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Preface

Many aspects in modern American society, now deemed the status quo,
are actually echoes of practices that began in the first American colony,
Virginia. 
But  we  would never  know due  to  the  fact  one  of the most
important aspects
of
that
era has
been
blotted
out
of
the
history
books; white slavery. Contrary to popular belief, America did not begin as
a colony built on the labor of African slaves; it was originally built on the
backs of white  slaves,  transported on ships  like  the Mayflower, from
Europe.  The institution of African labor came much later.

Some  may argue, white  people  were  indentured  servants; they only
worked 7-years during which they were treated nice and fair. Afterwards,
they blended into white society and partook in the regular exploitation of
black people. 
This  is  a  common notion biased  historians paint  from
researching only to  a  certain  point  in  history (the late  1600s) when  the
slave  system  made  a  transition from white  indentured  slaves  to  black 
African laborers.
But if they went further back to the early 1500s, history
would paint a completely different picture.

The white slave was deemed
 "indentured servant" because they required
contracts to  make  their servitude,  abuse and  all, nice  and  legal.
But  in 
reality, they were  slaves in  every aspect  of the word.
Modern  day
historians do not take into account many indentured servants signed their
contracts under duress. And many of those who did sign were surprised
to discover, the moment  they signed  on the dotted line, they were 
immediately striped of human rights, put in chains and marched directly to 
the auction block; in a manner of speaking.

Once there,  desperate  plantation  owners  waited to  fill the gaps  in  their
labor  force.
Life  as  an indentured  servant on the tobacco and  sugar
plantations  (where  the majority wound up) was extremely harsh! 
The
typical life-expectancy of any given white slave was one year. Ergo, they
constantly needed replacing.
Since white  slaves  were  so  costly at  the
auctions  and  came  with  limited
contracts,
the
task
masters
were 
motivated  to  get  as  much  work out of them as humanly possible.  And 
they did so, most harshly.

At the time, referring to a white slave as an
 indentured servant was like 
calling a  janitor, a  maintenance  engineer.
No  disrespect  to  janitors 
intended.  They make more money than  most of us.
I just wanted to 
make  a  point.
Except for documents  and public  speaking,  indentured
servants  were  referred to  as  “slaves”  by everyone;  plantation  owners,
auctioneers, the general public, bounty hunters (yes,  some  tried to  flee
before their contracts  expired)  and the indentured  servants, themselves.
From the West Indies plantations  of the Caribbean  to  the colony of 
Maryland,  white slaves provided the majority of forced labor; agricultural
and otherwise.

This 1759 Benjamin Franklin quote is famous among historians:
“The labor of the colonies is performed chiefly by indentured servants
brought from Great Britain, Ireland, and Germany; because the high
price it bears cannot be performed in any other way."

Originally, slavery was not the covert conspiracy aimed at African people
that modern  American history depicts.
On  the contrary, it was a  covert
conspiracy perpetrated by the wealthy minority aimed at  the downtrodden  elements  of European  societies.
Anyone  among the dirt poor
masses was a candidate for the indentured servant hoax that transformed
many poor Europeans into life-long slaves.

As previously stated, as we examine the period of American history when
white  slavery was  its  backbone, we  will discover  the birth  of many
traditions  still in  existence  today.
And if you're  like  me, you will be
surprised by how much life makes a little more sense. But that aside, the
concept of slavery itself did not begin in Europe.  Once upon a time, long 
before anyone ever heard of a Europe, slavery existed. But at what point 
did it all begin? And once it did, was slavery in Europe or anywhere else
a mere echo?

If slavery existed in the most early societies, there should be some sort of
evidence to that effect.
So, as a Student of Biblical Research (SoBR), I
took the liberty of finding out using the most popular historical document
available;  the book of Genesis.
One might say, "I've read Genesis time
and time again and I never saw anything about slavery".
That's  because
you read someone else's version of Genesis. It even tells you that on the
binder-side of the Bible.  As a SoBR, I learned to read the original Hebrew
code (language).
I was shocked to discover, 9-times out of ten, it reads
completely different than English versions; howbeit, more interesting.

