sumerian culture waeradox. On
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the one hand, the Sumerians, had an advanced kot
astronomy, geography, medicine and virtually adl $ksiences.
On the other hand, they were an entirely pracpealple, withno
urge to search for truth for its own sak& hey sought for no
underlying principles, and undertook no experiméaoits

Verification.(Samuel M. Kramer-rom the Tablets of Sumendian Hills: Falcon’s Wing
Press, 1956, pp. xviii, 6, 32, 58, 59)

For this reason, theastronomydealt only with thevisible— that
which might have a practical effect on their evenytife.

ASTRONOMY WAS RELIGIOUS

And they linked astronomy to their religion.

That is why Sumero-Mesopotamiegligion had a key concern
with heavenly bodies that could be observed withrthked eye -
especially the sun, moon, and Venus, due to tlase elvisibility.
(Please note, this has a direct bearing on whatisemvered in
the previous chapter concerning Nibiru. The Sunmmediacuments
say that Nibiru iwisible EVERY YEAR)

It is important to realize that each visible hedydrody was
artistically symbolized - and stood for a deity.

SYMBOLS FOR THE SUN

The sun god symbology was very clear. The sun gaxlcalled
Shamash (or Utu in the Sumerian language).

One of the world’s leading authorities on this gabjs Dr Jeremy
Black. A well known Sumerian scholar, he was forimnére
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Director of the British School of Archaeology ity and more
recently a university lecturer in Akkadian and Suare at
Wolfson College, Oxford.

He reveals that the symbol for the sun was geryeaatientral
circle with four extended “arms” with wavy linedgines?) in
between each “arm” (the most common), or sometiangscle
with only wavy lines (flames). The entire symbolsaeearly
always, if not always (we are not aware of any pioas) inside a

circle. (Jeremy BlackGods, Demons, and Symbols of Ancient Mesopotamia: An
lllustrated DictionaryUniversity of Texas Press, in conjunction with the British
Museum, 1992, p. 168)

The sun god was also depicted as the god in fligbh a set of
wings (similar to the Egyptian winged disc).

SYMBOL FOR A STAR

The solar disc stood in contrast to the symbobfetar.
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This example has eight points. But often the stari®I had six or
seven points. The points vary even within the saea or carving.
The number of points was not consistent,\eliat the symbol
stood for was consistentt represented eitherstar, planet, or
deity— but NOT the sun. Th&tar symbol was sometimes within a
circle or, far more often, not within a circleigtclearlydistinct
from the sun symbol

The Sumerians came to believe that the spirith@f heroes had
ascended to the stars and become gods. From itpisaded the
notion that the stars, instead of being mere imatter, were each
animated by a divine spirit, and were each a wigEhly
intelligence.

So theworship ofdead heroesvho were once mere mortals
became inseparably blended with tin@rship of the heavenly

bodiesand the elemental powers of natusee my boolStolen Identity
chapter 15.)

The star design signified, therefore, a deity bieaal star or a
planet.

Since stars were associated with (or considerée xdveavenly
beings — gods, a star in Sumero-Mesopotamian gktrepresents
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either a god or an astronomical body. The saméeasaid of the
sun symbol — it can refer either to the literal sumo the sun god.

Here's an example of a cylinder seal with Ishtgnaled as the
deity by a star:

(Source: Henri Frankfd@ylinder Seals: A Documentary Essay
on the Art and Religion of the Ancient Near. Eastlon: Mac-
Millan and Co., 1939: Plate XXVI-seal L)

In this example, the obvious star symbol has gigints, and is
very similar in design to the star symbol of VA 248e know it's

a star and not the sun because the goddess deigitsddiar (See the
discussion in Frankfort, pp.177-178, 236, 254, and Black, p.168. See also the magisterial
survey: E. Douglas van BureB8ymbols of the Gods in Mesopotamian Artalecta

Orientalia 23, Pontificum Institutum Biblicum, 1945, pp.84-85.)

SUN AND STAR SYMBOLS
WERE DEPICTED IN CONTRAST

The three different symbols, one for a star, omelfe sun, and
one for the moon, were frequently grouped as a&tume. You
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will notice that the sun symbol and star symbolaver
distinguished from each other:

(Source: Ursula SeidDie Babylonischen Kudurru ReligefEafel
11, Zweite OIGruppe, stela “a” ¥he Babylonian Kudurru Reliefs
n

Plate 11, 2 Group, stela “a”. Note the wavy lines and encircled
sun symbol on the right.

Ursula SeidlDie Babylonischen Kudurru Religffafel 19, Vierte

th
Gruppe, stela “b” 3 he Babylonian Kudurru ReliefRlate 19, 4
Group, relief “b”.

In the above stele is depicted the moon, and aastdrthe sun.

Note the wavy lines with the encircled sun symbotloe lower
right.
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The symbols for sun and star/planet are also disisied clearly
in zodiacal artwork from Mesopotamia:

(Source: Ursula SeidDie Babylonischen Kudurru Reliefs
p. 47 Ehe Babylonian Kudurru Reliefp. 47)

The sun symbol (center) and star symbol (right)nene to each
other under the snake (Draco). Note the wavy lofdbe sun
symbol.

Below is a close-up of the above sun (left) and (stght)
symbols. Note that the star in this case has @ginis:
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Here’s another zodiac example:

(Source: Ursula Seidllie Babylonischen Kudurru Reliefs. 60
Fhe Babylonian Kudurru Reliefp. 60)

The sun symbol (center) and star symbol (righteoiter) are
next to each other under the snake’s tail. Notenirey lines of
the sun symbol.

In the above example, note that: (a) the star @asnspoints,
and (b) the stars below it have six points. Nose éhat these
smaller stars are by comparison just dots.

This seven dot/circle arrangement is one of thet mmsmon

motifs in Mesopotamian art, and denote the Pleialles point
Is that dots = stars in Mesopotamian art when iasironomical
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context (or a context where a deity is identifiathva star).
This is important for our consideration of VA 243.

Again, here is a close-up:

Here is a third zodiac example:

(Source: Ursula Seidl, Die Babylonischen Kudurru Reliefs, p. 23
= The Babylonian Kudurru Reliefs, p. 23)

Note that this star symbol has six points as doed/A 243 star.
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You will notice that the sun symbol is drawn in anmer
consistent with the typical wavy lines, encirclétiat
unmistakablydistinguishes the sun from the star symbdhe star
symbol signifies the same astronomical body in eade, yet the
number of points varies. This means thatrthmber of points is
unimportant for identifying the star symbol as a STAR or plane
in contrast to the sun.

These examples demonstrate thatas symbolcan have 6, 7, or 8
points, and it DOES NOT HAVE wavy lines.

OTHER STAR SYMBOL EXAMPLES

Another star symbol of very similar design to VA324 shown
be|OW(Frankfort, Plate XXXIII — seal b):

The upper left-hand side of this seal containsatimged sun disk
above the head of what scholars refer to as apsmoman” (note
his tail). Just to the right of the winged disloig star symbol.

This time the star has seven points, and is ginigas to VA 243.
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Note as well the far upper right corner — the sestars grouped
together are the Pleiades (which we shall see agamoment).

Below are several examples of seals with six pdistarsirrankfort,
Plate XXXIII — seal d):

Note the six-pointed stars in the upper left andeupight
corners. In both cases, note the presence of aconmy
“dots’ in groups of seven — again, tetarsof the Pleiades (the
“extra dot” over the head of the smaller standiggre denotes
a deity as it is a star). The seven dots = thersstags of the
Pleiades (thelots were interchangeable with pointed stados
denote stars). As E. Douglas van Buren, an expe8uwnerian
and Mesopotamian art comments:

In the earliest representations of tlie{ as yet known it can
be seen that . . . they formed a ringagette around a central
dot... [From] the early Babyilmm period onwards it is
increasingly common to find tiAelots arranged like starsn

the constellation of the Pleiades, andhe last quarter of the

second millennium the dots are shapethffirst time as stars.
(E. Douglas van Buren, “The Seven Dots in Mesopotamian Art and Their
Meaning,” Archiv fur OrientforschungXlll (1941): 277; see also E.
Douglas van BureSymbols of the Gods in Mesopotamian Afdff. and
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E. Douglas van Buren, “The Rosette in Mesopotamian 2et{schrift
fur Assyriologiand vorderasiatische Archaeologienew series, vol. 11
(1939, vol. 45 from old series): 104ff)

This observation is important because it demoresrtitat the
“pointed star + Pleiades” pattern does not recaicertain number
of points on the stars. Recall that the same smuatas true with
the zodiac — it does not matter how many pointsiasymbol has
—it’'s a star, not the sun

Here’s another examplerankfort, Plate XXXV — seal h):

In this seal the star has six points surroundingrdral dot. Note
again the “dot” symbol for each of the seven stéthe Pleiades
constellation.

Before leaving the discussion of the star symiaide thote of the
close similarity in style between tlséar on VA 243 that Sitchin
says is the sun (the left-hand picture below) &wedtar symbols
(center and right) we have noted above:
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Now compare these with the actual sun symbol:

It should be clear, then, that Sitchin’s “sun” iIA243 is not the
sun. It is amajor star Andthe dots are also starfVe have seen
this illustrated above several times by the Sumeligsopotamian
depiction of the Pleaides (seven dots represensrggven stars
which are easily visible to the naked eye).

We also saw above (in the seal of Frankfort PIaXXMX-d) that a
single pointed star can be associated with dotsiwhie also stars.
It is almost that the “star + seven dots” symbol@ygaying,
“constellation = Pleiades.”

There is therefore abundant precedent for conciuthiat these
dotsin VA243 arestars

But there is more to the seal than just that. I1f#chin had not
ignored the rest of the seal, he might have beee areful about
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using this seal to support his claims. For yournvemence, the
picture of this seal, VA243, is shown again immésliabelow.

As we examine the symbology of the rest of the, sealll help us
catch the theme: théhtese stars represent a deity and perhaps the
divine council

WHAT DOES THE
REST OF THE SEAL SAY?

Here is Sitchin’s seal again (Sumerian seal VA2@R) its
extreme left and the right, you will notice tha¢ theal has three
lines of text (“line 1” is actually repeated on batides of the seal).

The full inscription of VA243 reads:

Dubsiga [a personal name for a powerful
person], lli-illat, your/hservant.

Nothing in the inscription suggests anything reryotie do with
astronomy or planets.

If we are to harmonise the inscription with thetpi@l symbols,
the meaning of the symbols becomes clear.
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It appears thahe central starstands foia deitythat has some
association witHertility (as in crops) since the inscription
describes an offering made by a worshipper (whaieed) to a
seated god who is associated in the seal withHddréirvest. Since
there are two other figures in the seal in additmthe seated god,
and one is the offerer, the remaining figure iglijka deity also
associated with the offering. In favor of this pbagy are the
“implements”.

Dr Rudi Mayr, an expert on cylinder seals, in aragto Dr
Michael Heiser, commented on the inscriptions dredseal:

The seated figure is a god; the ‘flounceatngent is normal
for deities (though kings start wearitigem a little later);
deities also have the distinctive heassl Most scholars
call it a ‘horned’ headdress, but I've alwdliought it looked
more like flames than horns.

SITCHIN'S THEORY
IS UNSUPPORTED

It should be understood that the study of cylireksls is a very
specialized sub-discipline within Sumerology andgy®logy.
An excellent general introduction is Dominique ©alk Cylinder
Seals.

The work of cylinder seal specialists, both past eamrent, proves
decisively that Sitchin’s interpretation of thisabes deeply flawed.
It lacks scholarly merit. In a word, his theoryfasse and is
unsupported by the seal itself.
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SITCHIN CLAIMS: The VA243 seal
depicts the solar system. The central
symbol is the sun, encircled by twelve
planets.

IN REALITY:

Unfortunately, if the central figure is not the stimen this
interpretation collapses completely.

We have just seen from numerous examples of Sumseials that
the alleged “sun” symbol on the seal is not the sUihat is not
the way the Sumerians portrayed our sun. It doesardorm to
the consistent depiction of the sun in hundredstioér cylinder
seals and examples of Sumerian artwork.

We know with certainty what Sumerian depictionshef sun look
like, becaus¢he standard sun symbol appears linked with texts
about the sun godShamashn Akkadian, orUtu in Sumerian).

HOW THE EVIDENCE
NEGATES SITCHIN'S THEORY

1. As we have already found, the Sumesan symbolas a
circle with wavy linesThe Sumerians consistently depicted the
sun with four extended “arms” with wavy lines (flag?) in
between each “arm” (most common), or a circle wwithy wavy
lines.
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But the central figure on Sitchin’'s VA243 seal dOE3T show
this. This symbol is NOT the sun. It lacks the wéiags and is not
set inside a circle.

2. Sitchin’s “sun” symbol is actually a statwhich in Sumerian-
Mesopotamian art could have six or, more commagibht
points). This symbol denotes a star, a god, onglsiplanet. Is this
merely my opinion? No. It is the conventional Suoaer
Mesopotamian art method.

But the question may arise, Isn’'t the sun a sttéll, you have
already seen from the image examples above justihew
Sumerians portray the difference, with gtar symbolnd thesun
symbolside-by-side andistinct from one another.

3. The explanatory inscription®n the left hand and right hand
sides of the seal (which are ignored by Sitchig)rsathing about

planets or any element of astronon®ge a list of authorities on Sumerian
seal inscriptions at the end of this chapter.)

The theme of the seal is defined by its inscriptisrthe inscription
educating us about the solar system? Not at adl.ii$cription
describesn offering made by a worshipper (who is named) to a
seated god who is associated in the seal fertile harvest That'’s
all.

Among thehundreds of similarSumerian bffering seals” many
have a stalin upper proximity to the figures’ heads, signmyithe
figure is a deity.

4. As we noted earlier, in Sumerian thinkiegch symbol is also

associated with a godrhus, in this VA243 seal we see two figures
facing the seated god and the figure’s headdress.
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5. Thedots are stars, which represent deities

These things being so, Sitchin’s sun and 12 planetgpretation
of the seal collapses. The cylinder seal doeshmi/sl2 planets,
as Sitchin claims.

To accept Sitchin’s theory about Planet X and themaki, all
one needs to do is this:

(a) ignore what the seal says;

(b) ignore what is known about Sumerianasimy from
cuneiform astronomical texts (all pshed, but in
scholarly books); and

(c) ignore standard Sumerian iconographytista
representations of stars. That's all.

THIS SEAL IS VITAL
TO SITCHIN'S THEORY

Now | have been through much of Mr Sitchin’s wosd | think
that in this case he genuinely believed what heevf@bout the
dots on this VA243 seal being 12 planets).

It is apparent, then, that our friend does not ustdad this subject
he is dealing with. (The same lack is evident aisithe writings of
others who follow him.)

What he has written in his books could not pass paaew.
Neither is it informed by factual data from therpairy sources.

As we have just seen, in this VA243 seal thermislepiction of
the solar systenat all.
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Sadly for Mr Sitchin, although there am@any thousand®f
available texts, his theory hinges upgbrs one single seal

So, where now, Mr Sitchin?

Footnote:

For much of the information in this chapter | ardebted to Dr Michael
Heiser. (<http://www.sitchiniswrong.com/VA243sedf )

Mike has appeared dboast to Coast AMwice a year since 2000, with Art
Bell, George Noory and Barbara Simpson, answenrgstipns pertaining to
the Nephilim of Genesis 6 and his critiques of Ze@dh Sitchin's errors.

Art Bell says “Mike is uniquely qualified to discaighe relationship between
ancient texts and ufology...” Upon hearing only oh¢hese shows, speaker
and author Jim Marrs told Mike that he wished He2drd Mike Heiser’'s
analysis before endorsing Zechariah Sitchin irbbisk,Alien Agenda

General Sources:

Francesca Rochberg, “Astronomy and Calendars in Ancient Mesopot&ivgiZations
of the Ancient Near Eastpl. lll, pp. 1925-1940 (ed., Jack Sasson, 2000)

Bartel L. van der Waerden, Science Awakening, vol.H& Birth of Astronom{1974)

Technical but Still Readable

Wayne HorowitzMesopotamian CosmiGeography (1998)

N.M. Swerdlow,Ancient Astronomy and Celestial Divinati{Z000)

Scholarly (Technical) Resources:

Otto Neugebaueihe Exact Sciences in Antiqu(ty953)

Otto NeugebaueAstronomical Cuneiform Tex{$955)

Erica Reiner and David Pingréenuma Elish EnlilTablet 63,The Venus Tablet of
Ammisadugd1975)

Hermann Hunger and David Pingré&JL.APIN: An Astronomical Compendium in
Cuneiform(1989)

Hermann Hunger and David Pingréestral Sciences in Mesopotan{(e999)

N. Swerdlow,The Babylonian Theory of thdanets(1998)

David Brown,Mesopotamian Planetary Astronomy-Astrol¢8900)

90



10

SHU.MU = ROCKETSHIPS?

THE CLAIM: There are rocket
ships in the Sumerian texts. Mr
Sitchin defines the Sumerian MU
as 'an oval-topped, conical
object" and 'that which rises

straight” (Sitchin, The 12" Planet pp.
140-143)

IN REALITY: Mr Sitchin cites no Sumerian dictionary for
these meanings. A check of the dictionaries coathin
Sumerian grammars and the online Sumerian dictyoreeals
no such word meanings

THE CLAIM: The Sumerian syllable
MU was adopted into Semitic
languages asSHU-MU'. (p. 143) Then
Mr Sitchin translatesSHU-MU' to
mean that which is a MU (by
implication, “that which is a rocket
shig).

"SHU-MU' then morphed into the
Akkadianshamuand Biblical Hebrew
shem

IN REALITY: We shall consider both of these claims: (1) the
Akkadian word, then (2) the Hebrew word.
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1. THE AKKADIAN “SHAMU”

* Does Akkadiashamucome from Sitchin’'sSHU-MU'?

* Does Sumerian even have a word that m&as which
isa MU?

We are fortunate, because, as we discovered int@haphe
ancient Mesopotamian scribe®ated their own dictionaries.
Lists of words are a common feature among the tnuils of
Sumerian and Akkadian cuneiform tablets which Haesen
discovered by archaeologists.

The Mesopotamian scribes tell us what these woresnm
their own dictionaries.

SUMERIAN SCRIBES TELL US

These "lexical lists" were used to compile modaoti@haries
of these languages. It is rare indeed that andietionaries of a
dead language form the core of the modern dictiesarsed by
scholars of today. But such is the case for theeahtanguages
of Sumer and Akkad.

The great Sumerian scholar Benno Landsberger cethfliese
lists into a multi-volume seMaterials for the Sumerian
Lexicon,which is now available through the University of
Chicago’s Oriental Institute.

Also, in his exhaustive worliMesopotamian Cosmic
GeographyMesopotamian scholar W. Horowitz has gathered
all the lexical list data for the Akkadian wordiamdi.

On the next page is his layout for the meanindefword. You
will see that the word “MU” in the left-hand (Sunaar) was
among the cuneiform dictionary entries fghamu’ A
discussion of the meanings follows the entries.
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Well, what about Zecharia’'s idea that words Bkexmurefer to
rocket ships?

Sadly for Mr Zecharia Sitchin, he has ignored theseurces,
which explains why his "translations" are so odd.

Briefly, “shamt in Akkadian here meansavei (or part of
the sky/heavens) or everain”.

Contrary to what Mr Sitchin claims, the Akkadigimamudoes
NOT derive fromSHU-MU, nor doeshamumean that which
iIsa MU." Not at all!

1. No relative pronouns in Sumerian grammasitchin's
translation oshu-mupresupposes thaBHU-"is what's called
in grammar a "relative pronoun" (the classificatafrpronouns
in all languages that mean: “that which”).

It appears Mr Sitchin is unaware of Sumerian gramemh#his
point - because the Sumerian langudges nothave a class of
pronouns that are relative pronouns! To checkftrigourself,

just consult a Sumerian grammgear example, John L. Hayes Manual
of Sumerian Grammap.88)

2. NO “rocket” or “cone-shaped” in SumerianNo texts in
Sumerian and Akkadian haveotket' or "fiery rocket or "cone
shaped for shumu Again, you can check this for yourself. Just
go to the website of Sumerian language expert MicHaiser

(< http://iwww.sitchiniswrong.com/shumu/shumu.htmt®) watch a
video of Dr Heiser searching through tBkicago Assyrian
Dictionary and thePennsylvania Sumerian Dictionafgr

“shumti to see if it is a rocket ship. These are theedbiicons
available to scholars today for the Akkadian anth&uan
languages — and they are free online.

So according to the ancient scribal tablets thevesekhe
meaning is NOT that which rises straigkitor “conical object
(i.e., “rocket ship”), at all! This is the verdict the scribes
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themselves, not of myself, nor of any modern writer

THE WORD “ME”

Sitchin’s claim that the Sumerian words ME and SEAR.RA
In other texts refer to a space helmet, used facspravel, is
another fabrication.

The word ME in Sumerian texts can refer to:

(a)abstract ideaglike rulership, godship, shepherdship,
priestess-ship, the throne of kingstiphonesty,
kissing, extinguishing fire, and so on;

(b)activities such as love-making, prostitution, slander,
plunder, writing, leather-working, angg, mat-weaving,
and washing; and

(c)concrete objectdike a black dress, hair, a sheepfold,
descendants, and so on.