In  conclusion, this  literary work is  divided  into  two  segments.
The first
pertains  to  the exploration of white  slavery in colonial America as  it
trickled in from the motherland, Europe.
It then merges into the second
segment based on Genesis, which  explores  the history of mankind and
his relationship with the concept of slavery. Now, I'm not saying, what we
find in Genesis is the absolute, undeniable truth. But I am saying, this is
what was originally written; what someone apparently believed way back 
then. Ironically, it also sheds light on many issues still debated today.
As previously stated, these conclusions are based on the original Hebrew
code  of Genesis.
This means, I read  what was  originally written.
But
since you cannot read the original Hebrew code, and to avoid leaving you
at the mercy of having to take my word  for  everything, I have provided
quick references  that are  documented in  Bible  concordances, lexicons,
and dictionaries.
This should suffice until you are able to stand on your
own two feet with the original Hebrew code.

Slavery (The Systematic Exploitation of Labor)

The word “
slave” has the etymological root “Slav” derived from the word 
“Slavic”. Yes, these are actual people.  In 900CE, the Slavic people were 
the first Europeans  to  be  exploited in  a  slave-like capacity with  all the
trimmings. Today, the Slavic peoples are classified into west Slavic (i.e.,
Czechs, Kashubians, Moravians, Poles,  Silesians, Slovaks, Sorbs), east
Slavic (i.e., Belarusians, Russians, Rusyns, Ukrainians), and south Slavic
(i.e.,  Bosniaks, Bulgarians, Croats, Macedonians, Montenegrins,  Serbs,
Slovenes). Technically, the very essence of slaveis “whites only”.

During a  period of purposely perpetrated  ignorance,  known  as  “The
Middle-Ages (a one thousand year period that beganaround 400CE)”, the
common folk European majority were  purposely kept uneducated and
ignorant.
In  addition, religious  knowledge  was encrypted  in  the Holy
Bible, written in Latin; a privileged language that only religious authorities
learned and people of royalty could afford to learn.
And what is the first
rule to maintaining slaves or even controlling the masses? 
At all costs,
keep them ignorant!

In 962CE, a fellow who called himself, Otto, the Great (initially the king of
Germany and  later (simultaneously) the king of Italy, as  well as,  a  very 
effective  military leader), founded the Holy Roman Empire.
Not to  be
confused  with  its  predecessor, the Roman  Empire  (753BCE - 476CE).
Any way, he encouraged  expansion, colonization, and  missionary work
into the Slavic territories, east.
Long story short, the defenseless  Slavic 
people were gradually exploited for manual labor and servitude.

But don't get me wrong. As far as the Slavic's own self-designation goes,
its  meaning  is  understandably better  than  that of "slave".
Their name
comes  from  the IndoEuropean root, “kleu”, which  basically means,  "to
hear" and occurs in many derivatives meaning "renown” and “fame".  It
is  only the external designation from outside influences, stemming from
the unfortunate  circumstance  in  which  the ninth  century Slavics found
themselves  that associate  their name  with  the fact  that  they were  the
property of others, bought, sold,  chained,  whipped,  beat, lynched, and
spent all their natural lives in bondage.

Finally, if you look up "slave" in any modern dictionary that provides the
etymology, you will find its evolution; something along these lines:
From  Middle English, from Old French
 sclave, from Medieval  Latin sclāvus
(“slave”), from Late Latin Sclāvus (“Slav”), because Slavs were often forced into
slavery in the Middle Ages.

Serfdom

In the early middle-ages, chaos and  invasion made  the taking of slaves 
habitual throughout Europe. 
For centuries, the  town  of  Caffa  in  the
Crimea (Ukraine) was  called the capital of the  medieval slave  trade.
However, the slave  trade  in  England  was  officially abolished  in  1102CE
and Feudalism quickly filled the void.  In a nutshell, this idea consisted of
un-free peasants (i.e., the lowest social class, serfs) who were forced to
work the fields  of landowners (i.e., landlords).
The most  unfortunate
among them were forced to work in the coal mines, as well.
Legally, the
serfs were  bound  to  their lords.
Ergo, the lord's  estate  (or manor) was 
often measured by how many serfs he owned.

The English word,
 serf, originated from the middle-French, serf, and can
be traced further back to the Latin “servus” meaning, servant (in a slave 
capacity). But under Feudalism, the serf was more of a slave to the land
that the lord  owned. 
Under  the law, the lord  could  not sell his serfs 
directly but he could sell his land.  And when he did, the serfs associated
with that land went with it. Accordingly, the serf would serve his new lord.

The slave-serf had the fewest rights within the manor and were given the
least. They owned no land, worked exclusively for the lord, and survived
on
donations  from  the
lord  (i.e.,
crumbs  from
the
master's  table).
However, it was  always in  the best interest  of the lords  to  prove  that a 
servile arrangement existed with their slaves; this provided greater rights
to fees and taxes.  In theory, this guaranteed protection to the serfs from
cruel landlords, as  well.
But the harsh reality was  often quite different.
Slaves were beaten for any number of reasons.

Villeins

In the middleages, a “villein” was the most common type of serf. Villeins
had more rights and status than those held as outright slaves. But at the
same time, they had a number of legal restrictions that differentiated them
from free men. Villeins generally rented small homes from the lord of the 
manor; typically with  a  patch  of land.
As part of the contract with  their
(land)lord,  villeins  were  expected to  use some  of their time to  farm the
lord's  fields.
Like  the serf, villeins  were  tied to the land  and  could  not
move  away without  their lord's  permission.
However, in  other regards,
villeins were free men in the eyes of the law.
Villeinage status was more
preferable to slave or vagabond.

If
circumstances
became  intense  enough  for a  villein  to  sever  the
relationship with his landlord, he could gain freedom by running away to a 
different city and living there for one year. At the same time, this decision
meant the loss of his land and agricultural livelihood. Thus, it was typical
for  newly arrived villeins  to  the big cities  to  take  to  crime  for survival.
You‟ve  probably guessed by now, the alternate spelling, villain,  and  its 
modern definition and application. Hence, the word villain is synonymous
with criminal.

Feudalism 101

To  get  a  good  handle  on  medieval life  under Feudalism, think of it this
way: Technically, the King owned all the land in the entire country. As a
rule-of-thumb, he kept one-quarter of the land for himself; as his personal
property.
About  one-tenth  of the land  was  donated to  the church.  And
the remainder of the land was leased out under strict rules and guidelines 
to the king's barons.

Barons 
were the only ones permitted to lease land directly from the king.
The land they leased was known as a manor.
Ergo, the baron was also
known as the“lord of the manor” and was in complete control of the land 
he leased.
The barons established  their own  system  of justice;  minted
their own  money; and  set  their own  taxes.  In  return  the barons  had  to
serve on the royal council, pay rent, and provide the king with knights for
military service.  Like the king, the barons kept as much of their land as 
they wished for their own use before dividing the rest among their knights.

The
 Knights  were  provided  land  by the barons  in  return  for  military
service.  They also had to protect the baron and his family, as well as, the
manor, from invading hordes.
Like the barons, the knights kept as much
of the land as they wished for their own personal use before distributing
the rest to the villeins.

The
 Villeins were given land by the knights. In return, they provided free
labor, food, and service upon demand.  As mentioned earlier, the villeins
were at the bottom of the social order and had no rights.
They were not
allowed to leave the manor and had to ask their lord's permission before
they could marry. In essence, villeins were dirt poor.

By now you have probably seen at least one movie based in the middleages. The scenery is always the same; the king and the royals within the
castle; the multitude of peasants outside the castle; and, theknights’ inbetween.  It's not often stated but all of those peasants are slaves!

Thralls

“
Thrall” was  the term used in  Scandinavian culture  to  define, slavery.
The existence  of thralls  has  been documented as  far  back as  98CE by
Roman historian, Tacitus.
During the Scandinavian Viking era (793CE 1066CE), thrall could be entered into either voluntarily (based on personal
circumstances) or otherwise.

A person voluntarily became a thrall by surrendering his freedom to avoid
starvation  or  to  pay off a  debt.
Involuntary thralldom was  the result of
having been captured by Viking hordes and systematically sold or having
been born into a thrall family. Hence, a child born by a thrall woman (i.e.,
thir) was a thrall by birth.  However, the most common way of acquiring 
thralls was the capture of prisoners in foreign countries.

Thralls were kept as livestock and their master had the power of life and
death over them. It was even common for a thrall to be used as a human
sacrifice  in  the funeral of a Viking chief.
And as  you have  probably 
guessed by now, the verb  "enthrall
(i.e., to hold someone spellbound)"
is  a  linguistic  remnant of the very ancient tradition of physically holding
someone bound or in bondage.

The New World (The American Dream)

It is safe to say, Europe was built on the backs of slaves - white slaves under which  ever  name  you choose to  call them.
As previously stated,
white  slavery in  Europe flourished  for  hundreds of years.
But  by the
twelfth century, it was replaced by Feudalism - a  social pyramid system
that, among other things, systematically exploited the bottom majority for
free labor. And to say the least, Feudalism endorsed the idea, “all men
are NOT created equal.”