Thus scholars define "ME" as eitheuttural norms (which can
be stored like concrete objects)o@nners that represent these

objects or ided5(see "Inanna and Enki," pp. 518ff. Tine Context of Scripture
vol 1: Canonical Compositions from the Biblical World, ed. W. Hafid K. L.
Younger; Brill, 2000).

What would love-making have to do with flying irspaceship?
Hair? Washing? Thieanna and Enki texfor example, uses
ME 94 times, NONE of which have any clear connectm
flight.

For more specific study of the word "ME", see:

Gertrud Farbeer Mythos "Inanna und Enkunter besonderer Berucksichtigung
der Liste der ME, Studia Pohl 10 (Rome: Biblical Institute £r&973)

Gertrud Farber, "ME" irReal-lexikon der Assyriologie
Richard AverbeckThe Cylinders of Gudeap. 417-433 imMhe Context of Scripture

vol 2: Monumental Inscriptions from the Biblical Worled. W. Hallo and K. L.
Younger (Brill, 2000)
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2. MEANING OF THE
HEBREW WORD “SHEM”

The common Hebrew nowghemis pronouncecdexactly like our
English word Shamé, but it meansalmost exactly the
opposite Shemis a Hebrew boy name. The meaning of the
name is fenowrn'.

This nameShemis mainly used In the Bible. Shem is recorded
as one of the sons of Noah and ancestor of thet&gnm
particular, the Hebrews and Arabs claim descemb f&hem.

The English Bible almost always translates the vatreinas
“namé’ — which it very often does mean, as in “Steem
[namd of’” Naomi's husband “was ElimelechRuth 1:2)

Like our English word hiamé€’, shemhas several related
meanings. Shem sometimes medasi€. To make a name for
oneself means that one achieves fame. To damagsose’s
goodname (shem)s todefamethem.

A more common meaning shemin the Bible is “the essential
reality of who someone is”.

The plural form oshemis shmot The Bible has manghmot
(identification wordg for God - which are royal titles and
revelations of the reality of Who He is, but natctly names as
such.

In biblical Hebrew, to trust in someonslsemmeans to trust
the personbecause of who he is. To bless someastessn
(name@ means to bless him becausewbio he is

A common Bible idiom is “in th@ame[shen] of....” For
example, when Mordechai wrote letters and decredsishem
(name@ of King Ahasuerus, this indicated that the kingswhe
source of that authority, so what Mordecai wrotaldde
received as from the king himself. Teachingomeone'shem
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means either teachirimy his authorityor that the content of the
teaching comeom him.

When the verb meanindtiow’ (yada) appears witlshemin

the Bible (such as inkhowing God’s shem™ “knowing God'’s
name’), it has nothing to do with being smart enough to
discover the right sequence of Hebrew consonamtyvawels

of His name. Rather, the reference is to an ineniandship.

To “know Hissheni means to experience an acquaintance with
Him as a person — in which one gets to know andib#er and
better.

You see, therefore, that the meaningloémis very clear. It
meanfame, fame (reputation), personagehat’s it.

No, says Mr Sitchinghemmeanghat which is a mu=that
which is a rocket ship

Huh?
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11

THE "ALIEN”
ELONGATED SKULLS

Are the elongated skulls promoted on ancient aatrbsites
“alien”? The answer is: No.

This picture of an elongated skull comes from aic@dupply
company. That alone should tell you something.

Real scientists are aware of these skulls and tonk they are
anything alien at all. For the company's websii aicouple of
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scholarly articles from peer-reviewed journals dlibaose
"alien" elongated Peruvian skulls, go to:

http://michaelheiser.com/PaleoBabble/200&ncient-elongated-
skulls-alien-remains/

The results of extensive research on other relgtedtions is
available on Michael Heiser’'s website:

* Have alien fetuses been found in Tutankhamsmésrnb?
Answer: No:

http://michaelheiser.com/PaleoBabble/200&lien-fetus-in-king-
tuts-tomb/

* Did aliens build Machu Picchu? Answer: No:

http://michaelheiser.com/PaleoBabble/2008tone-masonry-and-
engineering-at-machu-picchu-no-aliensdeeé

* Does Akhenaten's unusual physique prove he had al
DNA? Answer: No:

http://michaelheiser.com/PaleoBabble/208f%haraoh-
akhenatens-unusual-physique-proof-ofratina/

* Did the Egyptians need aliens or alien ted¢bgy to build
the pyramids? Answer: No:

http://michaelheiser.com/PaleoBabble/2008&lid-the-egyptians-
need-alien-technology-to-build-the-pyrdsai

http://michaelheiser.com/PaleoBabble/2088he-construction-of-
the-pyramids/

* Are UFOs in Medieval and Renaissance Art?wers No:

http://michaelheiser.com/PaleoBabble/2008/05/ufereligious-art-
nope/

99



100

ARE UFOs REAL?

First of all, let me make this absolutely cleanalve no doubt
that there are other inhabited worlds out there.tBere is no
incontrovertable evidence that they are interacrig us.

Are UFOs real? Yes, there are real UFOs. But tmeyat from
other worlds They are all earth-related.

Although it appears virtually certain that modeznthtnology is
responsible for some sightings, there is strondexnae that, in
general, UFOs are linked with spiritual forces.

There is abundant documented evidence in my HdbK)
Aliens: The Deadly Sectethttp://www.beforeus.com/aliens.htmiS0
we shall not go into that here.

When | first came to the conclusion that UFOs waespiritual
phenomenon, tied in with evil entities, | was sorhatweluctant
to endorse that view publicly lest | be thought sarhat odd.
But the para-physical conclusion accords well vitign known
facts.

The resulting picture may challenge the myths amegudices of
our time, but does no violence to the facts ohtodohesion of
history.

To the objector may | issue this caution. Don’tjetir opinion
sway your better judgment. Give the evidence ferghra-
physical its due respect. There is a danger thappinions
become fixed to the point where we stop thinking.

*kk k% k%

Taking our cue from Mr Sitchin, we shall, in thenaning
chapters, peer closer into the Sumerian textslam@ible texts.
An overview of both is relevant to this subject.
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12

ARE UFOS THROUGH
THE BIBLE?

To many New Agers, Sitchin appears as a hero faclking the
historicity of the Bible, claiming it has been naad and is not
to be taken literally.

And this stance enables him to see UFOs right tilvdbe
Bible.

So was Sitchin correct about UFOs in the Bible?slebk at
two popular examples.

1. EZEKIEL'S REPORT

In the Bible, says Mr Sitchin, is recorded “onelod most
remarkable records of a UFO witnessed in antiquibitchin,
Divine Encountersp. 204)Ezekiel had an encounter with an alien-
operated flying machine from outer space.

Did he? Let’s find out. Here is the passage:

Now it came to pass in the thirtieth year, in tloarth
month,in the fifth day of the month, as Wwas among the
captives by the river of Chebathat the heavens were
opened, and | saw visions of God. In the fiftay of the
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month, which was the fifth year of king Jehoiachin's
captivity, The word of the LORD came expressly unto
Ezekiel the priest, the son of Buzi, in the land tbé
Chaldeans by the river Chebar; and the hand ofL.@RD
was there upon him. And | looked, and, behold, alwimd
came out of the north, a great cloud, and a fifelding
itself, and a brightneswas about it, and out of the midst
thereof as the colour of amber, out of the midsttred
fire. Also out of the midst thereaamethe likeness of four
living creatures. And thisiastheir appearance; they had the
likeness of a man. And every one had four faces,emery
one had four wings. And their featere straight feet; and
the sole of their feetvas like the sole of a calf's foot: and
they sparkled like the colour of burnished brassd ey
had the hands of a man under their wings on their four
sides; and they four had their faces and their svifitpeir
wings were joined one to another; they turned not when
they went; they went every one straight forward fésthe
likeness of their faces, they four had the faca afan, and
the face of a lion, on the right side: and theyrfbad the
face of an ox on the left side; they four also taalface of
an eagle. Thuswere their faces: and their wingsere
stretched upward; twwings of every onewere joined one
to another, and two covered their bodies. And thveynt
every one straight forward: whither the spirit wago, they
went; and they turned not when they went. As for the
likeness of the living creatures, their appearawes like
burning coals of fireand like the appearance of lamps: it
went up and down among the living creatures; aedfitie
was bright, and out of the fire went forth lightgirAnd the
living creatures ran and returned as the appearahce
flash of lightning.

Now as | beheld the living creatures, behold oneeth
upon the earth by the living creatures, with hisurfo
faces. The appearance of the wheels and their waik
like unto the colour of a beryl: and they four hade
likeness: and their appearance and their work \watsveere
a wheel in the middle of a wheel. When they wehéyt
went upon their four sidesind they turned not when they
went. As for their rings, they were so high thagytlwere
dreadful; and their ringaerefull of eyes round about them
four. And when the living creatures went, the whegént
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by them: and when the living creatures were liftidfrom
the earth, the wheels were lifted up. Whithersoeter
spirit was to go, they went, thith@ras theirspirit to go;
and the wheels were lifted up over against them:tlie
spirit of the living creaturevasin the wheels. When those
went, thesewent; and when those stodtiesestood; and
when those were lifted up from the earth, the wheedre
lifted up over against them: for the spirit of theing
creature was in the wheels. And the likeness of the
firmament upon the heads of the living creatwes as the
colour of the terrible crystal, stretched forth pweeir
heads above. And under the firmamevdre their wings
straight, the one toward the other: every one hao, t
which covered on this side, and every one had wuch
covered on that side, their bodies. And when thentwl
heard the noise of their wings, like the noise ofad
waters, as the voice of the Almighty, the voicespéech, as
the noise of an host: when they stood, they letrdtdveir
wings. And there was a voice from the firmament thas
over their heads, when they stood, and had let cibvm
wings.

And above the firmament thatasover their headwasthe
likeness of a throne, as the appearance of a sapgtoine:
and upon the likeness of the thromasthe likeness as the
appearance of a man above upon it. And | saw asadioer

of amber, as the appearance of fire round abodtimwit,
from the appearance of his loins even upward, eord the
appearance of his loins even downward, | saw\wasri¢ the
appearance of fire, and it had brightness rounditalds

the appearance of the bow that is in the cloudhénday of
rain, sowasthe appearance of the brightness round about.
This wasthe appearance of the likeness of the glory of the
LORD. And when | sawvtt, | fell upon my face, and | heard

a voice of one that spak@gzekiel chapter 1)

Well... is Ezekiel talking about a space ship? I Wiaat he
saw?

We have a choice. We can choose to inject our awjugices
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into a document, or we can be willing to learn, &tidhe text
speak to us.

THE CONTEXT IS
ALWAYS IMPORTANT

To correctly understand any book, including thel&ilthere are
basic rules to follow:

1. Let the book interpret itself. Don’t look for whgbu
want to prove — look for what the book actuallysay

2. Understand the context — the verses before and afte
and the chapters before and after. Does your
understanding of a particular statement harmonise
with the rest of the book?

. Ask what does it clearly say?

. Ask what does it not say?

. Do not allow personal assumptions or preconceived
ideas to influence your understanding and
conclusions.

6. Do not form conclusions based on partial facts,
insufficient information, or the opinions and
speculations of others.

7. Opinions — regardless of how strongly you feel abou
them — don’t necessarily count. The text alone must
be the standard and guide.

o b~ w

So what does Ezekiel himself tell us?

(8 NOT AN ENCOUNTER
BUT A VISION

Is Ezekiel talking about a space ship?

No, Ezekiel did not see an alien spaceship. Sitshmisquoting
Ezekiel.
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He says that what he saw wagsions, not a physical object. It
wasnot an encounter, but a visiarindeed, he uses stereotyped
visionary phrases like “the heavens were opeiegdkiel 1:1)and
“the hand of the Lord was upon him” to make absNuplain

that what follows is to be seen in the sense @catatic mental
experience, rather than sober scientific descmpbioan actual
event.

If Mr Sitchin wants to interpret this as a UFO emcter, then
what will he do with the rest of the descriptiorhieh
culminates not in a chariot, but in a great threeeabove the
chariot(Ezekiel 1:26),and God, in human likeness, enthroned
there? If we take the chariot literally, then dltlus, too, must
be taken literally.

Visions are not by necessity literal phenomena.,Amdact, the
descriptions that follow cannot all be taken litgran our
physical sense.

(b) A SYMBOL OF GOD

Ezekiel clearly shows that the “vehicleioves in all directions
at once(ezekiel 1:17).This is not one of Sitchin’s alien spaceships.
It is in fact a symbolic presentation.

In reading chapter 1 of his vision, it becomes appthat
Ezekiel saw a “great cloud with raging fire engudfiitself ”
(verse 4) four living creatures from within the clowérse 5).a
wheel beside each living creatuverse 15)and the rims of the
wheels full of eyesverse 18)all-seeing, all-knowing, among
other things.

Ezekiel himself tells us that this is a vision lo&t Transcendent
One who is not limited by space or gravity. Heas confined to
a “space chariot”, but is in fact aboveqitrse 25)It is a vision of
God Himself and the way in which He work$saw visions of
God,” reports Ezekiekverse 1)
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Also out of the midst thereof came theiiess of four living
creatures. And this was their appearaney. tfad the likeness
of a man.... As for the likeness of theicds, they four had
the face of eman, and the face of kon, ...of anox,... and...

aneagle (Ezekiel 1:5,10)

Compare this with a description in the book of Ratien. Here
the apostle John records what he saw in a vision:

a throne was set in heaven... and in thastof the throne,
and round about the throne, were foungj\creatures full of
eyes before and behind. And the first livangature was like a
lion, and the second living creature likecalf, and the third
living creature had a face asnan, and the fourth living
creature was like a flyirepgle (Revelation 4:2,6-7)

You only have to compare Ezekiel's descriptionh#f kiving
creatures with the description of the living creatuthat
surround the throne of God in Revelation 4 andwduquickly
realise that the scenes witnessed by Ezekiel, Jodumel, and
other biblical writers were visions of God and Hsritual host
of heaven.

As further evidence of this fact, at the end ofl&ezlel, after
describing “a likeness with the appearance of a’roara

throne, Ezekiel wrote:This was the appearance of the likeness
of the glory of the Lord (Ezekiel 1:28).

The qualities ofnan, lion, ox, andeagleare aspects of God
Himself, the Supreme Ruler of the universe, andéhaf His
heavenly host.

The face of a man speaks of mind, reason, affecti@m
intelligent being The lion hasuthority, power and majesty
The ox patientlyabours for others able to bear the burdens
that they can’t. The eagle flies above the stomsle below
there are only sorrows, dangers, and distresswfabird strong
and powerfulpever becoming weary
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In His direction of affairs, there is at work a veh&vithin a
wheel. The complication of machinery appears sucaie that
man can see only a complete entanglement. In oitell
understanding of the Mighty One’s ways, we ofteas{ion His
love and His justice — His reasons for allowingt@ierthings to
happen. But the divine hand, as seen by Ezekiplased upon
the wheels, and every part moves in complete hayneach
doing its specified work, yet with individual fremah of action.

(c) GOD’S THRONE IS
ABOVE IT - NOT IN IT

But, if you are going to take what Ezekiel saw diteaal space
vehicle, then you must also take these parts ofikien
literally:

1. The vehicle can move in all direciat once. No
vehicle could ever be constructethwll the wheels
going in their own separate directrathout turning.

2. God is above it — not in it, as wob&lthe case with a
UFO. If it's a literal space vehicteen the throne of
God is above it, literally.

All parts of the vision stand or fall together. Narts are
irrelevant.

And what is the significance of these two featunethe vision?

1. Able to move in all directions at on€his teaches the
transcendence of the Eternal One.

2. God is above it — not in it: — He canbe restricted
spatially, as men are restricted.
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(d) THE FIRST OF A
SERIES OF SYMBOLS

The purpose of this first chapter in Ezekiel becemlear as we
examine the context. This first chapter sets tle@asdor the rest
of the book.

A little research into the book’s message showsEzakiel's
writing and visions were apocalyptic in nature—vstyilar to
the writings found in the biblical books of Danald
Revelation. The visions Ezekiel described are aiviealy,
spiritual beings, not “alien life forms.”

And the symbols continue.

* He has a vision of a written scroll which eatsEzekiel 2:8
to 3:3);

* He has detailed visions of what is takpigce in
Jerusalem, a thousand miles awaakiel 8:3);

* He sees angels marking the foreheadsasfethvho are to
be preserved during the destruction aiskdem, and
slaughtering those who are to @ikiel 9:1-7);

* He sees a valley full of dry bongsekiel 37:1-2) He
explains that this experience was whéae titand of the
Lord was upon me”, and that he was broogh“by the
Spirit of the Lord” - so that we know heans us to
understand it as a vision.

(e) THE MESSAGE IS:
FROM GOD’S THRONE,
JUSTICE IS COMING

The chapters that follow speak of coming judgmeatruthe
nation — that what it has sown it will now reap.dfa
considerable number of symbols are used to drivechibat
message.
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Ezekiel himself is told to personally perform a $atic
demonstration in the street, before the peoplagusimself as a
living symbol of what will befall the whole nationthat the
people are to go into exile, a prophecy which vaaarlliterally
fulfilled. (Ezekiel chapter 4; 12:11)

SO WHO IS RIGHT:
EZEKIEL OR SITCHIN?

Ezekiel records that he was told:

Son of man, | am sending you to the children addgrto a
rebellious nation that has rebelled adadtes (Ezekiel 2:3)

Ezekiel fully understood this to be the Celestied&or talking
to Him, and that the vision was of spiritual beings

It is ironic that Ezekiel recognized his visionde a calling and
message from God, yet over 2,500 years after thisn; a
modern-day UFO hunter wants to “reinterpret” EzEkie
original understanding of what he saw.

A simple question should be asked: who would be better
position to know what he saw—Ezekiel, or a modemg-thlien
hunter”?

Ezekiel did not see a UFQO! He was allowed the spgxivilege
of being called by the Supreme One of the universeugh an
amazing vision of the heavenly host. It was a Geefgvision,
teaching great truths about His own being.

Ezekiel himself says clearly at the very beginrohghe
description, “I saw visions of God.”

His description of the vision ties in perfectly vibther
apocalyptic writings such as Daniel and Revelatibhas
nothing to do with UFOs.
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No more need be said.

2. “ALIEN” CROSSBREEDING
IN THE BOOK OF GENESIS?

Our friend Sitchin also quotes from the biblicabkaf
Genesis

IT IS CLAIMED: In Genesis, the
“sons of God” who “intermarried”
with “daughters of men” were
really extraterrestrials. Primitive
biblical authors used the term
“sons of God” only because they
did not understand the technology.

IN REALITY: Had Mr Sitchin dug deeper he would have
discovered that:

1. The book of Genesis says that teerfs of Gotlwere 100
percenthuman. (See Appendix A.)

2. It states that mankind was a direct creatiothefSupreme
God who created the universe (arat the result of genetic

juggling).

3. The same book that he quotefutes his “primitive” idea It
declares that the human race was fully intelligesrh the start.
(Genesis 1:27; 2:19-20A\t an early time there were craftsmen and
musiciangGenesis 4:21,28Nnd even schools of metallurgy. All
these were flourishingeforeSitchin’s alleged Genesis chapter
6 cross-breeding by humanoid space aliens tooleplac

So let’s not come up with any nonsense about theats’
scientific ignorance. The advanced science fouraliyh their
writings does not allow us that option. They werd¢heir own
right, intelligent people. They should be fairlpresented.
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Their writings deserve to be portrayed accuratehey should
not be regarded as ignorant simply because thedg limng ago.
Or because they disagree with our view.

Ezekiel is NOT saying what Sitchin interprets inbean. But
Sitchin is saying what he WANTS it to mean. At th@nt some
might wonder, is this being honest?

Mr Sitchin thinks “primitive” biblical authors didot understand
technology or science.

Huh?

Technology and sciencenknown? This is where it gets
interesting...
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13

CAN THE BIBLE
FACE UP TO SCIENCE?

My friend Greg was returning home by train.

Next to him sat a blond. She was a biologist. Té&veshanged
pleasantries. then with one eye Greg had resartbist
newspaper.

But not for long. His other eye was partly on hfand then, in
astonishment, he stopped reading. This intelliggnt woman
was engrossed in — was this for real? — a Bible!

He looked her way again. Yes, she was really ithtde would
just have to straighten her out!

“Excuse me,” he interrupted. “I don’t mean to bdeuBut don’t
you know that book is unscientific?”

“Oh?” she smiled. “Really?”
A pushover, Greg decided. “Well, you know, it speakthe
sun coming up and going down. In this enlightengel gou and

| know it's not the sun. It's the earth’s rotatidthow can you
read a book containing such outdated errors?”

112



113

Unperturbed, she kept reading. Greg returned tadusspaper.
A few minutes later, she half turned and said, 6ldn’t read
that paper if | were you.”

“I beg your pardon?”

“May 1?” said she, taking his paper and quicklyrstag
through it. “Here,” she said, pointing, “read that.

His eyes fell on the weather section. “Tomorrown $ises 5.32
am. Sun sets 6.16 pm.”

“So?” she laughed, “how can you swallow such ungiie
twaddle? You know the sun doesn’t rise and go ddtiathe
earth’s rotation. Look, | know a little science.fpose | could
show you that proven science totally agrees wighBible?”

“What!” he roared. “You're pulling my leg!”

“The Bible is not a science text,” she respondédt Tt does
speak authoritatively in matters of science — arwlieately.”

Dumb female! “Okay, I'll humor you,” he consented.