This  eventually brings  us  to  Columbus... Christopher Columbus.
In
August of 1492, three ships; the Nina, Pinta, and Santa Maria, left Spain  
to cross the Atlantic ocean in search of a short-cut to India. Two months
later, they reached  dry land. 
Since they were  in  India  (or so  they
thought), they called the  indigenous  people, Indians.
But the indians
called themselves,  Navajo,  Cherokee, Cheyenne, Apache, Blackfoot,
Dakota,  Illinois, Mohawk, Delaware, Chicago, Massachusetts, Pawnee, 
Creek, and a host of other names still in use today.

Once the British began colonizing the new world, they brought all of their
old habits with them; especially slavery. After all, who was going to do all
the
work? 
Slavery
in
the
American
colonies  was
part
of
a  long 
established  system  of labor  exploitation  that began centuries  prior  in
Europe.  So, it was inevitable that once the colonies were up and going,
slavery would become a very lucrative enterprise. The demand for slaves
emerged from the need  of a system of forced  labor  to  facilitate  the
production of staple crops: sugar, tobacco, coffee, and cotton. And by far
the most important staples were tobacco and cotton.

The idea to exclusively use African laborers did not immediately dawn on
plantation  owners.
Their initial thought  on the matter  was  to  use the
same  white  slaves  from the motherland (Europe), that they've  always
been  using.
But  on the contrary, modern  school-of-thought tells  us 
indentured  servants, comprised  of poor  Europeans  desiring to  escape
harsh conditions in their homelands, took advantage of new opportunities
offered in  the new world. 
Thus, they signed  contracts, trading 5-to-7 
years  of labor  in  exchange  for the transatlantic  passage.
Once in  the
colonies,  they were  essentially  well-treated temporary slaves serving as
agricultural workers; and were often even taught skilled trades. Or so the
extremely biased powers-that-be would have us believe.

Indentured Servant Contract (Instant Credit)

Modern  school-of-thought
would  further
have
you
believe;  after  the 
indentured servants contract expired, they joined the rest of white society,
exploiting the more  permanent African slaves.
But  nothing could  be
further from the truth!
The earliest  permanent settlement, Virginia,  was 
established
114-years  after
Columbus  in  1606.
The
first
Africanlaborers, totaling 20, arrived to James Town 10-years later in 1619.
And
they are  believed to  have  been indentured  servants, as  well.
Ergo, the
concept of race discrimination did  not yet  exist.
Can you imagine?
Howbeit, class discrimination is quite another animal.

The conception of a  race-based slave  system  that exclusively exploited
Africans  and  the Trans-Atlantic  Slave  Trade  began around 1672.
So,
what exactly went on the 200-years between 1472 and 1672?  Well, back 
in  the motherland (Europe), poverty became  an epidemic; especially in
England.
The destitute and homeless (villeins) filled the streets.
It was 
so  bad  that a  man would  literally sell his  own  mother (into slavery) if it
would  help  change  his  circumstances.
This  is  a cliché that stems  from
poverty stricken England.  White people betrayed and sold each other to
slave traders on a regular basis.
No one could be trusted!
A man could
walk into a bar, drink with a stranger, and wake up the next day in chains
aboard a slave transport en route to the new world.

The real story behind the indentured  servant contract was  more  along 
these  lines... IT WAS A SCAM!
The pitchman  would  eloquently tell dirt
poor and desperate villeins a better life awaited them on the other side of
the Atlantic ocean in the new world. And for only five payments of $19.95
they could  become  the proud  owners  of a  7-Year Indentured Servant
Contract to  pay for  their passage.
And once  the  contract expired, they
would instantly become  citizens  of the new world,  receive  land,  money,
and a trade (to make a living) that they already spent 7-years fine-tuning.
Ergo, they would be set for life.
These first infomercials were performed
live on docks and piers.

Droves  of destitute  villeins  quickly signed on the dotted line.
But  once 
they were out to sea in the middle of nowhere they were stripped of any
and all valuables and put in chains.
And the moment they arrived to the
new world, what really awaited them was  the  auction block.
Their
contracts  were  sold  to  plantation  owners  for the  highest bid.
And the
bidding probably began with  the price  of the transportation-per-body.
It
was  not uncommon for  a  contract to  be sold  for over  $2000.
And the
taskmasters  were  not the nicest  bunch.
To  them, you were  a  slave; 
contract or not.
And the  slave  traders  made  a killing (hefty profit) per
slave sold with very little to none of their own investment involved.

Indentured Servant Contract (Penalties & Interest)

So, the indentured servant (slave) started a line-of-credit the moment they
signed on the dotted line.
But once the contract was enforced, penalties
and  interest were  added for just about every little  thing at the plantation
owner’s discretion.  A white  slave  did  unsatisfactory work?  More  time
added. And let the taskmaster tell it, nothing was ever done satisfactorily.
Additional time  was  added  to  the contract for: lying, stealing, cheating,
going AWOL, unauthorized sex, children out of wedlock, and getting sick.
You might as well have added: sneezing, coughing, and wheezing.
This
is the precedent to the concept of credit card slavery. I mean debt.

To  be more  specific, according to  seventeenth century Virginia  law, the
penalty for secret marriages (i.e., white slaves getting married without the
consent
of
their
master)
was  one-year
added  to  each  respective
indentured servant contract.
The penalty for  fornication  (i.e., sexual
intercourse  between  two  unmarried slaves)  was  an additional one-year
per slave.  And how often do you think the slaves had premarital sex?  If
a white slave woman was impregnated by her master (willing or not), she
would  serve  an additional two-years.
This  law only encouraged a  lot  of
plantation owners  to  rape  their white  female  slaves.
This practice
eventually led to the sex slavery trade.

The status of bastard children (and this is the actual language of the law)
was determined by the status of the mother.
How convenient the mother
was  a  slave.
However, the child  would  have  limited service based on
sexual orientation.
According to  the Virginia  law, a  male-child  would
serve  and  be treated as an indentured  servant until he turned  18-years
old.  Under the same law, a female-child would serve and be treated as 
an indentured servant until she turned 24-years of age. Howbeit, this age
was lowered  to  21-years  in  1657.
Today, these  same ages  determine
when a child legally reaches adulthood.

The penalty for running away (i.e., going AWOL) from the plantation was
double-the-time  absent.
Some  white  slaves  went missing for months.
When  finally tracked down,  their contracts  were  extended  accordingly.
Children  under age-16 were  slaves  until they  turned  24-years  old  (still,
lowered to 21-years old in 1657), provided they survived that long. This is
why the younger the child being sold, the higher the price. And finally, the
penalty for hitting master was two-years added to the indentured servant
contract.
This law motivated cruel masters - and most of them were - to
force the white slave near the end of his contract into an altercation. And
if the white  slave  didn't respond  appropriately, he was  beaten  to  death.
Master either got  more service  or  a  dead slave. 
As  far  as he was
concerned, the slave was leaving any way.

The Never-Ending Story

In  most cases, indentured servant contracts  never  ended.
And the socalled indentured  servants  found themselves  slaves  for life.
It was  not
uncommon for the plantation owner to just rip the contract to shreds after
the property was delivered. Once the slaves arrived to the plantation (the
manor), the plantation owner (landlord) made his own rules and dealt his 
own justice.
But his ulterior motive  was to get as much labor out of his
investment as he possibly could. Even if it meant working the slaves until
they literally dropped dead. This is the origin of the figurative expression,
“worked to death”.

Once on the plantation, most of the slaves did not survive the harsh living
conditions, malnourishment, horrid  beatings, and  disease. 
And, if that
wasn't enough, many of them literally dropped dead while working out in 
the tobacco fields from heat and sun stroke and/or over exhaustion.  The
dead bodies  of the indentured servants  were  no sentimental concern  of
the plantation  owner.
They were  typically discarded  right  along with  all
other refuse.
Ergo, the origin of the derogatory name still used today to
insult poor white people, "white trash".

Nabbing the Kid

As  previously mentioned, white  slavery was  on one  side, driven by the
poverty and greed that existed in 1600 Europe.
For instance in London,
villeins  crowded  the streets  and  many would  turn  to  a  life  of crime  (i.e.,
stealing, pick-pocketing, scamming).
And when caught, they had to face
harsh penalties: the gallows or indentured servants of the new world. The
system was rigged against the poor majority. Some might even say, this 
sounds  very  familiar.
Government transports  loaded  with  villeins  would 
set  sail for  the colonies.
However, a common misconception some
historians  make:  villains (i.e., thieves  and  murderers) sometimes  served 
their sentences as indentured servants in the new world.
But  they were 
actually villeins (not necessarily a hardcore criminal).

Another method was to get them while they're young. No child of a villein
was  safe  from the poachers.
Whenever  a  child  was  found roaming the
streets alone, they would get nabbed and put aboard a slave transport to
the colonies.  The authorities often warned the public about “kid nabbing
(i.e., the stealing of white children for enslavement).” The origin of the
word  (and  practice)  still in  use today:
kidnap.
So, if you've  ever
wondered why some people today drive around in vans looking to snatch
children, this is the reason.
There is a market, still.
On the same note,
there is still a hefty bounty awaiting those who deliver the transportees to
the slave ships.  Children continue to get top dollar.
No child of a villein
(or orphan) back then was safe. And neither are they today!