But Greg was in for a surprise. That lady knew samrgguing
facts. He had jotted down a few of them to chetdrlal hey
were in his pocket note book.

To his amazement he had actually found these dotaintiths
in the Bible:

* Far from resting on the backs of turtles, eleghaAtlas, or
whatever — the Bible says the earth is suspendspaceJob
26:7)

* Also that the earth is not flat — but spherigahiah 40:22. The
original Hebrew word “khug” used here denotes “sphericity” or “roundress
* The earth turns on its axis, as clay to the geal38:14)
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* The stars cannot be numbered, but are as thewgaomdthe
seashoregueremiah 33:22; Genesis 22:17)

Greg thought about that. Not so long ago scienivsi®
teaching that the stars could be counted. From lethispheres
the naked eye could count perhaps 4,000 starsadttgnomers
now estimated that there were at least a hundrédobhmbillion-
billion stars (that is 18 stars). And yes, that would probably
reflect the same order of magnitude as the numbgrains of
sand on the earth.

So that old book was indeed scientifically soundafldiscovery
had really thrown him. He found himself apologizioghe
lady.

Since then Greg had, to some extent, acquiredoacefor the
old book.

21 CENTURY SCIENCE
Did you know

1. that experimentally confirmed science has
established every one of the followmomgpositions as
factually true? And

2. that these facts were already recordeddaok more
than 3,500 years old?

Here’s a quick list:

The value of Pi

That light must first exist before matter can exist
(Quantum mechanics)

That the earth’s molten foundation rocks solidifiedess
than 7 minutes (not millions of years). Now confeanby
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the discovery of short-life primordial polonium bak
“frozen” into the earth’s foundation granite rock®u
haven’t heard about that?

That all living things were created by words (tlemetic
language). And that sound waves can create forms?
That the very same mineral composition that makethe
human body is found in the soil.

That a complete human being can be produced from a
portion of another (hence cloning).

That the whole human race stems from three main
branches.

That all races on earth are descended from the same
original mother.

That no life form evolves into a different life far but
reproduces “after its kind” (diversifying no furththan the
boundaries of its own basic type). This is truesce and
it runs counter to what we have been told.

Now, do you know which ancient book contains th&sentific
propositions?

Full marks if you guessed the book of GenesidhénRible.

But it contains much more:

SCIENTIFIC ACCURACY
Catch this:

1. THE DISCOVERY THAT BLOCKED HIS FUNDING:Did
you know that an American scientist has lost fugdiecause he
dared make a discovery that vindicated Genesis®? dibcovery
has been placed before the world’s leading scisntisndhey
are dumbfounded! And oh yes, displaying the liberal tolerance
we have all come to love, they cut off his funding.
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2. ANCIENT CLONING: Did you know thathe first
"cloning" operation was performed 6,000 years ago? Yes, it's
right there, described in the book of Genesis.

3. THAT NEW GENETIC INFORMATION CANNOT
EVOLVE: And that’s exactly what modern genetic science has
also provenJust think of the implications of that!

AHEAD OF MODERN SCIENCE

Here’s a trade secret for you. No scientist onplaset is in a
position to refute any of the above facts. In fatdny scientists,
confronted with this evidence, express shock afoshering they
are only catching up with the ancient book of Genes

So here we have a book compiled 3,500 years agodren
earlier documents (see the next chapter) — yg#&i$ modern as
tomorrow.

It not only contain®1* century scientific knowledgebut also:

Surprising secrets of the lost races

Stimulating historical insights

Prophecies concerning the New World Order, modern
terrorism and other current global events — andrevtieey
are headed.

As | have watched the current world crisis unfaldhas become
evident that we may have a front-row seat to eviems
foretold in this book.

This book is so crammed with advanced scientifia @ad

inside information that | am now calling it th&elligence
Report.
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JUST MYTH?

OBJECTION: But I've heard that
its stories are not real history, but
largely myth.

IN REALITY: | can empathise with the skeptic, having myself
been one. And sometimes | was wrong. That’s nottorige
ashamed of.

Now, since we are placing under the microscopeaailye
attacked document, it is well to bear in mind tpadd
scholarship will follow Aristotle’s Dictum:

The benefit of the doubt is to be given to the
document itself, not arrogated ltgy ¢ritic to
himself.

That is, one must listen to the claims of the doenthunder
analysis, and not assume ignorance, error or fualeks the
author disqualifies himself by contradictions ooiam factual
inaccuracies. In other words, it is to be acceptatia document
IS genuine, unless there is compelling reason lievse
otherwise Would you say that is fair?

It is time now to redress a historical injustidée are being lied
to. The “Bible myth” charge is a fabrication.

It may be stated categorically thradt oneconfirmed scientific

discovery has ever controverted a biblical refeeef¢ould you
please read that again?

THE TESTIMONY
OF ARCHAEOLOGY

Under the intense scrutiny of physical archaeoldlggre is only
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one set of books in all the world that has mairdial00
percentcredibility rating— and that is the Bible.

A sweeping statement? Yes, but one which | behellestand
up under investigation.

This may be new to you, but archaeological reselash
established the accuracy of the biblical dataveryinstance in
which it can be tested. We’'re not talking aboubdd reference
or two. Nothing like that. This confirmation amosrb many
hundredsof cases, with not one single failure. Read thairag
Such an astonishinglyerfect track recordis unknown for any
other document on earth.

Therefore we should not be surprised to hear nkenDionald J.
Wiseman, Professor Emeritus of Assyriology, Uniitgref
London, testifying:

It has been my long experience that wherBible is rightly
understood and interpreted it is never @uhtted by archaeo-
logical and historical evidence whemat too has been

subjected to strict Scrutinf}/.(Forward to Victor Pearce’s book
Evidence For Truth: Archaeologg)® edition, 1998)

In Charles Darwin’s day critics began dismissingdneds of
statements in the Bible as fables. Why? Becaut®ii800s
archaeology was in its infancy. Very little Middiast
excavation had taken place. Many events, place siame
names of people were found only in the Bible — nesglelse.
And the Bible made some daring historical clainat,tim our
ignorance, were thought unlikely to be true...forrapée,
claims like these:

That over 4,000 years before New York’'s Empire &tat
Building, the first skyscrapewas built.

That longbefore the Iron Ageiron was smelted.

That aclean break in history occurred in 2345 B@ith a
physical cataclysm that destroyed everything othedihe
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critic said no. But the physical evidence now klde is
more abundant than for any other ancient eventnBae.
That a mighty nation calledittites really existedThe
critic said no. Until Hittite remains were discogdr

That the Dead Sea valley of Israel wdssh, fertile land
until its five great cities wersuddenly destroyed by
burning sulphur ballsfrom the sky. The critic called this a
fable. But not only is there now evidence for sagtast
climate, but also the remains of five cities turteash,
and peppered with millions of balls of burnt sulpthave
been discovered. (Audiences enjoy watching me burn
these sulphur balls.)

That theHebrew race was enslaved in Egyfpt several
centuries. The critic said there was no evidence of
Hebrews ever in Egypt. But confirming Egyptian gext
have since been discovered.

That the Hebrews escaped from Egypad imighty,
spectacular exodysn which the Red Sea parted for their
escape, but the Egyptian army, caught in hot ptnsere
all drowned. The critic said “Impossible” But wave
now found scattered over the seabed, remains oibtha
wheels and cabs intermingled with the skeletal resnaf
horses and men from this very period.

That the Hebrew natiowandered for many years in the
desertssouth of Palestine. The critic said “no evidence”
until physical evidence was found.

That the incomingdebrews invaded and conquered all of
Palestine.The critic said no. Physical evidence and
inscriptions echoing the story piece by piece hawe
been found.

That in flood timehe Jordan River suddenly stopped
flowing, enabling the Hebrews to cross it on foot. The
critic said “Impossible!” Until this same phenomeneas
witnessed in modern times.

That theymarched around the city of Jericho 7 times in
one day after which the walls fell flat (outward) andycit
was burned. Seven circuits in a day? Prepostesaitthe
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critic. Until the ruins were excavated — which d¢emn
circled in half an hour. Excavation also shows thalls

did fall outward as stated, and the city was burned
ThatKing David reigned over an extensive empii¢o
such dynasty existed, said the critic. Recentiyhtbu
inscriptions verify King David’s dynasty.

ThatKing Solomonruled over a kingdom greater than that
of the surrounding nations and built a temple thas a
wonder of the world. The critic said “rubbish”. But
remains and inscriptions parallel the biblical recm

every particular.

That Babylon’s last king, on the night Babylon fellas
BelshazzarThe critic said he never existed. A Belshazzar
inscription has now been found.

That the town oNazarethexisted in the time of Jesus
Christ. The critic said no. But evidence of itscentury
settlement has since surfaced.

That the book of Genesis was written progressiagly
contemporaries of the events, from as early as 8@0
then compiled into one boato later than 1500 BCThe
critic said it was just a patchwork of myths pujdéther as
late as the'® century BC. But a solid chain of evidence
now shows Genesis to be accurate contemporarytmegor

Okay, let’'s stop there. There are literally hundretiexamples
like these, where the biblical writers have beerlwated.
These are facts.

It would occupy too much room to go into detailghrs matter,
without which, however, the strength of the arguhzamnot be
felt, nor fully established. (This has been donsame of my
more recent books).

In any case, why not let Nelson Glueck, one ofwibed’s most
eminent Middle Eastern archaeologists bear witnd$s3ays:

It may be stated categorically that no archaeo#lgic
discovery has ever controverted a Biblical refeeer{sielson
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Glueck, Rivers in the Desert: History of NegeRhiladelphia: Jewish
Publications Society of America, p.31)

Did you get that? Put to the test, the “myth” cleaatyvaysfails.

The trend of new evidence is leading many archagstoto
aligneven their datesncreasingly closer to those given in the
biblical book of Genesis.

Here is Professor W.F. Albright, the well-knownlaaeologist
of Johns Hopkins University, informing us that

...as a whole the picture in Genesisisorical, and
there i:0 reason to doubt the general accuracgf
the biographical details and the sketabf personality
which make the Patriarchs come alivi a&ivividness
unknown to a single extra -biblicglaracter in the

whole vast literature of the ancienaNEast(Albright,
The Biblical Period From Abraham to Ezra, Rev. ddw York,
1963, p.5)

Archaeologist Horn arrives at the same conclusion:

Archaeological discoveries show us that th&tanical
setting is true to fact and that the eventsciesd did

really happen (Siegfried H. HornRecords of the Past Illum-
minate the Bible Washington, D.C.: Review and Herald Publish-
ing Association, p.62)

In the 1800s the critics were having a field day.
Then the science of archaeology was born. And gil@dthe
evidence came out. The settings as given in tHecalb

descriptions were found to agree completely withkhown
facts.

The critics were dumbfounded. They had jumped thre gnd
they were wrong.

Archaeology uncovers things that you can see, tcauth even
smell. Over some 25 expeditions, my teams havehtabg

121



122

excitement of discoveringctual artefactshat weredeposited
at the very momentertain biblical events were occurring.

Those events spring to life before your eyes! Do wonder
that sometimes | find it hard to sleep at night?

While the Bible is not primarily a history book, oern
scholarship has found that when it does touch stotyi the

Bible is remarkably accurate. Increasingly, itgistoare seen as
solid history, set in backgrounds as real as our malay.

And this is knowledge that evolution-minded “exgédre
doing their best to hide from the public.

Only myths? Oddly enough, the old disinformatiostifi being
rehashed by today’s pretenders to knowledge - hnoched out
as “new information”. How sad for them!

ANOTHER CLAIM OF THE CRITICS

However, the critics have come up with some othams.
(These are repeated by our friend Mr Sitchin -hgy @are
relevant to the present discussion.)

So lest | be accused of ignoring these, why dor’'taddress
another a couple of them now? You might have htaese...

1. The Sumerian texts are older — thus more reliable —
than the Bible writings.

2. The biblical stories were only borrowed from the
Sumerians.

Well? Here goes...
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HOW OLD ARE THE
SUMERIAN TEXTS?

A lady received her annual form from the Australiax
department, which they required her to fill in aeturn to them.

She faithfully did as asked, but inadvertently wrot some of
the required information in a wrong section of them.

What happened after this turned into a nightmahneyTsent her
summons. And locked her up in prison for 1 years

It turned out that she had provided the correarimfation as
requested — even though it was on the wrong pdheoform.

But the officials in the tax department did notioetit. Her
lawyer did not notice it. Even the judge did notio® it.

Why didn’t she sue them for wrongful imprisonmeS8ifhple. It
would have cost her $50,000 to take the matteotwtcShe
didn’t have that kind of money.

| couldn’t help feeling indignation for the injusé perpetrated

against this innocent woman. But such injusticescammon,
as you probably know.
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My heart cries out for injustices to be made riglon’t you? It
was the passion of correcting an injustice thatgetstarted in
Middle Eastern archaeology in the 1990s.

WHY | HAD TO
CORRECT AN INJUSTICE

On November 25, 1978, during an earthquake, a myyetgect
suddenly popped out of the ground. And this lecaateur
“detective” to start probing what was to soon bee@n
archaeological sensation.

It wasn’t long before he found himself caught id@ak-and-
dagger game of tomb robberies, betrayals and atezhmpurder.
At every step, attacks were engineered on the mdris
project.

Convinced that he had discovered what was leth@fincient

Noah'’s Ark, this real-life “Indiana Jones” chosé tmswipe at
his critics or try to justify his work. He had ogeal: to quietly
gain the evidence needed to convince the world.

Meanwhile his adversaries went on shouting, slangemd
sabotaging.

In April, 1992, quite unexpectedly, | was drawrpitiiis drama.
It soon became apparent that attempts were beidg toa
suppress the facts. A man and his noble causelveang
wronged.

| never suspected that, by setting out to corteatt particular
injustice- and share some of the crucial facts that turned my
skepticism into belief — that | would eventuallgdi myself
coming down the present road of writing this book.

What you will discover in this chapter may hopefudbrrect
another widespread injustice.
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Have you noticed that almost everywhere you tues¢hdays
there is a distinct anti-Bible bias? It's in thedia on the
Internet, in the schools, in the scientific world politics...

Why is this? Is there something wrong with the Bbtkyou
believe in fair play, then you may want to gethe bottom of
this... as | was determined to do.

TWO ASSUMPTIONS

Bless his heart, our friendecharia Sitchin is involved in it too.
He takes two different documents:

(a) the Sumerian texts

(b) the Bible texts
and then makes a couple of assumptions:

1. That th&umerian texts are thousands of yearkler
than the “biblical tales”.

2. That the material @enesis 1-11and other parts of the
Bible) areBorrowed from the Sumerians and
Akkadians.

Let’s investigate first of all the antiquity of ti&imerian texts.

SUMERIAN TEXTS
6,000 YEARS OLD?

CLAIM: “Shumerian (or Sumerian)
civilization had blossomed in what is
now Irag almost a millennium before
the beginning of the Pharaonic age in
Egypt.” And documents in the
Sumerian language go “back almost

Six thousand years(Zecharia SitchinThe
Earth Chronicle}
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IN REALITY: Historians and other scholars almost universally
recognise that recorded human history began in §umthe
Middle East.

The dates given for Sumer's origin vary widely ageoholars,
although the recent trend has been toward latérershan
earlier, dates - typically ranging from about 39D to about
2900 BC, with some scholars setting dates botlheeahd later
than these. At least one reputable soutceyclopedia
Britannica, Book of Knowledgender “History”, dates Sumeria
as late as about 2350 BC.

This is very close to our date for the Great FI&&#5 BC -
which made a clean break in world history. It waty@fter this
eventthat Sumeria arose. Any radically earlier datmtpased
on questionable assumptions and is highly speealati

Helpful background information on this questiordating is
available in my book ost Races: The Big Dating Shogkhich |
am pleased to gift to yOuhttp://www.beforeus.com/dating-civilizations. pdf

If Mr Sitchin, or anyone else, is determined tolpaserything
back further, he cannot do so on the grounds o seidence.
Keep in mind that our goal is to discover the FACW& want
verified information.

Some scholars have assumed that the Sumerian Ksh¢glLlist
of 10 earlier kings) is a reference to the earlegfins of
Sumer. Because of this assumption, taking 50-66sy@er life
of each king, these scholars would be adding ab@@+600
years onto the history of the Mesopotamian peoples.

However, there is good reason to believe thatligtief 10

kings is not part of the history of Babylonia om&ar at all, but

rather of the ten patriarchs before the Flgashathan Gray,ost
Races: The Big Dating ShqdBhapter 14)

So how old is Sumeria... really?
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THE OLDEST FIRM
HISTORICAL DATE

A firm historical dateis one in which there amaifficient links
with other historically known dates that it is accurate to a
scientific certainty (or at least within a handddlyears).

The oldest such firm historical date is of the BgypPharaoh
Sesostris Il (about 1878 BC).

Earlier than about 2000 BC, then, archaeologiststMmake an
inordinate number of assumptions (which are largelyjective
in nature).

Therefore if anyone tells you the Sumerian writiags almost
6,000 years old, you may rest assured that isiarthys head. It
is wishful thinking, and not fact.

It can be said with certainty that:

1. There are no firm historical dates befdreut 2000 to
2500 BC.

2. Carbon-14 is known to be unreliable itirdathe
Sumerian-Babylonian civilization, so ame left to
estimate.

3. The Sumerian civilization was the firsokm in history.
But not by much.

After Alexander the Great had defeated Darius ih B8 at
Gaugmela near Arbela, he journeyed to Babylon. &nére he
and his scholars learned about the 1903 yeardrminasnical
observations from the Chaldeans of Babylon.

That placed the founding of BabylonZt34 BC This matter

was recorded in the sixth book@& Caelo(About the Heavens
by Simplicius, a Latin writer in the 6th century APorphyry (a
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Greek philosopher, 234—-305 AD) stated the samegthin

Martin Anstey points out, regarding the Mesopotantigion:

The Era of the Chaldean dynasty of Beraiesarliestwhich
has any claim to be regarded as historigglaced somewhere

about the yed3.C. 2234 (Martin Anstey,The Romance of Bible Chron-
ology London: Marshall Brothers Ltd., 1913, p.92)

This is close to the biblical date for the foundofghe city of
Babel (c. 2244 BC) from which sprouted the Sumecialture
and Babylon. The agreement is almost uncanny.

Almost 6,000 years? Our friend seems to have dieaveay
with dates.

There is absolutely no evidence of éiymerian document
dates earlier than about 2000 BC. Sumerian tef06years
old? Er, yes... And I'm the Easter Bunny.

*xkkkk k%

Now we shall address the question as to whethés pathe
Bible are “borrowed” from the Sumerians and Akkagiaas our
friend suggests.
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DID THE BIBLE
"“BORROW” FROM
THE SUMERIANS?

IT IS CLAIMED: The biblical tales

of Creation, of Adam and Eve, the
Garden of Eden, the Deluge, the Tower
of Babel, were based on texts written
down millennia earlier in Mesopotamia,
especially by the Sumerians.

IN REALITY: This was the predominant view in biblical
scholarship nearly 150 years ago, but the ideahmambeen
abandoned.

Despite this, it is still peddled by some writangluding
Sitchin, who appear to be unaware of discoveriesesi

ASSUMPTION 1:
BIBLE “COPIED"FROM
THE SUMERIAN TEXTS

You ask, how did this idea get started? Well, wthenvarious
fragments of th&abyloniantablets were discovered, it was
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noticed that the writers had recorded their “cagdtseries on
six tablets

Some critics observed that the biblibalok of Genesispoke of
creation as having occurred ow days So now they jumped
at the Babylonian discovery and put out the runtbat these
Babylonian tablets would prove to be the origiralthe Bible
story.

But this was beforghe Babylonian fragments (edited from
Sumeriantexts) were pieced together and deciphered.

Then it was discovered that nowhere in the Babglomiccount
is there any suggestion of the creation of the aviorisix days,
or even in six periods.

The only valid similaritybetween the Bible and the Babylonian
tablets is that the Genesis narrative is dividéad $nx days,
numbered 1 to 6, and that the Babylonian accoun@seation
are almost invariably written on six tablets — wathate

appendix added as the seventh book, as a commeamtaing 50
sacred Sumerian titles of Marduk.

Let’'s compare the Babylonian Creation tablets wthtnbiblical
Genesis account:

Genesis Babylonian &ztion Tablets
Day 1. Light Tablet 1. Birtlof the gods, their rebellion and
threatened destruction.
Day 2. Atmosphere Tablet 2. Tiamat preparder battle. Marduk
and water agrees to fight her.
Day 3. Land and Tablet 3. The gods aremsmoned and walil
vegetation bitterly at their threatened destruction
Day 4. Sun, moon Tablet 4. Marduk promotieto rank of “god”.
and stars He receives his weapons for the fight
visible (these are described at length). Defeats

Tiamut, splits her in half like a fish
andhus makes heaven and earth
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Day 5. Fish and birds Tablet 5. Astronomical poem
Day 6. Land animals Tablet 6. Kingu who made Tiant to rebel is
and man bound and as a punishment his

arteries are severed anthan created

from his bloodThe 600 gods are grouped.
Marduk builds Babylon where all the gods
assemble.

Do you notice the difference between the two actssuA
comparison shows clearly that Genesis owes nothiragever
to the Babylonian tablets.

It is not reasonable to imagine that such crudewaas of gods
and goddesses plotting war amongst themselveshamgas
skulls, getting drunk and similar activities, coble the basis of
the first chapters of the Bible.