Rednecks, Crackers And Sex

The conditions aboard the slave ships were deplorable. The cargo holds
were packed with white slaves.  And as fate would have it, a few unlucky
(or  lucky?)  ones never  made  it to  the other side of the Atlantic.
The
deceased white trash was always dumped overboard in the middle of the
ocean. The moment the ships docked in the colonies, the survivors were
immediately auctioned off. Families were even torn apart if they all came
together.
And the rules  quickly changed if the slave  was  a  young
attractive female. The Price went up.

The sex slave trafficking of young white  girls  and/or children  for  sex
gradually emerged into  a  thing.
What are  the chances  a  few of those
slave  traders and  plantation owners  were  pedophiles?
Thus, the young 
girls (and young boys) were repeatedly raped once they were out to sea
in international waters to prepare them for their futures.

The slaves that were not sold at the auction were quickly locked in chain
gangs and  marched  from town  to  town  like  a  slave  sale  circus.  Those
who orchestrated the drives  were  often some  of the cruelest people;
armed with  guns, clubs, and  whips. 
The slaves  suffered severely.
Typically, when  the iron neck collars  were  removed, their necks  were 
bruised red.
The drivers  eventually began calling the white  slaves  with
bruises  on their necks, rednecks.
So,  it is  safe to  conclude  those  who
call themselves  rednecks  today (without  knowing the true history of the
term) are descendants of white slaves from the colonial period.

At any given point  along the white  slave's  plight  beginning the moment
they set  foot on the slave  transport, masquerading as  a  freedom ship,
they would encounter an overseer whose primary form of communication
was the bull whip.
They didn't leave home without it.
The loud cracking 
sound the bull whip made always rang fear and intimidation in the ears of
those at the receiving end. After awhile, those overseers became known 
as crackers.
And even today, cracker is a derogatory name expressing 
contempt for mean-spirited working class  white  people; usually in  a
position-of-authority. Most often, law enforcement.

Stop Here If This Makes No Sense!

Seventeenth Century America was more or less an unregulated capitalist
haven.
You were  either rich  or  poor.
And most of the poor  white  folks
were slaves. This was mainly because white slavery was a very lucrative
business. It is a falsehood to think that poor white people were protected
by a cloud of white supremacy that distinguished and protected them from
the fates that non-white races had to endure. On the contrary, there were
even free, well-to-do black people who owned white slaves.
The idea of 
“racism” and better yet, “white supremacy” did not yet exist. Imagine.

The whites  born  under the cloud  of white  supremacy in  America, today,
think that ideology always existed. That even the most poor and destitute
whites  were  always  a  step above  non-white  races.  But  we  are  talking
about an ideology that originated in  Europe;  all (white)  men are  not
created equal. In early 1600 England, the ruling class considered villeins
to  be sub-human and  completely expendable.  Ergo, white  slaves  were
acquired from the poorest levels of British society.
This ideology did not
suddenly vanish  the moment they decided  to  colonize the new world.
Like religion, they bought all their attitudes with them.

Wait ... There’s More!

Much of the seventeenth century Virginia law distinguished English slaves 
from Irish  slaves.  But  another source  of white  slaves  to  the new world
came  from  Scotland.
Around 1662, the judges of Edinburgh, Scotland
ordered the enslavement and shipment to the colonies, a large number of
rogues  and others  who made  life  unpleasant for the British  upper class.
The Scotch-Irish  have  been  enslaved longer  than  any other race in  the
world's history. About 250,000 arrived in the American colonies.
[Register for the Privy Council of Scotland, 3rd Series, Vol. 1, pg181, Vol. 2, pg101]

These are the words of an “Unknown Poet” of the 1800s:
That night a chariot passed her, While on the ground she lay; The 
daughters of her master; An evening visit to pay, Their tender hears 
were sighing, As wrongs to Negroes were told; While the WHITE
SLAVE was dying, Who gained their father's gold.

As a matter of fact, white slaves were even owned by  Negroes (AfricanAmericans) and Indians (American natives) to such an extent that in 1677
the Virginia Assembly passed the following law in their Statutes:

It is enacted that no negro or Indian though Baptized and enjoined their own
freedom  shall
be
capable
of  any  such  purchase
of
Christians
(i.e.
white
people). [Statutes of the Virginia Assembly, Vol. 2, pgs 280-281]

The Disciplinary and Revenue Laws of Virginia (circa 1631-1645) did not
discriminate Negroes in bondage from whites in bondage.
[William Hening, Statutes at Large of  VA Vol. 1, pgs 174, 198, 200,  243, 306.
For records of  Wills in which  "lands,  goods  and chattels,  cattle,  moneys,
negroes,  English servants,  horses,  sheep  and household stuff"  were sold  see
Lancaster county records in VA colonial abstracts, Beverly Fleet]

From 1609 until the early 1800s, between  one-half and  two-thirds  of all
the white colonists who came to the new world came as slaves.  Of the
passengers on the Mayflower, twelve were white slaves.

[Bound Over, John Van der Zee, pg 93]
Sir George Downing (the namesake of “Downing Street” in London) wrote 
a  letter
to  his  close
friend,  the
Honorable
John  Winthrop
Colonial
Governor of Massachusetts in 1645, “Planterswhowanttomakea fotune

intheWestIndiesmustprocure WHITESLAVELABORoutof England ifthey
wantedtosucceed."
According to Kelly D. Whitaker, author of “White Slavery, What the Scots 
already knows,” have these stories to tell:

Alexander  Stewart, along with 88 other  Scots,  was herded  off the  

ship Gildart in July of 1747, bound in chains.
He was a slave.
He was

pushed  onto  the  auction block  in Wecomica, St. Mary’s County,  MD.

Doctor Stewart and his brother William, residents of Annapolis, were

attending the  auction,  aware  of  Alexander  being on  that  slave  ship

coming from Liverpool, England.  The  two brothers paid nine  pounds

and six shillings sterling to Mr. Benedict Callvert of Annapolis for the

purchase of Alexander.

Jeremiah Howell was a lifetime indentured servant by his uncle in Lewis
County, Virginia in the early 1700‟s. His son, Jeremiah, won his freedom
by fighting in the revolution.  There were hundreds of thousands of Scots
sold into slavery during colonial America.
White slavery to the American
colonies occurred as early as 1630 in Scotland.

According to the Egerton  manuscript, British  Museum, the enactment of
1652; it may be lawful for  two  or  more  justices  of the peace within  any 
county, city or  town,  corporate  belonging to  the commonwealth  to  from
time to time by warrant cause to be apprehended, seized on and detained 
all and every person or persons that shall be found begging and vagrant
in  any town,  parish  or  place to  be conveyed into  the port of London, or
unto any other port from where such person or persons may be shipped
into a foreign colony or plantation.

Slavery was  what the Scots  have  survived for a  thousand years.
The
early ancestors of the Scots, Alba and Pics were enslaved as early as the
First century BCE.
Varro, a Roman philosopher stated in his agricultural
manuscripts that white slaves were only things with a voice or instrumenti
vocali. Julius Caesar enslaves as many as one million whites from Gaul.
(William D. Phillips, Jr. - Slavery from Roman Times to Early Transatlantic
Trade, pg. 18).

Pope Gregory in the sixth century first witnessed blonde hair, blue eyed
boys  awaiting sale  in a Roman  slave  market.
The Romans  enslaved
thousands of white inhabitants of Great Britain, who were also known as 
Angles.  Pope  Gregory was  very interested  in  the looks  of these boys 
therefore asking their origin.  He was told they were Angles from Briton.
Gregory stated, “Non Angli, sed Angeli (Not Angles but Angels)”.

Ruth Mazo  Karras wrote in her book, “Sl
avery and  Society in  Medieval
Scandinavia” pg. 49; Norwegian Vikings  made slave raids
not only 
against the Irish and Scots (who were often called Irish in Norse sources)
but also  against  Norse settlers  in  Ireland  or  Scottish  Isles  or  even in 
Norway itself. Slave trading was a major commercial activity of the Viking 
age. The children of the white slaves in Iceland were routinely murdered
en masse. (Karras, pg. 52).

Thomas  Burton recorded  in  his  Parliament Diary 1656-1659 vol. 4  pp.
253-274  a  debate  in  the English  Parliament focusing on the selling of
British whites into slavery in the new world.
The debate refers to whites 
as slaves whose enslavement threatened the liberties of all Englishmen.
The British  government realized as  early as  the 1640's  how beneficial
white slave labor was to the profiting colonial plantations.