When George Smith discovered the first Babylonragrent in
the British Museum in 1872, he imagined that ierefd to the
creation of animals. Now we know that the animafemred to
were the “monsters” created in order to fight Tiamu

The old theory of the supposed similarities betwihenBible
and the Babylonian tablets was founded on thé&ctatiori

that discoveries would provide the missing linksc&vation has
proved this hope to be false.

More is known today about Sumerian and Akkadiamo&as
today have a deeper knowledge of the linguisticahsections
between those languages and material in Genesietia
before.

The late 1920s saw the discovery of the Ugaritioediorm
material. Ugaritic was found to be far closer tblical Hebrew
than Akkadian or Sumerian. Also, the literaturéJgfrit had
closer parallels to biblical material.
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ASSUMPTION 2:
SUMERIAN “BETTER”

Another reason for the anti-Bible bias was thatdtigolarship
of the late 18 century was predisposed agti-Semitism and
this led scholars with anti-Semitic beliefs to cord or
exaggerate many parallels between the Sumeriabiahcal
documents — but in favour of the Sumerian.

They got away with it at that time, simply becaasehaeology
was still in its infancy.

It hasyet to be showthat there was borrowing, even indirectly.
If judgment is to be passed as to the priority mé cecord over
the other, the biblical book of Genesis inevitablys for its
probability in terms of meteorology, geophysics] éming

alone. In creation, its account is admired fositaplicity and
grandeur. And its concept of mankind accords weét w
observable facts.

Of course there are similarities between the litemof Israel,
Sumer, Akkad, Ugarit, Egypt, and the Hittite cizdtion. And
that is simply because all these civilizations sflmacommon
beginning after the Great Flood.

Yet a close examination will reveal that the Sumretablets
containgrotesque and clumsgccounts of events, and a clearly
inferior version. It is true that they and the HalrScriptures
both contain some information handed down fromcib@mon
source but the difference between the twa in favour of

the Sumerian account.

IT IS CLAIMED: The writers of

the Bible probably stripped the old
Sumerian/Babylonian version of all
its mythical and legendary elements.
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IN REALITY: One would expect this idea to have died long
before now, but it is still peddled by the uninfeun

You only have to compare the accounts. It shouldiheous
that if any such “stripping” had taken place thexaild be
nothing left with which to construct a narrative@feation.

Kenneth Kitchen of the University of Liverpool, @ us the
verdict of archaeology:

The common assumption that the Hebrew accouniniglyg a
purged and simplified version of the Babylonianeled is
fallacious on methodological grounds. In the Anti&lear
East, the rule is that simple accounts or traditiomy give
rise (by accretion and embellishment) to elabotagends,
but not vice versa. In the Ancient Orient, legemgse not
simplified or turned into pseudo-history (histored) as has

been assumed for early Genegisenneth A. Kitchen,Ancient
Orient and the Old Testamemt89)

Millar Burrows of Yale University, points out thétlere legend

or fiction would inevitably betray itself by anacmisms and
incongruities.”(M. Burrows,What Mean These Stoneéw York: Meridian

Books, 1956, p. 278BuUt this is not the case with the biblical records.

A scrutiny of the Babylonian/Sumerian texts revehd they
represennot an original sourcebut a hopeless corruptionf
an original source. They do demonstrate that &aaly period
dozens of contemporary gods were introduced irgdCtteation
tablets.

On the other hand, the records preserved to ueiesis have
remained pure and free from all these corruptiohg kv
penetrated into the Babylonian copies.

The Trustees of the British Museum,Tihe Babylonian Legends
of the Creation and the Fight Between Bel and thegbn,
declare that “the fundamental conceptions of thieyRaian and
Hebrew accounts aessentially different
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From his hands on research, archaeologist Sir EBwelge
agrees:

It must be pointed out that therenis evidence at allthat
the two accounts of the creation which avergin the early

chapters of Genesis, are derived ftbe seven tablets.
(Babylonian Life and Histody

Oriental scholar Alfred Jeremias,Tine Old Testament in the
Light of the Ancient Eastomes to the same conclusion:

The prevailing assumption of a literary dependenafe the
Biblical records of creation upon Babylanitextsis very
frail.

To an impartial reader, the book of Genesis bdwmfialimarks
of an authentic, original and superior document.

What a pity that some people, instead of keepimgas of
modern archaeological research, continue to makenish
comments about Genesis “borrowings” from Sumerian/
Babylonian sources!

So Genesis was plagiarised from “6,000 year oldjyBanian/

Sumerian sources? Er, yes.... The evidence is alhdras, of
course. Just like the evidence for the Tooth Fairy!
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GO FOR THE BEST

Suppose you are planning to build a house. Wonitwant
your builder to lay the best foundation? ...and te tne best
materials — not rusty or rotten second-hand junk@,Af
course, you will want the purest water possibledme through
your pipes, right?

This has relevance to our subject... go for the BEST!

BIBLE VERSUS OTHER
ANCIENT ACCOUNTS

Comparing the Sumerian tablets with Genesis, thera
number of importandifferences Alexander Heidel has
carefully analysed these. He concludes that eveugtin there
are definite similarities, these areas of agreerasmapparently
caused by the two stories having been based osatheevent

NOT the same accournilexander HeidelThe Gilgamesh Epic and Old
Testamentpp.224-258)

In the following particulars the biblical bookseiabove
virtually all of the others.
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1. SIMPLER, MORE COHERENT

One thing becomes crystal clear as you place thie Bide by
side with the records of any of the ancient natiolts record is
straightforward, connected and concisk.stands in a class by
itself when compared with other versions fieeaningful
transmission of information. It tellssampler,more coherent
story.

It does not bear the marks of the superstitiowsnthagical or the
grotesque, which occur in other ancient texts.

2. MORE HISTORICALLY PRECISE
THAN OTHER RECORDS

One obvious difference from other ancient documents
its objective, historical characterThe religions of the
ancient world did not even postulate a historicib. The
greatest of Middle Eastern archaeologists, Professo
William Albright, notes:

In Egypt and Babylonia, in Assyria and Phoenigiaicreece
and Rome, we look in vain for anything comparalleere
Is nothing like it in the tradition of the Germarpeoples.

Neither India nor China can produce anything simlauis
Finklestein , ed. Wm. Albright, essay: “The Biblical periodhe
Jews, Their History, Culture, and Religioviol.1, 39 ed. New York:
Harper and Brothers, 1960, p.3)

Because the basic theme of Genesis is so absotigpndent
on the facts of history, its chronology is in gteongest contrast
with that of other nations.

Chronologies of the nations hane beginning They emerge
from the unknown, and their earliest datesharey and
uncertain. But from the very beginning, Bible chronology is
defined with theutmost precision.
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Egypt: Beginning vague, hazy, utaet..............

later period KNOWN
Babylonia: Beginning vague, hazy, uncertai............

later period KNOWN
Assyria: Beginning vague, hazy, uraert..............

later period KNOWN
Phoenicia: Beginning vague, hazy, uncertai............

later period KNOWN

Greece: Beginning vague, hazy, uagert..............
later period KNOWN
India: Beginning vague, hazy, utae................

later period KNOWN
GENESIS chronology: DETAILED FROM BEGINNING.
later period KNOWN

| think Francis Hitching said it well:

The grand sweep of the Old Testament is the fireestrd
of ancient history existing in the world togape most
readable and the most secure in its desoniti long-
buried events....

Compared with it, the records from Eggptl Babylon are

fragmented and ambiguo@®ancis HitchingThe World Atlas
of Mysteried.ondon: Pan Books Ltd., 1978, p. 168)

The Genesis account is given in concise (and ge@Esguage
that bespeaks historical fact.

3. NOT SPOILT BY LOCAL COLOUR

It is interesting to note howations commonly ‘beefed up’ a
story for impact Their various reports of the Great Flood
illustrate this well. Many tribal versions ‘reloeat the landing
place of the survival vessel tioe nearest high mountainto
add impact to their Flood story.

By contrast, the Genesis record does not. It sirsfaies that the
Ark landed “upon the mountains of Araragsen.8:14)This wasa
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distant landof which the Hebrews had no personal knowledge.
This factor testifies to the Genesis accouuntibending fidelity
to fact

4. MORE SCIENTIFIC

Would you like an example of true ancient scienhest look at
thespecifications of Noah's Ark.

Notice how the Babylonian/Assyrian Flood accourdatides
the survival vessel. Th@ilgamesh Epi¢in lines 57 through 61,
states that its floor space was oik&l, a measurement which
has been translated to mean 3,600 square metag®ot one
acre.

It reads:

One iku was its floor space, one huddued twenty cubits
each was theeight of its walls; one hundred twenty cubits
measured easlueof its deck.

This leads to but one conclusionhe boat was an exact cube

You only have to ask an engineer and he’ll inforoa yhat such
a crudely designed cubic vessel would be a disdsteould
tend to keep turning with each gust of wind, asaifight in a
gigantic whirlpool!

Now compare that withthe description of the Ark in the book
of Genesis:

Thelength of the ark shall be three hundred cubits, the

breadthof it fifty cubits, and thdaeight of it thirty cubits.
(Gen.6:15)

The survival vessel is described as having a cdtgx to one
(300 cubits by 50 - Gen.6:15). From a point ob#its and
rolling, that is about as perfect as can be desired
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Some of today’s giant tankers have a ratio of seéweme. In
modern engineering terms, the specifications resmbid
Genesis aref perfect proportions

George Dickie, a Scottish architect, from spectiaas for
Noah’s Arktaken out of the book of Genesidesigned the
well-known battleshifDregon

As a flagship of the US navy, it led convoys, \@dialmost
every notable port in the world and met every tést
seaworthiness, including a fierce typhoon.

Here’s what the editor of tHeos Angeles Timesaid of the
Oregon

One of the surprising facts of history is thatabk 2,000
years for the science of marine engineering to logvihe
highest type of sea-going craft, when the secrethetrue
dimensions for the greatest carrying power, contbiwwéh
the least resistance of the waves, rested alltimat in the
book of Genesis.

Doesn’t that lift Genesis out of the realm of adiéul tale and

into the category of anp-to-date, reliable repof(For some of the
guestions that skeptics raise concerning Noah'’s Ark, see myThaoKilling of
Paradise Planetch.13. <http://www.beforeus.com/first.p¥)p

If there is still a skeptic around, think againisiapparent that
the book of Genesis bears the stamp sd@histicated and
accurate documernt

If the law of cause and effect has any meanindj atthat is,

that the effect cannot be greater than its caussa+there can be
no doubt that the confused and cumbersome writihgjse
Sumerians do not represent an original sourcehéug been
corrupted from the simplicity of the original soarc
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5. OLDER THAN OTHER DOCUMENTS

Genesis is demonstrabiyder than any other Middle Eastern

document(For comprehensive evidence of this, see my BidukWeapon the
Globalists Fearespecially Chapter 19.)

Eminent archaeologist William F. Albright pointstdhat the
archaic features contained in the Genesis redatel it
BEFORE any Mesopotamian versiotinat is “preserved in
cuneiform sources” (such as the Babylonian EpiGitdamesh

and the Assyrian Epic of Atrahasig).F. Albright, Yahweh and the
Gods of CanaanLondon: Athlone Press, 1968, p.86. See also: Clifford Wilson,
Crash Go the ChariotsNew York: Lancer Books, 1972, pp.45-51. Wilsdhe
Chariots Still Crash Old Tappan, N.J.: Fleming H. Revell and Co., 1976, pp.129-
140)

6. ITS DETAILS CONFIRMED
BY ARCHAEOLOGY

More recently, a wealth afetailsfound within it have been
confirmed by archaeological discovergThe evidence on this
would fill volumes.)

The earlier view that the biblical data were suspad even
likely to be false, unless corroborated by othdependent
facts, is more and more giving way to the view thgtand
large, the biblical accounts ameore likely to be true than false.

As Sir Isaac Newton discovered, “there arere sure marks of
authenticityin the Bible than in any [secular] history.”

7.1TS MORAL FORCE

Here is something else worth considering. The nforake that

emerges from the Bible account is almost complatelsing in
the Sumerian/Babylonian tradition.
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The people who actually study the Bible systemlyi@nd live
by it (not those who theorise about it) are conforgvard and
testifying as to what it is doing for them — turgiwife-beating
bullies into caring, loving spousesnrending broken homes
and lives | ask you, what have the Sumerian texts doneeiodn
broken homes?

Is this a stupid, irrelevant question? No. we @eaking of the
practical moral quality of the texts.

It is easy to discover where the truth lies. Aluyleave to do is
to weigh the positives and the negatives. The we&gbvidence
speaks for itself.

You know that old saying: The proof of the puddisgn the
eating. Of course, every good thing has its dairacButthe
people to listen t@re those who know about it by putting into
practice its principles themselves.

7.1TS MODERN DAY RELEVANCE

It was British prime minister Sir Winston Churchwho
observed that, despite its splendid virtues, seiédoes not
meet any of the real needs of the human race.” \(yvvad is
scientific development, he asked, if it cannot agrsthie “simple
guestions which man has asked since the earli@st dareason
— ‘Why are we here? What is the purpose of lifeeWhare we
going?”

The biblical texts contain astonishing prophedheg ainswer
these questions in a way thmakes sense

It is not justwho doeswhat andwhereandwhen It is all about
thewhy. Whydo people do the things they do? Amtdydoes
our Creator do the things He do&§feredo the things we do
ultimately lead?
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If an unbiased, clear-minded reader links the fexthe ground
with the history of the past and the reality ofgirecy for the
future, he is forced to this conclusion: No bookhis world
even remotely compares with the Bible. It stands alass by
itself. Comparing other books to the Bible is ld@mparing
man to God!

Is this the raving of some fanatic? No. | speak adsard nosed
scientist.

THE BOTTOM LINE

Whichever way you compare it, one is struck byitifieriority
of the Babylonian to the biblical account.

In the above eight respects, the biblical recovwets head and
shoulders above every known document of the anwaieritd. It
stands in a class by itself, for meaningful trarssmoin of
information. And this is not arguable. It is a fact

CRITICS GIVE UP - BUT
OTHERS REMAIN UNAWARE

It was not long ago that critical scholars thouttatt any who
believed in the Bible account of history were behewtice,
from a scholarly standpoint, because they refusedttept the
impressive findings of the critics!

These critics assumed they knew better 4,000 ydtsthe
event than writers who lived in the times immediatdter the
events. What utter absurdity!

It would be more realistic to question the histakieliability of

some Sumerian records — and give due recognititmet®ible
asthe standardoy which all else can be safely judged.
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While many critics have admitted their mistake, gttters
persist, always doubting, the one mechanicallyagpg the
other — simply because they have not kept up \wigh t
discoveries. One suspects that many are too amathigfoted
and lazy to make the attempt, while others arestobh well-
oiled anti-Bible propaganda machine, that knovesit fool
most of the people most of the time.

And this machine is run by the New World Order megwho
know that knowledge is power. So their agenda ohesu
keeping you from knowing that you are a child af @reator,
whose limitless power is available to you. If thean prevent
you from knowing and believing this, they think itheb will be
easier when it comes to executing their planneckvoipt of
most people alive on the earth.

No wonder the biblical book of Genesis bugs thermsah!

BUT HAS THERE
BEEN “TAMPERING™?

So, with almost limitless money at their dispofiaty have been
promulgating the rumor that the biblical books werapered
with over the centuries. Therefore toss away angtlhat’s in
the Bible - and “trust us”.

Well, perhaps they’re right? Has it been alteredPsLsee...
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DID SOMEONE ALTER
THE OLD TESTAMENT?

Corey leaned back and stretched his feet alongdteh. “Now,
now, now,” he smiled, “you can’t be sure what'setio the
Bible. It's been interfered with.”

“And why would anyone do that?”

“Oh, to make the heroes in the stories look goado(®lace
their own race in a favourable light.”

“You have my attention,” said Jason. Tell me, whas
changed — and when?”

“It was done after Moses died.”

“You have evidence of that?

“Well, | was reading this new book recently.”
“Oh, do you mind if | see that?”

“Sure.” Corey eased himself off the couch and d€gput of the
room. In a minute or two he was back. “Here.”
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For a few minutes there was silence, as Jason parefully
through the book. Presently, he spoke. “Corey,yoanshow me
where the writer actually says that?”

Reaching out, Corey took back the book. “I was iread this
morning.” He turned some pages, then looked up avgmile.
“Ah, here it is.” He passed it back.

Jason scanned the page. “Yes, it does say that gpoests made
changes after the death of Moses’ brother AaromyQk let’'s
look at some evidence...” Jason continued readirsjence.

Corey looked on. “Well?”

“Yes, this writer does say as you told me. But.. leih Jason
straightened up. “Corey, | can’t find this man’sdance. Where
IS it?”

Corey stammered. “Er-erwell...”

“Tell me this,” said Jason, “if | want to learn all@omething
that happened before the first century why woulélleve this
Johnny-come-lately twenty-first century book insted a first
century book?”

“What first century book?”

“Have you heard of Josephus, the eminent Jewisbrlaa?”

While we leave Corey and Jason to continue theit,alahy
don’t we launch our own investigation?

If any of the Tanakh (the Hebrew Old Testament)&en

altered, we should be able to discover some evaleéda let’s
break up our investigation into five historical joels:
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1. Adam to Moses (4000 to 1400 BC)

2. Moses to Josephus (1400 BC to 100 AD)
3. The Talmudists (100 to 500 AD)

4. The Masoretes (500 to 900 AD)

5. The intervening period (900 to 1947 AD)

1. ADAM TO MOSES
(4000 to 1400 BC)

The first book of the Bible is Genesi®€ginnings”).There are
some stunning clues, generally unnoticed, that &smm®ntains
the world’s oldest piece of writing.

| realise that such a daring statement calls frlzstantial and
lengthy explanation, with adequate proofs. Howesiece this
is already covered extensively in my boldke Weapon the
Globalists Fearwe shall not repeat the evidence here.

Sufficient to state that among the certainties aéatin the
book of Genesis are these:

1. A series of eleven tablets was recofmescribes who
left evidence that they wex@ntemporary to the events
reported. These scribes are namedmiitie text, and
their chronologies supplied.

2. Then, between 1486 and 1406 BC, thddettawere
compiled by the Hebrew sage Moses am® book,
today known as Genesis. The worlddest form of
literary aids and cuneiform usagesstill discernable
in Genesis. These writing techniqtlest later fell into
disuse, clearly reveal

(a) the remote age of the tex
(b) the unchanged puritylod text.
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3. Internal evidence reveals that Mosespmpiling these
original eleven tablets into a singl@kohandled them
most reverently. The first thing thapimsses us in
reading them now, is that he regardttevording as
sasacredthat usually hevoids making unnecessary
alterations to the text, even to modemwordsHe
leaves the original outmoded expressantsplace
names just as he finds them, though #neyno longer in
current use.

4.1t is evident that Moses held these tablets in $ugh
esteenthat he madao attempt whatever to eliminate
the original repetitionsvhich linked one tablet to the
next.

5.Also, theunchanged archaismsvithin the structure of
the text indicate that it has been cargfpieserved since

the autograph original was magbee the detailed evidenceTihe
Weapon the Globalists Fear

2. MOSES TO JOSEPHUS
(1400 BC to 100 AD)

The subsequent Hebrew copyists were not just tarsty, but
uniquely so.

In case you were not aware, there are two impodaatks on
the authenticity of the Tanakh, to which the critdespite his
awesome display of knowledge, appears to be blind.

(@) UNFLINCHING HONESTY

The first is itshonesty concerning the herogw/hether it be the

history of David... or that of Abraham... or of Mos€¥. you
name it.
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Many of the facts recorded about these men arewfdawhich
mere adulators would not have reported, still lesge invented.
They stick out from the narrative by their sheeftattering
awkwardness, their uncompromising fidelity to truth

For example, we read of Abraham'’s timidity and qom
concerning his marriage to Sarahnesis 12:10-20and later his
impatience, lack of faith and bad judgment, whiesuited in
family turmoil (Genesis chapters 16 and 28)lso of Isaac’s cheating
(Genesis 26:7-10and Jacob’s lying and stealif@gnesis chapter 27).

And what do we discover about the writer's belonation of
Israel? Contrary to what one might expect, Israeépeatedly
shown up to be a stiff-necked, ungrateful, rebeligroup who
keep forgetting the God who delivered them fromrthe
Oppressors.

How can one explain this humiliating history, cowing on and
on through the centuries, until “there was no reyhathd God’s
“servant”, the heathen Nebuchadnezzar of Babyl@s, sent to
drag them into exile to be taught a lesson?

So the writings were altered, were they? - to stiewnation of
Israel and the revered heroes in a favourabledi§umeone has
to be joking!

If we need evidence of the high standard of veygmi¢vailing
in the Bible writings we have it in the Bible itbel its most
convincing form.

The record was not rewritten or tampered with, skenits

cause look good. It tells it like it is, warts aaltl That's
evidence of honesty.
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(b) PASSIONATE REVERENCE
FOR THE WRITINGS

The second check on the integrity of the Scriptsiia the
Israelites’extreme reverence for the sacred writings — an
obsessive reverence for every letter and waétor this reason,
scribes made copies of the Old Testament manuscdni@at way
which isquite unique They preserved them as no other
manuscript in history has been preserved. Why? iBscthese
documents played an important role in Israelitéuraland
government.

You see, religion watheir ruling passion They believed that
the Bible was not of human origin, but was direatiypired by
God Himself. Therefore every letter and word haliéo
regarded with the highest reverence. And this callitav no
changes.

And this reverence was reinforced by the most asnarnings
in the text itself, forbidding any taking away alding to, the
words of God! Here are some of these warnings:

* | know that, whatsoever God doeth, litals be for ever:
nothing can be PUT TO it, nor any thirKEN FROM
it: and God doeth it, that men dHofear before him.
(Ecclesiastes 3:14)

* YE SHALL NOT ADD unto the word which | command

you, NEITHER SHALL YE DIMINISH ought from it...
(Deuteronomy 4:2)
* ADD THOU NOT unto his words . .(Proverbs 30:6)

Ever since the time of Moses, the Hebrews have thelavhole
of the sacred texts in the highest reverence. Ttaly the above
warnings seriously. We have the testimony of th&t ientury
Jewish historian Flavius Josephus to this fact.

But first, lest anyone raise doubts concerningrtkegrity of

Josephus’ testimony, it may be helpful to hear vehstholar
highly familiar with Josephus’ work has to say.
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Joseph Scaliger assures us:

Josephus is the most diligent and the greatest loiviruth
of all writers: nor are we afraid to affirm of hirthat it is
more safe to believe him, not only as to the asfaif the
Jews, but also as to those that are foreign to ,thieam all
the Greek and Latin writers, and this, becausefitddity

and his compass of learning are everywhere conspscu
(Joseph Scaliger, in the ProlegomeaD® Emendations Temporum,
p.17)

Josephus testifies to tieverent attention to detapaid by
Hebrew scribes in their faithful preservation o thiblical texts.
He says:

We have given practical proof of our reverencedor own
Scriptures. For, although such long ages have rasgqul,
no one has ventured either to add, or to removey alter a
syllable; and it is an instinct with every Jew,rfréhe day of
his birth, to regard them as the decrees of Godptde by

them, and, if need be, cheerfully to die for the€mavius
Josephus, “Flavius Josephus Against Apialdsephus, Complete
Works. Translated by William Whiston. Grand Rapids: Kregel
Publications, 1960, pp.179,180)

Now notice how Josephus compares the Hebrew refpect
Scripture with the Greek regard for their literaturisten:

What Greek would endure as much for the sasmse?
Even to save the entire collection of his er@s writings
from destruction he would not face the smallesispnal
injury. For to the Greeks [their own writings]rea mere

stories improvised according to the fancy of thaithors.
(Ibid., p. 181)

But for a Hebrew to interfere with what he awesomebarded
as God’s Word was unthinkable. NO Hebrew woulcdey it.

Modern criticsare so blissfullygnorant of this ancient

Hebrew mind set which is so different from their own. Or they
can’'t comprehend it.
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It seems to me that the skeptic is thinking with foinny bone
and not with his head.

As surely as the sun will rise tomorrow, so certaiit that
during the period of Moses to Josephus, the Heliawakh
survived inviolate.

3. THE TALMUDISTS
(100 to 500 AD)

Although such devoted regard for the text wenttrigdck to
ancient times, we havaore specifianstructions preserved
from the time of the Talmudists.

The Talmudists (AD 100-500) had quite an intricesstem for
transcribing the scrolls.

1. They had to be written on the skins of clean angmal
and fastened together with strings from clean
animals.

2. Every skin must contain a certain number of
columns, equal throughout the entire manuscript.

3. The length and breadth of each column, together
with the precise number of letters was specifically
defined.

4. No word or letter, not even a yod, must be written
from memory, without the scribe looking at the
codex before him.

5. Between every consonant, new section, and book, a
precisely-stipulated space must intervene.

6  The copyist had to wash his whole body, sftih
Jewish dress, and every time he wrote the ridme

God he must do so with a pen newly dippedkn in
(Samuel Davidsortiebrew Text of the Old Testamennd edition.
London: Samuel Bagster and Sons, 1859, p. 89. Norman L. Gaidler a
William E. Nix,A General Introduction to the Bibl€hicago: Moody
Press, 1968, p. 241)
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And can you guess what they did to any rolls incktthese
rules were not observed? Such rolls were condertankd
buried in the ground or burned; or they were bardsio the
schools, to be used as reading-books.

This is such an interesting fact. Why do we neearof it?

And do you know, the Talmudists, after copying anasxript,
were so convinced that they had an exact duplitade they
would give the new copy equal authority.

4. THE MASORETES
(500 to 900 AD)

The standard Hebrew text we have today is knowthes
Masoretic text.

Those Masoretes (AD 500-900) were amazing. Thenteau
the number of times each letter of the alphabetigcn each
book. They pointed out the middle letter of the tBeuch (the 5
books of Moses) and the middle letter of the ertiebrew
Bible. And they made even more detailed calculatitvan

those (F.F. BruceThe Books and the Parchmerfev. ed. Westwood: Fleming H.
Revell Co., 1963, p. 117)

They numbered the verses, words and letters ofydaaok.
They calculated the middle word and middle letfezach book.

And as Sir Frederic Kenyon so rightly points out:

These trivialities had the effect of securing menattention
to the precise transmission of the text;... The Maisw
were indeed anxious that not one jot nor tittlef pae
smallest letter nor one tiny part of a letter, e taw should

pass away or be lostrederic G. KenyonQur Bible and the
Ancient ManuscriptdNew York: Harper and Brothers, 1941, p. 38)

There you have it. Tell me, whoevaunted the letters and
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syllables and wordsf Plato or Aristotle or Seneca...or of the
now oft-touted Sumerian texts?

5. THE INTERVENING PERIOD
(900 to 1947 AD)

The last Hebrew manuscripts of the Old Testamethtdesn
completed around 400 BC. But until 1947, the oldeshplete
surviving Hebrew manuscript dated back only to d@k#dn 900.
This made a time gap between the original and ldesbcopy
of 1,300 years.

And then, in 1947, just a simple thing happenedAfab
shepherd boy wandered the hills of Qumran neabta Sea,
in search of a missing sheep.

He threw a stone into a cave, hoping to drive ds¢ dnimal
outside. Instead, the sound of shattered pottew ¢thim inside
the cave. And in the cave were dozens of pottesy JEninking
that the cave was haunted, the boy ran away.

Later, a man returned with the boy and found moaa 40 jars
inside the cave, many of them broken. The jarsatoat no
treasure in the ordinary sense, but dozens ofdeatid papyrus
scrolls bearing ancient writing. Some of these licmere
brought to experts, who declared that the scroligained
copies of some books of the Old Testament.

These scrolls had been hidden by a sect of Jevwesida$senes.
At some time before the Christian era began, tiseiess had
retired to this desert area.

Then in the year 68, when a Roman army entereckthien, the
Essenes fled, leaving their library of biblical@ts hidden in a
cave, where they remained unseen for almost 19cest All
of these books may not have been Essene. Mangwof #e
believed to have come originally from other placesh as the
Temple in Jerusalem.
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In the years that followed, archaeologists foursd/eh caves
and more than 900 documents here at Qumran.

These ancient writings became known as the Dea®&®ds,
which scholars date before the first century.

One of those scrolls was a complete Hebrew mamismwpy of
the biblical book of Isaiah. Dated around 125 B@yas more
than 1,000 years older than any other.

The question naturally arose: Would these oldellscreveal
that discrepancies and changes had crept in dtiveng
intervening one thousand years? Scholars held bhe#th.
Gradually, the Isaiah scroll of BC 125 was compaetigr by
letter with the Masoretic text of Isaiah of 1,0G€ays later.

And what was the result? It was found tom@recise
agreementwith the text of 1,000 years later.

Gleeson Archer reports on the results:

Even though the two copies of Isaiah discovereQumran
Cave 1 near the Dead Sea in 1947 were a thousand ye
earlier than the oldest dated manuscript previoksigwn
(AD 980), they proved to be word for word identieeith
our standard Hebrew Bible in more than 95 percérihe
text. The 5 percent of variation consisted chiefiyobvious

slips of the pen and variations in spellii@leason ArcherA
Survey of the Old Testame@thicago: Moody Press, 1964, p. 25)

A typical example ig¢saiah chapter 53. Of its 1&@ords,only
17 lettersare in question. Ten of these letters are simply i
spelling. Four other letters are tiny stylistic nbas, like
conjunctions. And the remaining three letters cosgpthe word
light (in verse 11), which is supported by other manpsr

So there you have it. In a chapter of 166 wordst,goe 3-letter
word is in question after 1,000 years of transmoisst and this
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single word does not materially change the meaafrige
passage.

Don’t you think that's an amazing preservation? anmscript
from 125 BC virtually word for word identical witihe text of a
thousand years later!

The further you investigate, the more apparent ddascome
that the surviving manuscripts are indéedstworthy.

METICULOUS PRESERVATION
EVEN OF FOREIGN WORDS
IN THE TEXT

The correct transmission of names is notorioudiycdit.
Copies of Manetho’s list of 140 Egyptian kings wixempared
with Egyptian monuments, has 63 of them unrecodphézin
any single syllable.

In contrast, the text in the Bible has been tratisghiwiththe
minutest accuracyThere are places where the biblical text
transliterates from Egyptian, Babylonian, Assyrsam Moabite
into Hebrew, and vice versa. And yet the evidemms that

for up to 3,900 years the text even of those for@igpper names
in the Hebrew Bible was handed down with total aacy.
Those copyist scribes were something else!

UNIQUE IN WORLD LITERATURE

After investigating this feature, Robert Dick Wilswas able to
testify:

That the original scribes should have written theith such
close conformity to correct philological principlas a
wonderful proof of their thorough care and schdigrs
further, that the Hebrew text should have beenstrated
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by copyists through so many centuries with the musute
accuracy is a phenomenon unequaled in the histéry o

literature.(Robert Dick WilsonA Scientific Investigation of the Old
TestamentChicago: Moody Press, 1959, p. 71)

Yes, you CAN be certain that the Hebrew Bible teat been
transmitted accurately. An Under-Librarian of thedry at
Cambridge University by the name of Atkinson c#tis

accuracy of transmission “little short of miracutdJosh
McDowell, Evidence That Demands a VerdiSan Bernardino, Cal.: Here's Life
Publishers, Inc., 1986, p. 56)

TO SUMMARISE

In view of these facts, it is somewhat startlindimal that critics
still drag out that tired old line that “someondfeaed the text.
No evidence. Just vague insinuations. Shouldn’tfeaksorry
for them?

(We shall not shatter the critic’s imagined “edsttd and E and
P and D here, because that is already done in nalyhitiing
book, The Weapon the Globalists Fear

We have noted in this chapter that the original téxhe Old
Testament in Hebrew and Aramaic was carefully preseuntil
the time of Jesus. Then, after the destructialeafisalem in 70
AD, Jewish scribes in different countries contingedaithfully
copy the traditional Old Testament text until pngttook over.
This is known as the Masoretic Text.

In the following chapter we shall address the sguaestion of
tampering concerning the New Testament — the sevoks
written as the Christian movement began to expladd,which
reveals Jesus Christ as the fulfillment of the Dddtament
Messianic expectation. Was it faked? Was it alteeets see.
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18

DID SOMEONE ALTER
THE NEW TESTAMENT?

Jack leaned over the table and smiled softly, ‘dmeally good
driver. In the past thirty years, | have gottenydolur speeding
tickets.”

Very true, Jack. But you didn't tell us that yoarséd driving
only a week ago.

Every word that Jack spoke was true. But he leffisomething
crucial, which could change the whole picture. Baseone
ever told you a “half truth”, in order to give yaunrong
impression of things?

Now here comes another half truth:

IT IS CLAIMED: The New Testament
books used today (known as the canon)
were decided upon by the Roman emperor
Constantine and his corrupt bishops at the
Council of Nicaea in the™century. This
dubious history is being covered up.

IN REALITY: This may shock you. Yes, itis true that
Constantine’s medid endorse a corrupted Bible. And, indeed, a
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cover-up is in full swing. But the cover up is linetaccuser.
Here we see a classic example of a half truth.. hbyctitic
himself. Honest? No.

WHAT THE CRITIC
HIDES FROM US

He won't tell you these two facts:

1. THE SAME BOOK LIST
ALREADY EXISTED

The New Testament books were not decided by theaRom
emperor Constantine and his corrupt bishops, ataé very
same package of recognised books used today wesptad as
early as thdirst century.

Can this be proved?

Sure can. Let’s open this book we’'re talking ab¥ai’ll see
the internal evidence is in the New Testamentfitsel

In the first century, the New Testament “words of...
prophecy” were already being read in public worshge
by side with the Old Testament texts. This indidatesy
had canonical authority in the church@slossians 4:16);
The apostle Peter referred to the apostle Paultswgs as
“Scriptures”.(2 Peter 3:16);

Luke’s Gospel was referred to as “Scripture” bylPau
Timothy 5:18; see also Luke 10:7);

Paul used the workbnon(“rule”) when referring to the
apostles’ fundamental teaching, which was to blevad
and obeyedGalatians 6:16).

The question to ask is, what created the Christiamement in
the first place? It was nothing less than the ngs$aund in
these very same first century books — the mes$egeésus
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Christ was the Messiah and that having risen fioendead, he
was seen by hundreds of eyewitnesses still liviilgt's what
launched Christianity across the world.

Later, in thefourth century, Emperor Constantine’s men did not
create the list of recognised books (the canongyTherely
recognized what was already there.

Away back in thdirst century, the canon of books was widely

known and accepted throughout the Christian wgskg.the
compelling archaeological evidence for this in my recent Mbk’s Playing Jesus
GamesYy

Later councils, far frongiving any authority to the books, rather
bowedto their pre-existing authority.

2. 99% OF MANUSCRIPTS
UNCHANGED

Something else. When someone tells you that thingsi were
tampered with, he is referring to what Rome didndy 1% of
all the manuscripts. (And | shall address that feva minutes.)

Why only 1%? Here’s why. The Christians were scatte
across vast distances, separated by months of.thawd they
were often forced underground by persecution.

Did they have telephones? Of course not. And nedaxno
radio... no Internet.

So consider this...

1. There many thousands of Greek manuscriptspataming
the same identical books.

2. The widely scattered Gospels that have survired that
time all showthe same titlesGerman scholar Martin Hengel
presents a good case that these titles were app&ritn the
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Gospels were first completed and circulated togethetween

69 and 100.{Mmartin Hengel, “Titles of the GospelsStudies in the Gospel of
Mark. Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1985, pp. 64-84)

It is known that by the second century scores andes of
copies of these Gospels already existed. And byoilneh
century hundreds, perhaps thousands, of copiem &mange
them, to make themll identical (as they are) at that late stage,
would have been logistically impossible.

Think now. Thalist of bookshad to be assembled more or less
at the beginningpefore Christianity spread out. Later would
have been too late, for them to have that saeetical

grouping.

Historically, there isan unbroken, straight linefrom the
teaching of Jesus in the thirties to the writing®aul and the

other apostles in the mid to latter half of flst century.
(Documented fully in my bookho'’s Playing Jesus Games?)

And something else. Before Constantine’s fourthiugnever
dawned, there were masses of quotations from te Ne
Testament already published by early ChristiandemdDean
Burgon in his research found, in &@6,489quotes of it from
early Christian writers - all frorhefore Constantine’s council
of Nicaeain 325 AD. His index of these consists of 16 thick

volumes now in the British Museumiorman L. Geisler and William E.
Nix, A General Introduction to the Bibl€hicago: Moody Press, 1968, pp. 353-354)

So extensive are these quotations that the Nevahesttcould
virtually be reconstructedrom them without the use of New
Testament manuscripts.

Sir David Dalrymple sought to do this, and from warks of
second and third century church writers he fourcetitire New

Testament quoted except for eleven vergesh McDowell Evidence
That Demands a VerdicBan Bernardino, CA., Here’s Life Publishers, 1986, pp.50-
51)
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So you could throw the New Testament manuscripesyaand
still reconstruct it with the simple help of thds#ers.

SO WHAT DID CONSTANTINE
DO IN 4™ CENTURY?

You ask: Very well, what did Constantine do to New
Testament?

Constantinalid have something to do with a new Bible — he
adopted a corrupted copy of the Bible that had emked on
by a scholar in Alexandria, Egypt, a man named €rig
Origen’s motive was to make changes that woulddseatable
to pagans.

And that suited Constantine fine, because, asitigueh, he was
trying to keep his empire united. And, with Chastity growing
by leaps and bounds in his pagan empire, he fordguoulties
between the two groups. So he looked around facament
that could weld the two closer together. And hesoed 50
copies of Origen’s Bible to be made.

Someone will surely ask, But what about all thenges in the
Bible that we keep hearing were made by that Cowhci
Nicaea? Did Constantine’s new Bildeit some gospels and
insertother books?

Indeed not! The subject never came up at that GbuAnd
today we still have all the Council rulings, in #&duh to reports
by several attendees. These absolutely provetlibaouncil
never issued any such rulings, nor even discusssdideas as
censoring or changing the Bible in any way.

On the contrary, the debate at that Council (knas/the Arian

debate) was over whether or not to add A SINGLE VA&
the Creed... not the Bible. And that one word waputsd
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precisely because it was NOT found in the New Trastd’s
vocabulary anywhere.

In other words, everyone agreed on the wordingp@New
Testament, as well as the Greek version of theT@klament.
The great Nicaean censorship we keep hearing alever
happened. The story is a hoax.

So there it is. We're being “had” by a myth repdate often it
has taken on a life of its own, being repeatedoiokis and
articles as if it has some sort of academic “sdusoenewhere.
Yet there’s not a word of truth in it.

Does someone still want to dispute this? You catklup on
this, if you wish. Details on this Council of NiGabave been
published by a Jewish historian who does not hayepeo-

Christian bias(Richard E. Rubensteitiyhen Jesus Became Gotew York:
Harcourt, Brace & Company, 1999)

MOST MANUSCIPTS
PRESERVED PURE

Now here are two crucial facts that the critic cemently leaves
out...

1. The New Testament writings were so imgoarto
Christians everywhere that it was villijuampossible to
mess them up and get away with it. posder this. Just
suppose | wanted to corrupt or forgerthelow on earth
could I call in from the very limits die Roman Empire
every last copy to make the necessaeyadions? And
change every single one so that thengddvioe the
uniformity which we find witnessed irete old
manuscripts todayalong with countless memaories (In
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case you didn’t know, Scripture memdr@awas
common).

2. Because Christianity was a missionary muoam from
the beginninguatthew 28:19-21)jts scriptures were
immediately translated into the knownglaages of that
period. And so many of these manuschpige survived.
The truth is that during the time whea 8criptures were
suffering corruption in Alexandria andrRe, the
original text was beingreservedarefullyin numerous
other placeghich the corrupters could not reach. This
uncorrupted text was known as the Pesluott Syriac
Aramaic.

You don’'t hear many critics talk about this. Andyariot? | can
think of two reasons. Either they don't know, atlare lying to
us. Take your pick.

Only two centuries after Constantine’s time, tharch of Rome
began to rule Europe. And Europe slipped into thek[Ages.

However, in virtually every other part of the warfdom Syria
to China, and in the secluded Waldensian valleysusbpe, the
unchanged text was used and cherished. Todaya#te v
majority of surviving manuscripts are from this sm Hence it
is termed the Majority, or Traditional, Text.

WHY DO MOST MANUSCRIPTS
SO CLOSELY AGREE?

After the seeming endlessness of the Dark Agedptige
isolated Eastern and Western streams finally ycetteir
respective Bibles publicly. At this time the Itairathe West and
the Peshitta from the East were brought togethethofirst
time in over 1,400 years and when compared weneddo be
still virtually identical.

163



164

These furniskan independent means of checkinvghat was in
the earliest list of books, the canon.

Harvard Theological Reviewites Kirsopp Lake’s exhaustive
examination of manuscripts which revealed thisiformity of
the text exhibited by the vast majority of tlew Testament
manuscripts.”

Now think how amazing this is - that amid the ovVieelming
thousands of manuscripts - the copyists of diffecentries
and different ages succeeded in preserving a Uytidentical
Bible.

So why is there substantial agreement seen amopgré@nt of
our surviving manuscripts? It is because of themegal fidelity
to the inspired originals.

The importance of the sheer number of manuscripiescand
their 99 percent agreement with the TraditionaltlTeaanot be
overstated.

TWO WORLD RECORDS

Here are two amazing facts about the New Testamentd —
(a) the sheer number of preserved manuscripts(@riteir
closeness in time to the originals.

(&) NUMBER OF MANUSCRIPTS

More than 24,000 manuscript copies of portiondefNlew
Testament are in existence today.

No other document from the ancient world even b&gpn
approach such numbers. Homdliad comes second with only
643 surviving manuscripts.
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New Testament....... 24,970 manuscripts
liad..............ooeeils 643 manuscripts

For the Roman history of Livy (59 BC to AD 17), ble
142 books, only 35 survive. And only one (contagnin
fragments of Books 11I-V1) is as old as th& dentury.

Of the Histories of Tacitus (c. AD 100), of the hdoks,
only 4Y2 survive,

Of his Annals, of the 16 books, only 10 surviveut and

2 in part. All of this depends entirely of two maitipts,
one of the ninth century and one of the eleventh.

Thenumber of available manuscripts of the New Testament is
overwhelminglygreater than those of any other work of
ancient literature. In fact, it has more ancienhosgripts to
authenticate it than any other ten pieces of ahdienature put
together. To be consistent, if | am skeptical ef New
Testament text, | will be forced to reject all bétclassical
writings of antiquity.

(b) TIME PROXIMITY TO ORIGINALS

But what about thgap in timebetween theriginals that no
longer exist and theldest copiesve have?

A good question.

But first let’s consider other ancient authors... daample,
Homer. It is impossible to pin down with any certg when
Homer lived. Eratosthenes gives the traditionad ddt1184 BC
for the end of the Trojan War, the event which feitime basis

for Homer's lliad. The great Greek historian Herodotus put the
date at 1250 BC. But Greek historians were far ¢estin

about the dates for Homer’s life. Some said heavas
contemporary of the events of thiad, while others placed him
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sixty or a hundred or several hundred years afterwa
Herodotus estimated that Homer lived and wrotéind”
century BC.

The oldest complete preserved text of Homer dagsback to
the 13" century. So there’stime gapbetween the oldest copy
and the original of at lea200 years

For Caesar’'s Gallic Wars (composed between 58 @&nd 5
BC) several manuscripts survive, but only 9 or d®good

— and the oldest is sor8@0 years latethan his day.

Of the History of Thucydides (c. 460-400 BC), or8y
manuscripts survive, the oldest dating from aboDt990,
except for a few scraps dating from about the begagof

the Christian era. Time gap: at leas300 years.

The same goes for the History of Herodotus (488328

In point of time, the earliest surviving manuscsigf the New
Testament arenuch closerto the originals than is the case with
almost any other piece of ancient literature.

The oldest known manuscripts of most of the Greleksical
authors are datet],000 years or more aftethe author’'s death.
Yet no classical scholar would doubt their authetyti By
comparison, some virtually complete New Testament books
date back t@nly one centuryfrom the original writings.

Why haven't we been told this?

What is the oldest piece of any New Testament n@aimpi8 It is
a fragment of Matthew’s gospel (Matthew chaptet®be
precise) — dated at AD 66. It is preserved in ttegtialen
Library, Oxford.

HOW TO KNOW THE
AGE OF A MANUSCRIPT
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There are valid factors that help determine theaige
manuscript. These include (a) materials usedefigi size and
form; (c) punctuation; (d) text divisions; (e) omantation; (f)
the color of the ink; (g) ; (h) the texture andaradf parchment,

to mention a few(Norman L. Geisler and William E. Nixy General
Introduction to the BibleChicago: Moody Press, 1986, pp. 242-246)

The discoverer of the Magdalen manuscript, ProfeGsosten
Thiede, made a sophisticated analysis of the hatidgvof the
fragment.

Using a high-magnification device and the epiflsment
confocal laser scanning technique, it was possible
differentiate between 20 separate micrometer layktise
papyrus, measuring the height and depth of thaswell as the
angle of the stylus used by the scribe.

After this analysis Thiede was able to compareti wther
papyri from that period. There were, for examplanoscripts
found at Qumran (dated to 58 AD). There was anaher
Herculaneum (dated prior to 79 ABXurther one from the
fortress of Masada (dated to between 73/74 AD),fenadly a
papyrus from the Egyptian town of Oxyrynchus.

Well, the Magdalen Manuscript fragment matches$aaif. In
fact, it is almost a twin to the papyrus found ixy@nchus,
which bears the date of 65 to 66 AD.

Thiede concludes that this papyrus fragment oMatthew's
Gospel was written no later than this date, anth gty earlier.
Written in the lifetimeof the events it describes!

As you know, scholars accept the writings of theiemt classics
as generally trustworthy, right? Clearly, then, tlkkability of
the New Testament text is likewise assured.

So what have you? Two things:

(1) theoverwhelming numbeif manuscripts and
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(2) theimproximity to the originals

Such a “mountain of evidence” gives the Nexgtdment
great historical credibility.

HOW MUCH IN DOUBT?

Let's compare thdiad of Homer and the national epic of India,
theMahabharata with the New Testament.

* |liad has about 15,600 lines. Lines in doubt:.764
5%extual corruption.

* Mahabharata250,000 lines. Lines in doubt: 26,000.

10% textual corruption.

* New Testament. 20,000 lines. Lines in doubt: 40.

%% textual corruption.

A thorough investigation will show that of all theacient works
of substantial size, only one comes to us complatehct — the
Bible. This is against all odds.

Compare this with William Shakespeare's plays,temibnly
about 400 years ago. These plays are in much vsbegee...
original words have been lost in numerous sectidns.
scholars are left to fill in the blanks as bestheey can. Were
you aware of that?

It boils down to three things:

1. The New Testament’s reliability is faegter than that of
any other record of antiquity.

2. Most variants in New Testament manuss@pe merely
in spelling or style.

3. We possess so many manuscripts, thegnmoving any
errors, we need never guess. The grepdrity of the
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New Testament has been transmitted teitlnsno, or
next to no, variation.

As Sir Frederic Kenyon puts it:

...No unbiased scholar would deny thatééthat has come

down to us is substantially soutrlederic G. KenyoriThe Bible
and Modern Scholarshipondon: John Murray, p.20)

So if anyone tells you that its original message lheen
changed, then you had better start questioothgr thingsthat
person tells you. Because he/sheiiker ignorant or lying

MYSTERY SEVENS CODE
PROVES “NO CHANGES”

Even if the preceding evidence did not exist, tiveas also
locked beneath the surface of the Bible a selfkingc self-
verifying protection code, to ensure that nothingld be
changed without us knowing.

It is a complex interlocking design of 7s which lhegn found
embedded botbn andbeneath the surfacef the Bible in its
original languages. This sub-surface sevens patteisses over
from one book to another and becomes completewehgn all

of the books of the Bible are placed together. alss indicates
that there are no books missing and no books kimatlén’'t be
there.

There is a pattern of rings within rings, wheel&wi wheels,
yet each perfect in itself. Discovered only in modiémes, and
still not well known, this sevens code has stagiéne cleverest
brains in the world. Its complexity guarantees ti@agroup of
persons in the world could have forged the Biblgimgs, even
had they wanted to.
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This hidden arrangement of sevens codes contamin itext
from one end of each book to the other, turns @biet
remarkable evidence of non-human authorship.dt is
phenomenofiar beyond any human possibilitio deliberately
structure.

You want evidence of this? It is beyond the scdpth® present
work to go into this here, but you can find a dethreport on
this amazing discovery in my bodlke Weapon the Globalists
Fear, Chapter 21(<http://www.beforeus.com/weapon-ebook.h#inl

Oh, and just in case you're wonderiddgtempts have been
made to find a similar code in other ancient andi@no works.
The result: No other known writings on earth possbis code.
Not anywhere.

The point is this: If any passage did not fit theneric pattern,
we could determine precisely where the tamperirthldeen
done! Does that make sense?

WHY DO CRITICS PERSIST?

QUESTION: Then why do critics say
that changes have been made in the
Bible?

ANSWER: Most often it's because one writer simply parrots
the words of an earlier critic, without checkingn$etimes we
can let our prejudices get in the way.

And then there is the teenie-weenie matter of hiynes lack of
it.
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19

SUMERIA’S SUDDEN
APPEARANCE: HOW ?

The question arisel,not from outer spaceyhere did the
Sumerian civilization get its high starting knowde® How did
the Sumerians know the relative sizes of our ssylatem
planets, or that Saturn had rings, or that Jupiaerthe greatest
gravitational pull of all the planets?

Well, think now, how d&WWE know such things are true? By our
telescopes and space probes. HowldH&EY ? By similar
human effort. No extraterrestrial help needed.

THE GOLDEN AGE

Should the reader turn to my bobDkad Men’s Secretse will
find abundant evidence for this. The weight of evice grows
daily — evidence that all the major secrets of modechnology
were known, and forgotten, long ago. Evidence daaly man
did create a society that surpassed ours in aflcisf
development. The evidence points to scientific kieolye that
was worldwide at the same time.

And it appears that work stopped on a global scatee or less
overnight.
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As you fit the pieces together, the question arisbst if
something very big had happened on this plandtarpast—
something so big it wiped traces of just about yveng from
the face of the earth? Except for a few clues, wpbich we
were now stumbling?

| can imagine what you are thinking at this mom&fau are
probably intrigued. But a little skeptical that & man could
never have produced such things as earth-orbisiteliges and
spark plugs. Right?

Yes, | know. The 19 century evolution theory was hammered
into us as schoolchildren and is still taught inpédces of
learning. The story goes that we ascended frong&svi® our
present civilized state by a slow, uninterruptededi@oment.
The question now arises, Could this be a myth?

But hasn’t evolution been proved? A good quesfidre truth
IS, evolution has always been only a theory. Yids, often
presented as a fact, even though it is impossidey really
positive proof.

Would it surprise you to learn that not in one spaot all over
the world, "impossible" ancient inventions haverbsarfacing
of late, and some of them from a technology as ack as our
own?

Did you know that nearly all writings of ancientqpdes
worldwide tell the same story, that of a declir@ran original
"Golden Age"? That a cataclysmic disaster wipedtet
advanced world?

Now here is the crunch. Today diggings all overglue show

that these traditions tally with the facts. Enorsigtone masses
or metal fragments are there; they cannot be arguagy. This
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is tantalizing.

Actually, the concept of an original advanced wpwtiich gave
impetus to all succeeding civilizations, is welthin the
framework of scientific thinking. What is more, ¢lieve this to
be such a credible reality that no longer can vaaleut.

It's time the truth was out. So many theories haeen foisted
on so many people for so many years. We’'ll nevemkall the
facts, but there’s enough to ignite an explosioocanventional
circles.

OUR ANCESTRAL MEMORY
OF THE GOLDEN ERA

If we are to credit the collective testimony of aticient races,
man's early history was truly an incredible onevds a Golden
Age of advanced civilization, of original giants evhad
superior intelligence and technology.

This appears to have been a universal truth, krtoveveryone
in ancient times.

Sacred records affirm that at the very beginningiisafter the
fall from Paradise) men possessed extraordinarytahahilities.
Beginning with the raw earth, they mastered a hegkl of
civilization in just the first six generations dfeir existence. In
that short time they were able to build citiesyptamplex
musical instruments and smelt metals. Indeed, their
scientific complexes, these earliest men, it se@mse no fools.

We might well wonder to what degree they furtheraleped
and refined this technology in the final few cergsibefore the
Flood struck. Were the miracles of science as comasathey
are now? A perfectly valid question, | think.
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PHYSICAL REMAINS ALSO

Our quest is not based on ancient texts and reft®on
accepted scientific discoveries. There are receahsigovered
artefacts that cannot be dismissed, namely, objdécteetal
sitting in museums, unquestionably made in theeartavorld,
that would have required very advanced technologyéduce.
A technology not to be repeated until our day.

The entire world is really a 'dead man's tomb‘eadure hunter's
paradise. As we prize open the coffin, suspendddublowly
we're lifting the lid on a lost technology whichmadst smacks of
science fiction. We come face to face with sucluadiies as
brain transplants, colonies on Mars and invisib&nnmAnd we
wonder, What next?

Admittedly, such concepts almost strain credibilitye are
tempted to ask, Could the ancients have reallyrackéso far?
It may help to consider our own age.

As recently as a hundred years ago, were not nidstlay's
inventions totally unknown, even unbelievable? 8itien the
spawning has been sudden-and rapid. Do you graaptindit
means?

How, then, can one possibly conceive of the sthkmowledge
attained by the antedeluvians before the Delugelst

THE GREAT FLOOD

Prodded by an outside force, the planet tiltedi®@axis, and
amidst lightning and the worst thunder ever hegrdhian, the
pristine vapour canopy began to disintegrate. Adigate of rain
was released upon the earth.

There could be no gentle rising of water. Cosmicds of
horrific violence came unleashed.
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With a dreadful shock, large land masses with thepulations
slipped into the sea. The surface of the entirbgloecame as a
giant maelstrom, in which continents and seas wieuvened up
together.

Attended by a screaming hurricane, tidal waves @d® feet
swept toward the poles. A blanket of lava and asiaitiyg
gases extinguished all life.

This cataclysm wiped the Mother Civilization frohetface of
the earth and consigned its products to a watexyegforever.
Not only were the antedeluvian people buried, bairt
technological achievements were destroyed, inctudihform
of machinery and construction.

It is quite possible that areas which were mossdinpopulated
were submerged by the sea or buried under thousxriest of
debris. It has been scientifically estimated thagtra/5 percent
of the earth's surface is sedimentary in naturenehng, as in
India, to 60,000 feet deep.

Indeed, the earth, torn and twisted and shaking,va& to quiet
down for centuries. With no less than three thodsarcanoes
in eruption, a dense cloud of dust enshroudeddhth edlocking
out the sun and distorting the climate for hundmedgears.
Thus began the Ice Ag&arefully documented evidence is available in my
booksSurprise WitnesandThe Corpse Came Bagk

Of the human race a mere handful remained; Indeed,
survival was in every sense a miracle.

Forewarned, they had salvaged what records thelytnag
compilation of knowledge which, in due course, veblé
imparted to their descendants.

Now for the sake of the reader who is unfamiliathtvthis event,
it should be stressed that the global Flood catpkt# is one of
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the key facts of all history. Not only is there assa of
geological evidence - it has left an indelible iegBion on the

memory of the entire human raggr John William DawsorThe
Historical Deluge in Relation to Scientific Discovepy 4 ff.)

An analysis of some 600 individual Flood traditioeseals a
widespread concurrence on essential points:
the prior corruption of mankind,
a Flood warning unheeded by the masses,
a survival vessel,
the preservation of up to eight people with repnestese
animal life,
the sending forth of a bird to determine the siiitsiof
re-emerging land,
significance in the rainbow,
descent from a mountain,
and the repopulation of the whole earth from alsing
group of survivors.

HOW DID THE SUMERIANS
ARISE SO SUDDENLY?

Back, then, to that questidifipot from outer spacaeyhere did
the Sumerian civilization get its high starting lkiedge?

There would be no need for this question, exceptii®
evolution theory - that early man struggled fodless millions
of years as a primitive dumb and stupid creatunaple to
accomplish anything on his own. And that it wasoavdut
steady development to civilization.

Well naturally one might expect on-site investigatof the very
first cultures to verify this ‘fact.’” But what hasally emerged is
something quite different. The fact is that Sumbeegan
suddenly—and fully developed! A long preliminaryripé is
notsupported by archaeology.
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Before this, there was nothing but a clean slate.

That's right, the evidence pointsriio transition whatsoever
between ancient Sumeria and any primitive forebears

But then, quite suddenly, there is a technologinsaate, so
sophisticated, that it suggests intellectual matdrom the start.

You don’'t have to be smart to sense there is sangetirong
here.

SITCHIN: HERE'S WHY

So, faced with the evidence that Sumeria appearedesly,
fully developed, and realizing that man could na¢énobtained
such advanced thinking capabilities and complekregy
simply by evolving from nothing, Sitchin suggestattgalactic
visitors were responsible.

He contends that this knowledge was given to thae3ians by
extraterrestrials, whom he identifies as the Ankngads of
Sumero-Mesopotamian mythology (although this is not
supported by the Sumerian texts).

BUT IT'S NOT JUST SUMERIA

Yes, we can agree that the appearance of Sumeviapation
was sudden, unexpected and out of nowhere. Thalization
did not rise to its peak. The Sumerians were at geakfrom
the beginning.

But it's not just Sumeria. It is Egypt too. And timelus Valley.

In fact, there is a single pattern—tiseidden” appearance of
civilizations worldwide.
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About the same general time as Sumét@gyptsprang into
existencesuddenly fully developed—that is, without transition
from a primitive state, with a fantastic ready-médagh society.

Great cities, enormous temples, pyramids of ovelwing size.
Colossal statues with tremendous expressive pdawe&urious
tunnels and tombs. Splendid streets flanked by ifiagnt
sculptures. Perfect drainage systems. A deciméésyat the
very start. A ready-made writing, already perfectedvell-
established naming system (in which each Pharaglasaany
as five names). Society already divided into spistielasses.
An army, civil service and hierarchy minutely orgaad. A
court exhibiting all the indications of well-defihgprecedence
and form.

In the remotest period of which there are recadrts| you

Egypt shows a level of civilization which is inelqalble - unless
Egypt received her heritage basically from somew/iedse.
Egypt came from a clearly established civilization.

So who was Egypt’s invisible mother?

Then there was thadus Valley civilization This also appears
to havesuddenlysprung up with no clear-cut traces of having
evolved from primitive beginnings.

And theMaya of Central Americare in it, too. And the
megalith builders ohorthwest Europeappeared at precisely the
same time. The achievements they demonstratedidemacal.

A COMMON ORIGIN?

Could there be sommnnection between these sudden
“instant” cultures? In my research on this issue, eight clues
emerged.

1. Symbols and hieroglyphidsientical worldwide, bore the
marks of a common heritage. Everywhere the swastika
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snake and sun combinations, as well as numerous
specialized and intricate glyphs were repeated math
chance of coincidence.

. Likewise, similarsystems of writingvere in use—again all
over the globe, even on isolated islands. Thisstiseng.
. And languagedhad similarities. The older these were, the
more they resembled each other. Practically afjuages
have connections through both vocabulary and
construction. In almost every language are manyds/or
containing similar root words or combinations beyon
what mere chance would allow. (Take, for instatice,
names of the constellations. | found these were
substantially the same whether in Mexico, Africa or
Polynesia.)

. Thecalendarsof Egypt and faraway Peru both had
eighteen months of twenty days, with a five-dayide/ at
year’'s end.

. | also took into account the great similaritiedbinldings,
not only in construction but in astronomical aligemh
Sphinxes in Egypt and Yucatan; pyramids on every
continent and on remote islands; monoliths andeston
circles also worldwide and often quarried elsewherthe
world. | was struck by similarity even as to origiin
purpose. The Tower of Babel was built (according to
Josephus, first-century Jewish historian) to prestelter
should another Deluge destroy the earth. And rexgagrd
the Toltec pyramids, the Mexican chronicler, Ixtichitl,
states: "After men had multiplied, they erectecga/\nigh
‘zacuali,” which is today a tower of great heightprder
to take refuge in it should the second world berdged."
Now | ask you, without a common source, why shdiél
purpose be identical in Babylon and Mexico?

. Customsagain were similar, as in burial, mummification,
circumcision, or in binding babies’ heads to proglaa
elongated skull. (The Maya, Incas, Celts, Egyptams
Basques did this.)
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7. Forms of religious observandmre more striking
similarities.

8. Finally | added to the listrorldwide traditions of early
history. Traditions of a Garden of Delight, a Golden Age, a
global Flood, one original language, a tower wiseréden
language confusion resulted in a dispersal—cldadge
bore the marks of a common source.

Of one thing you can be certain. The origins oésthcultures
cannot wholly be explained by borrowing and imaati

The Russian poet Valeri Brussov expresses it well:

At the bases of the oldest cultures ofkmed we must look
for a single influence. . We must lookkaeyond antiquity
for an X, for a still unknown cultdrworld that set the
engine we know in motion.

The Egyptians, the Babylonians, theeeBs and Romans
were all our teachers, but who wereteachers’ teachers?
(Cited in Louis Pauwelthe Eternal Manp.11)

So is it possible to track down the common soufaEng
footprints leading to these cultures?

SOURCE OF THE FOOTPRINTS

Fortunately, even after more than 4,000 yearsethe prints
still visible enough to read.

The evidence fairly tumbles out.

Languagsds the first clue. Root words in almost every |laage
had their origins in the Middle East.

Written signsyou can add to the evidence. A single system of
signs used over an extensive area of the eartheb$tone-
writers originated likewise in the Middle East.
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Anthropologyprovides another helpful clue. The best
reconstructions by anthropologists located manistpaf origin
close to the center of the Europe-Asia-Africa |lamakss.

Archaeological find€linch it. Agriculturehas spread all over
the world from, where else, but the Middle Eashhagds. In
every instance plants, shrubs and fruit-bearingstiEasic to
survival and advancement came out of the Middlg tias.
Botanical genetic studienfirm the archaeological finds and
leave no doubt.

There it is. Our beginnings were in the Middle Haghlands.

But why would agriculture begin in the difficultcaof
mountains and highlands? Doesn’t it make you wchilény
was it not begun on the fertile, easily cultivaggains and
valleys?

And during my search | had found other scholargesging
surprise at this most odd discovery.

Why the surprise? Because most scholars have okedothe
worldwide Flood. Survivors of such a Deluge (anrgvaost
scholars have overlooked) would still be in the ntains. The
lowlands were not yet dry enough following the glbBlood.

And did you know, biblical sources not only poiotArarat
(Armenia) as the landing place of the Flood surkgybut state
that they landed “in the mountaingsenesis 8:4)

Artefacts uncovered suggest that settled commusrati¢ended
from the Americas in the west to Thailand in theteary soon
after this same periodnd overlaying that is a proven pattern of
high cultures from Spain to Pakistan.

Unfold a world map. And you will find tha&rmenia, the
dispersion point, lies almost precisely in the nedd

181



182

Interestingly, other researchers have reached iéasim
conclusion. As says Howells: "If we look, firstaif, for that
part of the world which was the hothouse of thesagve can
make only one choice. All the visible footstepdieavay from
Asia. (William Howells, Mankind So Farp. 295)

Now notice this succession of discoveries:

1. Each of the first civilizations appeared suddealygady
fully developed.

2. A connection existed between them.

3. Their footprints lead back to the Middle East maumg.

SUMERIA INHERITED
PRE-FLOOD KNOWLEDGE

Back now to that questioff,not from outer spacevhere did the
Sumerian civilization get its high starting knowde?

The answer is simple. And, as we have just seevgsnh’t just
Sumeria. We see a global pattern. The high leveiwiization
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of Sumeria and all the other new nations whiclsathng up so
suddenly around the same time is because theyhgotteritage
basically from the world that was wiped out in eluge. They
continued where the generation of the biblical Nigdihoff!

For some good evidence of this, you might consyltmokThe
Corpse Came Backhapter 13http:/imww.befores.com/third.php )

Those Flood survivors must have carried sufficlemdwledge

of the pre-Flood era to give a rapid start to tee ultures that
sprang up “out of nowhere” soon after. And the tign just a
few hundred years - all it needed. The oldestizations appear
just long enough after the Deluge for a populatensity to
support a culture.

Of course | could hardly claim to be first. Sir Inewd Woolley
notched up a similar observation years before:

It was confidently expected that the wydeeld view of a
gradual development would be provedt the whole
evidence has been to the contrary; indééds grown to
such proportions where we contde& most ancient
civilizations that we find the peak waached soon after
the flood(Sir Leonard WoolleyThe Sumerian$.27)

Thesudderappearance of civilization is itself a memorial to
history’s one great catastrophe.

WORLD ORDER FROM THE RUINS

It goes without saying that the small group of hdened
survivors from the Deluge could hardly reprodudefthe
aspects of the pre-Flood technology. Neverthelesg would
have bequeathed to their migrating descendantsfiby@nation
of which they had personal or recorded knowledge.

We know that the very earliest grains show geretidence of
sophisticated manipulation; that is, they wereaageuniform
and highly specialized immediately after the Flood.
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In an attempt to reconstruct the pre-Flood techmglthe world
was re-mapped and beachheads of settlement establiss a
result, the semblance of an integrated globalization
emerged in various parts of the world. Its achiesets were
astonishing; in some spheres, penetrating knowladgeh our
science has scarcely begun to nudge.

All this without any need of extraterrestrial input

FALLING FOR THE
EVOLUTION FABLE

Man did not need a sudden injection of intelligefroen
superior extraterrestrials. Man was highly intedhgjfrom the
beginning. He was created that way.

| submit this with respect, that Mr Sitchin hakglso many in
our day, fallen hard for the evolution fairytaléghe myth that
things evolved over painful multi millions of yearsntil the
extraterrestrials came and jumped the gun on awoltihirough
genetic engineering. Sitchin’s extraterrestriabtlyds based on
this notion.

With whatever good intentions, the “space godsbtiavas
born in careless research; since then it has begreiated
through the use of faulty reasoning and sensaigmal

Two halves are brought together to construct Sitsitheory:
* First evolution
* Then crossbreeding

It's half hypothesis and half wishful thinking.

Oh, and I'm just thinking aloud: Why would beingghw
advanced space ships capable of collecting so&ggr{solar
panels) need to travel to Earth to mine gold, wketh
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unlimited energy from the sun, elements could Bedmuted
into gold?

The promoters of the space-gods theory are colieatever, on
one point: Human intelligence cannot be the prodfichance
evolution. Man did appear suddenly—at the top,atahe
bottom. Man is a created artefact, far more wondéinfin any
computer. He was carefully planned and endowed thihyift
of language and the most amazing intellect, as aged feeling
for handcrafts and technology.

And something else was implanted within man: bbh t
capacity and the need to communicate with his Makerprime
Intelligence. Consequently, there is a part of gy&Erson which
IS restless, seeking unattainable goals, yet exipeing futility
and emptiness until it finds identity and peacélite Creator.

And that makes all the difference. Believe me, baz=n on both
sides of the fence.
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20

SITCHIN VERSUS
THE SUMERIANS

Let's place in a nutshell what we have discoveliegvolves
around these two problems:

1, Sitchin’s Sumeriatextsdon't exist.
2. Sitchin'sword meaninggdon’t exist.

1. ALLEGED SUMERIAN
TEXTS DO NOT EXIST

Millions of us have been told there is a planelechNibiru
beyond Pluto. Nibiru sweeps close to the earthye8¢00
years. And how is that known? Because it's in then&ian
texts, we’'re told.

This idea originated with self-proclaimed ancieriguages
scholar Zecharia Sitchin.

Well?...

Is Nibiru a planet beyond Pluto?

Is Nibiru connected with the Anunnaki?

Is Nibiru a planet that passes through our solar system
every 3,600 years?
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You know the answer to that now. We went searchimgl with
the help of the world’s best Sumerian scholarssesrched
through every ancient Sumerian text.

With what result? In the entire cuneiform recordréhis not a
single text that says any of these things. Them@ti® single
textin the entire cuneiform record that speaks ofea@il called
Nibiru which passes through our solar system in 3,600 yea
cycles. Not one text.

Yes, there is one particular seal that containgi@nesting
picture - which, according to Mr Sitchin, shows2y{' planet in
our solar system. It is the VA243 seal.

And | think Zecharia Sitchin genuinely believedstbne,
because on the surface it looks plausible. Andigbahis
enthusiasm about it — even to support him in st fiook.

But closer examination reveals that in this VA2é3alshere is
no depiction of the solar system, at @lée Chapter 9.)

Among all the many hundreds of textBat the Sumerians have
left for us, Sitchin’s theory hinges uptms one single seal

Without it now, his theory is in shambles.

One may continue to fantasise, but...

There is no text that sajibiru is a planet beyond
Pluto.

There is no text that saydibiru is connected with the
Anunnaki.

There is no text that says tAeunnakiwere space
travellers.

There is no text that sajdibiru is a planet that passes
through our solar system every 3,600 years.

There is no Sumerian texinet even a single linef one
cuneiform text - that says any of these things.
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A NOBEL PRIZE FOR
SITCHIN FICTION?

It requires no special sagacity to recognise thaSkthin is
simply fabricating data

This is not a matter of how he translates textse iBsue is that
these ideadon't existin any cuneiform text at all.

These were invented by our friend. He deserveslzNerize as
the world’s most successful modern fiction writer.

2. ALLEGED WORD
MEANINGS DO NOT EXIST

Add to this the fact that Mr Sitchin’s “word meagsi do not
match the word meanings in the Sumerian ancietibdiries.

He says:

- SHU-MU refers toocket ships
- DIN and GIR refer togeople of the fiery rockets
-Anunnakimeans those who came down from heaven

But according to the ancient Mesopotamians themselmose
words haveno such meaningst all.

| have already shown you how to go online and cltleekruth
about this for yourself.

When you do, you will see for yourself that whatBin has
written:

* aboWllibiru

* about th&nunnaki

* about the book Glenesis

* about thidephilim,

* and about a hostather things
has absolutely no basis in the real data of theeahworld.

188



189

At best it is sloppy scholarship... At worst, whahgau call it
but deceitful misinformation?

SUMMARY

Here again is a more complete list of Mr Sitchicigims:

That the Sumerians said there were twelve planets.
That the Anunnaki were space travellers.

That Nibiru was the 12th planet in our solar system
That the Anunnaki come from Nibiru.

That Nibiru cycles through our solar system eve6008
years.

That all these things are in the Sumerian texts.

That humans were the product of crossbreeding by
visitors from Nibiru.

That the “sons of God” who married the “daughtdrs o
men” were called “nephilim”.

That "nephilim" means "people of the fiery rockedsitd
“those who came down from heaven”.

That the Sumerian language goes back almost 6,000
years.

That parts of the biblical book of Genesis are
"borrowed" from the Sumerians and Akkadians.

All made up.

Remember, even instructions to a jury state cledifyYOU
FIND A WITNESS LIED IN A MATTER BEFORE US, THEN
YOU MUST ASSUME HE LIED IN ALL MATTERS IN HIS
TESTIMONY.”
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1 2

SITCHIN SUMERIANS

Nibiru Planet beyond Pluto The god Marduk,
associated with Jupiter

Nibiru Passes every 3600 yrs No such text
Nibiru Invisible from earth Visible every year
Nibiru Connected to Anunnaki No such text
Mu “oval-topped conical object “the sky”
Shu-Mu “rocket ships” “sky”, “rain”

Din, Gir “people of the fiery rockets”  “deliver a decision”

Me “space helmet” a cultural object or idea
(used in many ways)

Anunnaki  “those who came down of royal blood”;
down from heaven” “princely offspring”
1 2
SITCHIN HEBREW LANGUAGE
Nephilim “people of the fiery rockets” Bdally”; “tyrant”;
“those who came down “giant”

down from heaven”

Shem “that which is a rocket ship” afme”; “reputation”;
‘personage”

VA243 Is a map of the solar system déswria harvest offering
seal from a worshipper to a god
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“FACE ME”, SAID THE
SUMERIAN SCHOLAR

It's sad, really. A man invents the above story(gh in
Column 1) and his own definitions to go with it.€ih
unexpectedly, the original texts that he claimbdaising
become public property on the Internet. He is nowwanger of
being exposed.

Then a scholar challenges him to come on natiorewadio and
defend his position.

How would you expect him to respond?

Sumerian scholar Michael Heiser reports: “I wastad/to be a
guest orCoast to Coast AMFormer host Art Bell asked me if |
would debate Zecharia Sitchin live on the show laactepted.

“Sitchin has never returned the favor. | was quicktacked,
though, by other ‘researchers’ who accused me afngailes
of money off Sitchin's name. | answered by postimgincome
tax returns on the Internet. My accusers crawlexk lader
their rocks and | went on to finish my dissertatiotdebrew
and ancient Semitic languages (University of Wiston
Madison, 2004).” (http:/iwww.sitchiniswrong.com)

May | ask you, if you had a strong case, wouldoi ype
pleased for others to place it under the microseope

Honesty does not fear disclosure.

MY CHALLENGE

Very well, if there’s any breathing human beingahgre on
earth who still wants to prove me wrong, all yoedé¢o do is
this:
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1. Produce the textshat | say don't exist.

2. Produce verificationof Sitchin'stranslations
by other experts. (That's called peer review.)

This is not personal. Zecharia Sitchin is probabhjice guy.
He’s just wrong.

But if you're like me, you don't like being lied.to

Now we know the truth about it, this must be statemt anyone
to persist in embracing Sitchin's views on thestara
amounts to rejecting the legacy of the ancient Siameand
Akkadian scribes whose work is now available to us.

Let common sense reign here. Are we to accept eieran
contemporary scribe’s definition of a word, or Mtc8in's?
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21

HOW YOU CAN
BENEFIT FROM THIS

Why have certain people gone to such absurd lengths
convince us that we are here by

(a) evolutionary accident, or by

(b) a juggling of genes from some reptil@danet?

The only thing more amazing than this phony gameWPE
THE PUBLIC is our ability to fall for it. What hagmed to our
basic common sense? You know, the reflex in yoainkihat
used to make you scredmlony when confronted with such
obvious nonsense?

We are so bombarded we can’t distinguish any lobgareen
the real and unreal.

Before tying this up, a word about how evolutias fnto all
this...

WHY WAS THE THEORY
OF EVOLUTION ADOPTED?

Now here is a question to ponder seriously: Wa®ttodution
theory adopted because it was scientifically jiesdif or was it
deliberately taken on board — despite evidencenagdi- as the
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excuse for an agenda?

On the surface, the theory has many apparentlgabgremises
to support it.

The success of the evolution theory was largebaation
against a hypocritical Church. Some people, blardng for
injustices done in His name by fake believers, earitGod” out
of their lives. Evolution theory was perceived asavenient
alternative.

(Such a reaction is understandable — even if iti@giBut you
don’t refuse genuine money simply because thereausterfeit
bills around.)

Others asked, quite reasonably, How could a lo@nd allow
evil (which is the source of pain and sufferingetast? The
bottom line here is free will. If God hadn’t givéieedom of
choice to all, then all would follow Him mechanilgdike
robots.

Now, regarding evolution theory. This was devisethie mid-
19" century when almost nothing was known about pnetei
genetics, or microbiology. But modern researchols showing
this theory to be fatally flawed.

This is not the place to go into that. You willdievidence well
covered in my report§,he Discovery That's Toppling Evolution
(<http://www.beforeus.com/evol.phpp Men in Embarrassing Placegee
download at http://www.beforeus.com/man—in—carboniferou&;.pﬁndsurprise
Withess (<http://www.beforeus.com/second.pp

Would it surprise you to learn that many leadingiststs are
finally questioning the validity of evolution? Btite damage
has been done. It has had a free hand and littie opposition
in the universities and colleges, and through tiesgpand
television, all these years. It has resulted isoeang which has
brought the most disastrous consequences.
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The evolution brain-wash campaign was very earbpéed by
the Globalists as part of their weaponry. Withuaitty
unlimited financial resources, they seized conmifdhe
scientific establishment, the education systemthadnedia.

The astonishing thing is that many people contbiougmain
blissfully unaware of what has happened and coattowbelieve
the litany of lies being poured upon them to pearat their
ignorance.

THE SOCIAL CONSEQUENCES

And like it or not, its influence is largely resysaole for our
present-day social, political and moral problems.

It is true, you know. The models with which we itgn
strongly influence our behaviour. The man who lvelgehe
came from a beast may be more likely to behavedikeast.
The image is not only degrading. It is dangerous.

The idea of man as simply an evolving result ofatiahal
accidents, the highest of the animals, must inblyjteead to the
devaluation of an individual’s basic rights.

If the survival of the fittest results in improvemef the race,
thenthe use of force and crueltio crush the weak and unifst
justified.

We already see the result of this in many parthefwvorld,
where the rights of the individual have come todarded as
secondary to those of the State. They can ind@at&ipour
children against your beliefs, confiscate your ey vaccinate
you forcibly, and so on.
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HOW SITCHIN FITS
INTO THIS PICTURE

Our friend Zecharia Sitchin, like the rest of uewg up in this
evolution-peddling society.

Sitchin, like others, assumed that early man stagyfpr
endless millions of years as a primitive dumb angisd
creature, unable to accomplish anything on his own.

Then we find man quite suddenly (in the last feaudgand
years) nurturing a technology so intricate, so sigated, that
it suggests intellectual maturity from the start.

You don’t have to be smart to sense there is sangetirong
here. So, faced with the new evidence of high teldgy in
ancient times, and realizing that man could noehatstained
such advanced thinking capabilities and complekregy
simply by evolving from nothing, Sitchin suggesthdt maybe
galactic visitors were responsible. These alientgiarossbred
with primates to produce modern man

In a sense | feel sorry from Mr Sitchin. | see hatil] enslaved
by the evolution idea, but seeking to provide amsvi@ man’s
development that evolution cannot.

He probably sincerely believes in what he is dolig.grew up
drinking at that polluted fountain, and it mould®d thinking.
So his theory is based on this very same notioinvwkavere
evolving over painful multi millions of years.

And from this, he has allowed his imagination to amok
about how the Anunnaki came and jumped the gurvolugon
through genetic engineering.

This story owes more to fertile imagination tharhnistorical
research and accuracy.

Here is my open question to our friend Mr Sitchin:
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Please tell me, where is your evidence for NibimuAnaki-
extraterrestrials and their genetic creation of emadnan? You
told us all it was in the Sumerian texts.

No it's not!
So, please, will you now come clean? Where is it?

Fantasy in, fantasy out. It is only in your imadiaa. But that
IS no excuse for faking texts... and word meanings.

The Nibiru-Anunnaki-extraterrestrials genetic theor
turns out to be a farce.
And also Darwin’s evolution theory is in tatters.

So where else do we turn for our origins?

What source of information have we been ignoringfI@ it be
the same source that the Globalists hate so mact that we
have been brainwashed to reject?

THE DOCUMENT THE
GLOBALISTS HATE

As the moneyed murder mongers who steer the Newd\or
Order agenda step up their pace, there is indeedw@ament that
stands in their way... a document so powerful tih&twere to
be re-awakened in the psyche of the masses, wetitously
hamper their plans.

This document — the Bible - they intensely disli&ed its power
they fear. So they are doing their best, as “psybemlly” as
possible, to discredit it.

| cannot judge the motives of our friend SitchimtBcaught up

in the same mind wave, he rides with the curreppearing as a
hero, he attacks the historicity of the Bible, afadms it has
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been misread and is not to be taken literally.ustibe
reinterpreted now, in the setting of evolution tlyeand
Sitchin’s Anunnaki theory.

And millions have fallen for this story line.

5 REASONS THEY WANT
US TO DUMP GENESIS

Then what is so dangerous about the Bible — aipaiticular
the book of Genesis?

Simply this: It is a missile that hits the New WbfDrder agenda
right between the eyes. They condemn it becausmdemns
them. Here is how:

For one thing, they are in the act of settingaugne world
government and Genesis says that will fail.

The Genesis documeistthe voice of a totally opposite Power.
It says, NO! You cannot silence, oppress, or elat@ryour
fellow human beings. This beautiful earth came ftbeamind

of a loving Creator, which makes every personi $iicred, to
be respected. You were created a dignified, frésgbe
answerable firstly to your Maker, then to your fgmirhe State
IS to serve you, not to oppress you.

For another, this document also outlines principhes
which you can survive both the impending financiash,
the coming tyranny and beyond. Did you know that?

Thirdly, we might mention the insistence in Gendisat
every living thing is to reproducafter its kind. This
rules out cross genetic manipulation, which isvetaite
game of the globalist lackies like Monsanto. They a
determined to force hybridisation and geneticallydified
food upon us, whether we like it or not. Again, the
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Globalists and Genesis clash head on.

Fourthly, Genesis is a spiritual powerhouse. Wheopte
take it into their hearts, they become empowered,
invincible and unafraid. That's exactly what theollist
villains don’t want - an informed, empowered andrfess
population. They are obsessed with you becoming
subdued, slumbering, and submissive to them, ddribg
can more easily execute their dark plans. Yes, Siene
not on the side of the Globalists.

Fifthly, the anti-Genesis attack is not based ddence,
but on mind-set. The intense spiritual oppositmthie
Genesis account of creation is in a large partumsed
demands a supernatural God — one with the powedge
wrong, a most detested Bible teaching in the mofdke
New World Order criminals.

You don’t have to guess how unacceptable sucheal id to
the New World Order gangsters. Is it any wondey thant it
out of the way?

This means, of course, that it has to be discreéditet up to date
with The Weapon The Globalists Fea<http://www.beforeus.com/weapon-
ebook.htm¥b)

So, whether you were aware of it or not, billiomslollars are
being poured into institutions of learning to undare the
Bible, so that the unenlightened masses will singgiguiesce
when the Globalists carry out their plan to cuill{kwo thirds
of today’s world population.

HOW CAN THIS BENEFIT YOU?

Now, for the sake of your loved ones, please sengtake
notice: For your own good you'd better forget wtirag half-
informed critics have told you.
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You can benefit because the Bible contains accudatailed
prophecies of what is coming, as well as practeatryday tips
to help you survive the coming crisis. And thatlsatithe
Globalists don’t want you to know.

To discover more about this, you might study tHerimation
in these two books:

1. The Weapon the Globalists Fear
(<http://www.beforeus.com/weapon-ebook.#inl

2. Will You Survive?
(<http://www.beforeus.com/survive-ebook.html

The Bible is a book that is scientifically soundtarically
reliable, and undented by the missiles of theasitAnd it is
still up there as the best selling and most widefd book on
the planet.

Fact of interest:As of 2007, approximately 7.5 billion Bibles
had been distributed throughout the world — with vast
majority still available for use! And these figur@ds not include
the various digital versions being used today dfians of
computers, Blackberries and iPhones — availabieetbover 90

percent of the world’s population.
(<ipl.org.ar/ref/QUE/FARQ/bestsellerFARQ.htmI

Why s it the best selling and most widely read booklce
planet?

Few books can stand many readings. But, to puaittly, this
book is inexhaustible. It will stand a thousanddiegs. And the
man who has gone over it the most frequently aadrtbst
carefully is the surest of finding new wonders &er

| submit to you that this book is entitled to timstfand highest
place among the books that you read, believe arad Io
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You can listen to the misinformation put out byfhiaformed
skeptics... or you can listen to the people whoseslivave been
directly changed by the Book (millions of them dahat now
includes my wife Josephine and myself).

Every good thing usually has its detractors. Baytthemselves
are the losers.

It is time to get back to reality — and help yoamily benefit
from the greatest Book ever written — the standbgrd/hich all
other records must be tested.

If you genuinely want to know the truth about ountan
origins, you don’t go to Darwin... or Sitchin. Theaght
answer is in Genesis. It is backed up by evidertdewwill
qualify as “scientific” in the sense that it canreproduced in
the laboratory(seeThe Weapon The Globalists Fe@hapters 2-4,21.)

Finally, many ordinary people realise that someagh
dreadfully wrong with society. Could it be that {i@blem is a
deep, spiritual one — because we have turned @kshkan our
Maker? That we’re not following our Maker’s insttions?

Is our spiritual emptiness the result of havingdited
ourselves from the One who created us?

So, as the Bible was saying...
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APPENDIX A

WHO WERE THE
“SONS OF GOD"?

...the sons of God saw the daughters of men &g were
fair, and they took them wives of all which theysk...There
were giants in the earth in those days; and atso dlhat, when
the sons of God came in unto the daughtenseni, and they
bare children to them, the same became migmy which
were of old, men of renown. And God saw that thekedness
of man was great in the earth, and that every inamn of the
thoughts of his heart was only evil continualtyen.6:2,4-5)

IT IS CLAIMED: The “sons of God” who
intermarried with “daughters of men” in
Genesis 6:1,2 were extraterrestrials.

Primitive Bible authors used the term
“sons of God” only because they did not
understand the technology.

The word “giants” is from the Hebrew
word “Nefilim” (which means those who
had come down from Heaven to E&jth
These extraterrestrials mated with humans.

IN REALITY: There are two ways to approach this. Either the
reader can ask, What did the author mean by &pknt word
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or phrase? Or the reader aaject his own theory upon a
passage to make it “say” what the reader wantst bfake
conflicting opinions on TV and on the Internet fetghis one
basic principle — that we should allow a documergxplain
itself. To deny it this courtesy is bad scholarship

Fortunately, the Bible does explain itself, whichkas
understanding a passage so much easier. A prontiget
writer, Isaiah, outlines this principle. He openwith a
guestion:

Whom shall he teach knowledge? And whom shall rekemto
understand teaching? [Answer:] them that are weéoed the
milk, and drawn from the breasts [those who, inegagss to be
taught, are as little children]. For precept mwestpon precept,
precept upon precept; line upon line, line rupme; here a
little, and there a little(isaiah 28:9,10)

A lovable quality of little children is their ingable desire to
learn, rather than teach. That is the key. A wesaler, instead
of imposing his preconceived ideas onto a passaiiesearch
“here a little, and there a little.” Staying witisithosen subject,
he will compare all of the relevant Bible textsilhe grasps the
“big picture” on that subject. And how that can rgplaim from
later embarrassment!

Because the Bible instruction on all subjects isveaderfully

unified, you can use this formula for any subjdalh It works
beautifully. It is foolproof. Even a passage thaffiost reading

appears contradictory makes sense once the big@iist taken
in.

Now, regarding our friend’s translation aféphilini as “those
who had come dowinom Heaven to Earththe truth is that this
is not even implied by the biblical HebreMephilimis the
plural of nef-eel' And what does that word mean?. properly,
afeller, that is, aully or tyrant: - giant.” (Strong’s Concordance)
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Although the term giant’ may be used in a subsidiary sense,
please get this, because it is important: pheary meaning

of the word ‘hef-ee€l is “bully” or “tyrant’. Please read that
again.

This very same passage goes on to state that ldeechborn of
these marriagebecame mighty men which were of old, men of
renown.” What kind of renown? The literal Hebrew reddsre
the mighty, who from olanen of devastation.{Genesis 6:4)

“Mighty” and “renowned for what? For their “ wickednesy
and their thoughts wefeonly evil continually” (verses.5,11)

Comparing this passage with another, we discosr@enesis
speaks similarly concerning a post-Flood dictatonad
Nimrod. “And Cush begat Nimrod: he began to baighty one
in the earth. (Gen.10:4 History shows Nimrod to have been a
tyrant, who hunted down men. Genesis describesabim
“mighty huntet. He wasmighty to do evil(Gen.10:9)

Neither here nor in ouraphilimaccount is there any hint of
extraterrestrial activity. It was all human. (Sesdov.)

Just a word on the translationredphilimas ‘giants’. This is
likewise a correct rendering of the Hebrew. In pine-Flood
environment, all living things - human, animal,dyimsect,
marine, plants and trees - were generally mucletargsize
than their counterparts today. In fact, a frestklabthe fossils
led Weidenreich, of Manhattan’s American MuseunNatural
History, to the belief that “gigantism and massinay have
been a general or at least a widespread chardatearly
mankind.”(Time,July 3, 1944)

Gigantism was natural. It did not require extrastmial input.
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THE BIBLE EXPLAINS ITSELF

The Bible provides its own explanation aghe identity ofthe
persons calletisons of God”.But before we go into that, we
should note that:

Firstly, the Bible states that humans were NOT the proaluct
genetic juggling, but were a special creation ef $upreme
God of the universe.

Secondlythe same source book for theots of God

expression — i.e. the Bib{eenesis 6:2) refutes the “primitive”

idea. It declares that mankind was created fullgliigent from

the start{Genesis 2:19-20).Adam’s descendants were craftsmen and
musicianSGenesis 4:21,22)And civilization, with schools of
metallurgy, was already flourishing several hundredrs
beforethe chapter 6 intermarriage of th@hs of Gotland the
“daughters of mén

The “primitive Genesis authors” notion is impossiflwe grant
that these earlier descriptions in this same bddkemesis are
also true.

Thirdly, the origin of human beings cannot be explainegpbim
by the cross-species breeding of humanoid spagesadind
primitive ape-like creatures. Such claims mightrebacholarly,
but they show a distinct lack of a basic knowledfgenetics.
(See the “Genetic barrier” section, below.)

Fourthly, neither the context nor the syntax support an larage
extraterrestrials interpretation of Genesis 6. ($&Hew.)

Fifthly, in the Bible, the termson/s of Godis used in two
ways: physically and spiritually. We shall addreash of these
usages, in turn.
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“‘SONS OF GOD” -
PHYSICAL MEANING

In Luke chapter 3, is recorded the legal geneatdglesus,
“being (as was supposed), the son of Joseph, whashthe son
of Heli, which was the son of Matthat, which was $bn of
Levi...” and so on(Luke 3: 23-38)Each man is called the “son of”
his earthly father, and so on, back to Seth wherimed the

son of Adarh Then in verse 38 Adam is callethéson of

God'. That is because Adam had no earthly father.ddiy
father was God, who created him and gave him damiover
this planet Earth.

The Bible says God created other worlgsrews 1:2; 11:3)And
astronomers have recently discovered it to betlratindeed
there are other planets orbiting their own starsums. The first
men (or “Adams”) of those worlds, with no otherfat but their
Creator, would likewise besbns of God

When we ask the question, “Why did God createwadd?”
the Bible answersHe created it not in vain, he formed it to be
Inhabited” (Isaiah 45:18).

If God created this earth “not in vain” but “to ipdnabited”,
does it make sense to you that God would createtle®s other
worlds just to be DEAD worlds?

With this in mind, we note that the book of Joborels a series
of celestial council meetings in which the “sonsGafd”
assembledob 1:6; 2:1~ and who turned up, but Satan, from
planet Earth. Why was this?

The answer is that in the beginning, Adam, the firan, had
been given dominion over planet Ea@hnesis 1:28)but when
Satan overcame our first parents, the human racefeil under
bondage to him(*Of whom a man is overcome, of the same is
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he brought in bondage 2 peter 2:1) This enabled Satan to hijack
Adam’s dominion.

This is why Satan, instead of Adam, could repreBésmet
Earth in these meetingsob 1:6,7; John 12:31; 2 Corinthians 4Amd we
are informed that Satan remained “prince of thislaVaintil the
Messiah entered this planet and overcame him. $inese it is
the Messiah who represents mankind before God. @dewy
Satan, as de facto ruler, controls world leadert]| kis
kingdom is abruptly ended at the coming judgment.)

To put it simply, one sees these meetings as attuhited
nations assembly” of the whole universe, in whioh tsons of
God” in attendance were representatives of otheldso

Again, we are informed that when our planet wastere and
added to the universe of God, thatthe morning stars sang
together, AND all the sons of God shouted for jayab 38:7)
Here we see two groups of beings — the “mornings’s&nd the
“sons of God”,

We may ask, whom does the Bible identify as ttars'? And
the answer is: thangels(Revelation 12:4,9\n fact, the name of the
fallen angel Lucifer meanglay staf. (See Isaiah 14:12, margin

So the Scripture informs us that there westafs' (angels)
AND there weralso “sons of Goll (Job.38:7) So if the angels
are the $tars, then who are these othershé sons of GA@
Who is this other group?

According to the Bibleangels are NOTcalled ‘sons of God
(see Hebrews 1:5) herefore thesons of Gotdwho married “the
daughters of men” in Genesis 6:2,4 were NOT andpsings.

As further confirmation, Jesus states that angelsIOT marry
(Mark 12:25).
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GENETIC BARRIER

Something else to consider. Successful interbrgda@tween
angels and humans to procreate fertile offspringldibave
been — we must face it — a virtual impossibility.

Firstly, the fact that angels were not created &orynand
produce offspring strongly suggests that they a3 created
with the organs of propagationThus, angels do not produce
fertile offspring. And secondly, chromosomes andegemust
BOTH match up, which is extremely unlikely — ancedamot
occur even between animals and humans of the skametp

Thus, an unbridgeable barrier exists between sexslaisit
beings such as angels and human beingsgérstically
impossible for angels and humans to produce fertispring
(or cats and rabbits, for that matter). It could eémen occur by
artificial insemination.

Simply put, each separate type has a distinctfset o
chromosomes which holds its genetic makeup. Fameia,
cats have 19 pairs, rabbits have 22 pairs. Eadnpdonates a
chromosome to make each pair. With most specits, af
fertilization, when the cell starts to divide, teavould be an
uneven number of chromosomes that needed to 'paifie
cell would die.

There are some rare exceptions. Domesticated hioases32
pairs, and donkeys 31 pairs. Their offspring (mules/e 31.5.
Mules are infertile. They cannot produce offspribie
zedonks and tigons, it appears their chromosoméshni@ just
enough to allow for interbreeding between simijag@es. And
then full stop.

However, the location of a gene is not in the sataee on the
same chromosome between species. Chromosome Aatibia
might hold the genetic codes for ear slz&y colour and bone
configuration, but chromosome A on a cat might Hblel
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genetic codes for vision, tail length and brairesikhey could
never match up.

There is, however, good reason to believe thattgene
manipulation was going on in the pre-Flood wondtjas
occurs today. Genesis refers to the fact talitflesi’ was
“corrupted (Genesis 6:12What God had created, both man and
beast, was now corrupted by man. But to achidwe nio
extraterrestrial input was necessary. Neither dassesis lend
any support to such a theory.

“SONS OF GOD”
AS A SPIRITUAL TERM

The Scripture says that the Messiah came to releowelyward
man back to God. Further, it assures us that:

1. God calls His peopleny sori (Exodus 4:22.23).

2. Those who, through the appointed Mdgsnter into a
relationship with God receifmower to becomeons
of God (John 1:12).

3. Thus, reconciled back to God throughMessiah, we
are adopted asohs of Godl (Galatians 4:4-7).

4. AgainyNow are we thesons of Got (1 John 3:1,2).

When the Bible speaks about the sons of God, insdee
spiritual followers of God‘For as many as are led by the Spirit
of God, they are theons of Goldl (Romans 8:14)YOuU see, the

Bible explains itself.

From all this, it appears evident that the expmsssons of
God'’ in the Bible applies not to angels, but alwaystonans
(or their counterparts on other worlds) who looksiod as their
Father and live faithfully for Him.
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THE CONTEXT IN GENESIS
IDENTIFIES THE “SONS OF GOD”

Now, let's examine Genesis chapter 6 in its confékis will
help us to a correct identification of the “sonsGafd” found in
Genesis.

After Cain murdered his brother Abel, then Seth @, two
distinct lines of humans developed — the line ahSeho
worshipped God (the “sons of God”) and the lin€afn who
served Satan.

Genesis chapter 4 gives us these two genealogies:

1. The line of Cain. This genealoggiaates several
things about Cain’s descendasitg:.dwelling,
technology and more murdeén.4:16-24)

2. Then it switches to a second lihdescendants —
And Adam knew his wife again; and she bare a son,
and called his name Seth: For Gzadd she, hath
appointed me another seed instdakbel, whom
Cain slew. And to Seth, to hispbalkas born a son;
and he called his name Enben began men to
call upon the name of the LotdGen. 4:25-26)This
was a godly line of men.

This expression, that after Enos had a“sthren began meto
call upon the name of Lortl— what does this mean? Does it
mean that thepeganto “pray to God” then, or does it mean
something else?

It cannot mean that the faithful began praying tml@nly after
Enos was born. They would surely have been callpamn God
from the start — and not wait till the third gertera (Adam —
Seth — Enos) to begin praying.
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So what is it really saying?

You will find that the Hebrew preposition rendeteste as
“upon’ is very often rendered into English dsy®. The Hebrew
of this verse more correctly read3hen began meto call
[themselves] by the name of the Lotd

The truth is that by this third generation, theslof Cain had
become so entrenched in practising evil, that thosee faithful
line of Seth began distinguishing themselves aarse¢g, by
stating,“We are sons of the Lord.’In loyalty to God, they
classed themselves as the children of God, in ashto the
ungodly group, who walked ithe rebellious way of men,
without God.

Thus, while Cain’s descendants weoms and daughters of
“men”, Seth’s descendants weésmns and daughters of Gdd

This meaning is significant - not only becauss # legitimate
rendering of the Hebrew, but because of what fadlaw

In the original books there were no chapter divisidso,
following straight after Genesis 4:26 'hen began men to call
[themselvespy the nameof the Lord”),the very next verses
recall that‘God created manin the likeness of Godnade he
him: male and female created he them: and bledssd tand
called their name Adam (Genesis 5:1,2)

Then immediately follows thisAdam [likewise]... begat a son

in his own likenessafter his image, and called his name Seth.”
(verse 3)

So here is the lineage whichssparate from the line of Cain:

Firstly, God

Then, Adam in God’s likeness

Then, Seth in Adam’s likeness

Then follows the genealogy of Seth to Noah.
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This lineage of the faithful right from Adam to No@erses 4-32)
Is cataloguedmmediately afterthe description of the other line,
the line of Cain.

Do you see how the faithful are NOT merely theadhaih of
Adam: they are termed tlohildren of God Made in HIS
likeness, and HIS image.

These men, followers of the God of their fatheadled

themselves by the name of God; they called therasdhe sons
of God.

Not only that, but each new son born in the farig, was so
named that the meaning of each name progressively igto a
sentence. Here are the first ten generations Wimteaning of
each person’s name:

Adam‘“Man”

Seth“Appointed”

Enos‘Wretched”
Cainan‘Mourner”

MahalaleelFhe Blessed God”
Jared'Shall come down”
Enoch*€onsecrated”
MethuselalfBy his death to bring”
Lamech‘Fhe oppressed”
Noah“€omfort”

And if you examine this genealogy closely, you wibtice that
this sentence builds into a prophecy of the corMiegsiah:

Man is Appointed a Wretched Mourner, (bbg Blessed God
Shall Come Down, Consecrated By His Death Bring (to)
The Oppressed, Comfort

That sentence is a precise prophecy of the lifatrdand
purpose of the coming Messiah. The divine plamfankind’s
salvation was spelled out over the course of 1y&&6s of this
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genealogy, the last word being added over 2,006:\@BFORE
the Messiah was born, in the very names of thoseveldl
begun tocall themselves by HIS name

This was in striking contrast to the materialigtia violent line
of Cain’s descendants.

Then immediately aftelisting this genealogy of the “sons of
God” line, with no break in the narrative (rememlxdrapters
did not exist) there follows this statement:

And it came to pass, when men began to iphult. That the
sons of Godsaw thedaughters of menthat they were fair;
and they took them wives of all which théypse(Genesis 6:1,2)

You notice, it says,Whenmenbegan to multiply It is
speaking about “men”, not extratrerrestrials. & tourse of
men multiplying, these two groups (sons and Goddmayhters
of men) were intermarrying, mixing their lines. Eyéttle
phrase in the context is telling us that the adtothis drama
were humans, nothing more.

Any person who tries to tell you these were extratgrials is
injecting his own wish into the record. And, as ya aware by
now, that is poor scholarship.

What happened was simply this: As time went on Sathite
men, attracted and seduced by the ways of the t€auamen,
intermarried with them. And the human race became s
corrupted and violent that it appeared there wsoloh be no
one left loyal to God. It was becoming evident thabn there
would no longer exist a faithful lineage throughosithe
promised Deliverer would be born into the humarer&cman-
made global wipe-out was imminent.At this critidate God
Himself stepped in and brought the Great Flood.

So here again is the natural sequence of evel@smnesis:
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Gen.4:16-24 — The genealogical line of godless Cain
followed by

Gen.4:25 to 5:32 — The line of faithful Seth ...feled by
Gen.6:1,2 — Eventual intermarriage between them.

As we have already noted, the surrounding congealways
important, because it helps us understand whéfievdt
sentence is really saying:

Scene 1There were gianfsephilim = tyrants, bullieg in
the earth in those days;

Scene 2. and alafier that, when the sons of God came in
unto the daughters of men, and they blitdren to them
the samdecame mighty merjmighty to do wickedness]
which were of old, men of renow(Genesis 6:4)

Did you notice that first of all theephilim (the tyrants, the
bullies, the giants in evil were already doing thking in the
earth. And this was BEFORE the two groups alreasbcdbed
started to fraternise and intermarry. There ifimb of
extraterrestrials. The record simply tells us tfidere were
nephilim [tyrants, giants in ev]lin the earth in those days.”
These are the violent men in the line of Cain.

Then ‘after that’, when the “sons of God” (of the faithful Seth
line) began to intermarry with the daughters okthgrants,
their children also went the same way of Cain, b@ng mighty
and renowned foeven worse evilNotice the vital connection
between verses 4 and 5:

... the same becammighty men which were of old, men of

renown And God saw that the@ickednes®f man was great
in the earth, and that every imaginatiothefthoughts of his
heart wasnly evil continually (Genesis 6:4,5)

Althoughnephilimcan be translated correctly giants and
although it is true that all life forms before thk®od (flora and
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fauna, including mankind) were much larger than nibat is
not the focus of this passage.

The primary issue under discussion is a moral ®he.subject
is the gross wickedness of mankind [the primary mrepof
nephilimbeingtyrantor bully], and the threat of man’s
extinction unless the Creator intervengs.repeat, the issue
under discussion is a moral one.

And that is specifically stated to be the reasartie Great
Flood (verse 13).

THE BOTTOM LINE ON NEPHILIM

The wordnephilimis today bandied about almost with awe as
though it were some sort of title for a particuiace of beings
(and behold, they're even extraterrestrials!).

However, the burden of proof is on the claimanpriove it.
Where is his evidence that thephilimwere extraterrestrials?
There isno evidence that they were not human.

The truth isnephilimis nothing more than an ordinary noun in a
sentence, which meahgants bullies, orbig people That'’s all.
But the author’s focus is not on their size butlogir behaviour.
The context in Genesis makes it clear that thesewese

giants, or champions, of violence.

In all honesty, we cannot twist this into provingra-Flood
mating of extraterrestrials with mankind. Suchoéion can
only be forced into the passage from the headeofdéhder. It is
not in the text itself. Not anywhere. Sorry, butattive as it
might be to some, this extraterrestiphilimtheory cannot
appeal to Genesis for support.
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An honest treatment of this word requires thatemephilim
were just what the word means: primarilyfédler, that is, a
bully or tyrant.”
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APPENDIX B

THE BOOK OF "ENOCH”

The Book of Enoch is sometimes cited in suppothefidea
that “sons of God” intermarrying with “daughtersroén” really
means “fallen angels interbreeding with humans”.

It is true that some Jewish occult, mystic, kabialwriters
interpret the phrase “sons of God” to mean angetiemons.
There is good reason to believe that the Book aicEn
originated from such a source.

The Book of Enoch circulating today is believethave been
written around 200 BC to 100 AD. It is a non-biblibook. No
early book written by the prophet Enoch (3379 t@88C) is
known to have survived. However, Enoch’s name leasnb
appended to this later book.

The value of the Book of Enoch is simply that itjaaints us
with some ideas that were floating around at thne tit was
written. Nothing more. Does it provide us with imtestable
data from the time of Enoch? We have to say no.

One should be extremely careful about acceptirgylibok as an
authority, since it also contains some gross alitsesd

For example, it states that ancient giants wer® ‘@fbits” (525
feet) tall
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And the women conceiving brought forth giants, Wéhos
stature was each three hundred culgitech 7:11,12)

While one agrees that gigantism was once a common 0
widespread feature of mankig@e Jonathan Grayhe Lost World of
Giants <http://www. beforeus.com/giants.php€an you force yourself to
believe thatmen were the height of a 52 story building™ this
account alone, the Book of Enoch must be rejected.

A different translation of the Book of Enoch salgede giants

were even taller — “3,000 ellg?:1-6) (R.H. CharlesThe Apocrypha and
Pseudeipgrapha of the Old Testamerad. Il. Oxford Press, 1997 ed.)

At one ell to 45 inches or 114 centimetg@sdom Hous&Vebster's
College Dictionary, 3,000 ells would be 133,000 inches or 11,250
feet — that ispver 2 miles high!

Numerous other problems exist concerning this book:

Parts of it contradict other parts
It contains scientific errors
It also contradicts the Bible

There is no doubt that some sayings of Enoch (vwieadl laround
3000 BC) were passed down over the centuries. if$te f
century apostle Jude quoted a statement by thdet&mnoch.

Enoch himself may have penned a book. But the stib@ok
has uncertain origins. That it originated with Emaeg highly
doubtful.

Also, the points discussed above cast doubt cauifsenticity.
Over the years, many a pious fraud has gained tuepby a
credulous public simply because its author appeta@dhe
name of some prominent biblical figure.
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No matter that we have a book tagged with Enocaiaen and
perhaps even sprinkled with some original sayirfgsnmch, the

evidence suggests that
This is not the original book of Enoch
It reflects the ideas of its 200 BC to 100 AD autho

Don’t stake your life on its authenticity.
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