In the British West Indies (Barbados), plantation slavery was instituted as
early as  1627.
The Calendar of State Papers, colonial series  of 1701,
records 25,000 slaves  in  Barbados  in  which  21,700  were  white  slaves.
[Observations  on the Island  of Barbados, Calendar of State  Papers,
Colonial Series, pg. 528]

The list goes on and on and on and on and on.
There are documented
details  all over  the place that describe what life  was  like  in  the early
American colonies.  Only did a fortunate few ever live what has become 
the coveted American dream.
And one might even go as far as to say,
things  are  practically the  same  today.
Howbeit, the fortunate  few may
have increased in number but so have the masses who never make it to
such heights.
Be  that as  it may, our society typically begins  its  search 
into that past beginning with the Trans-Atlantic African Slave Trade.

Quarantine

On the docks, villeins were duped into paying a small fee to an agent (i.e.,
the indentured servant contract pitchman or a partner, thereof) to act as
their travel guide aboard ship.  Unbeknownst to them, once they boarded,
they belonged to  the captain. 
Ergo, the ship  captains  obtained white
slaves, free-of-charge.

Unfortunately for  the slaves,  his  ship  was  a  cargo  transport with  no
provisions  for human cargo.
Therefore, captains  became  infamous for
providing only enough food for half the
trip; virtually starving their white 
cargo until they arrived to the new world.
In addition to starvation, once
out to sea the slaves were jammed into filthy cargo holds and chained.

As  a  result, white  slaves  aboard  cargo  ships  suffered a  high  rate of
disease and died in great numbers before reaching their destination. The
number of diseased white  slaves  arriving was  so  high; Pennsylvania 
officials  recommended  a  quarantine law.
Ergo, an additional stage  of
suffering as they were stopped just short of land; forced to remain aboard
a  ship  they had  just completed  a  horrifying twelve  week journey.
In
essence, white  slaves  were  cheaper  by the dozen.
Actually, there  was
virtually no cost  at  all to  acquire  them.
Hence,  so  very  little  care  was 
given them.
Thus, they were sold in the colonies for a handsome profit.
White slavery was a very lucrative business.

Think about it. The captain needs money for ship maintenance, supplies 
and  salaries.
The only  overhead was the printing cost for indentured
servant contracts.
Let's say, 200 contracts at 10-cents each.
The entire
voyage cost no more than about $20-$30 start-up. Once boarded and out
to  sea,
all valuables  were  confiscated.
What are  the chances, they
confiscated more than $20-$30? Finally, once they arrived to the auction,
each contract was sold many times its initial investment.

African Slave - An Oxymoron

Eventually, Africans were added to the indentured servant system.
And
as  usual, they were  a  minority; at least in  the beginning.
Contrary to
popular  belief, Africans  in  this  system  were  NOT called slaves. 
They
were  called "African" and  eventually "Negro" laborers.
When  you think 
about it, the word “slave” is  derived from “Slavic (a  European  class)”.
Even 1672 Virginia law distinguished and referred to English slaves, Irish
slaves, and Negro laborers (of slave status)”. In essence, African slave is 
like saying, “Black-Slavic”. It's a contradiction in terms; an oxymoron.

Whether inside the American colonies or outside in the west Indies, negro
laborers  were  always treated better than  white  slaves.  Why?  Because
the slave traders actually had to pay money in order to acquire them.
In
comparison, they acquired white  slaves in  droves  practically free-ofcharge by having them sign contracts. Even on the plantations, Negroes
were treated better. Why?  This was because the plantation owners paid
more  for  them.
In  addition, Africans  had  a  lot of work experience  in 
agriculture; mainly from having to  grow their own  food to  survive.
As  it
turned  out,. this  was  exactly what the plantation owners  needed.
In 
contrast, the Slavics from European cities required on-the-job training.

Once upon a time, life on the plantations was good for the Negro laborer; 
at least better than for white slaves.  On some plantations, Negroes were 
even armed while male  whites  were  forbidden arms. Because of the
obvious  higher status, white  female slaves  often found male  Negroes
more  attractive  than  their white  male  counterparts.
The result was 
mulatto offspring between Negro males and white female slaves.  And the
penalties  were  applied
accordingly.
Often,
the
plantation
owners 
purposely encouraged these unions.
Why?  He got more time out of his
Negroes and  white  female  slaves. 
This  was  in  addition to a  future 
generation of mulatto servants, free-of-charge.

So  we  have  the origin of the innate  sexual attraction  between  white 
females  and black  males  that still exists  even today.
To  combat this 
nature, white females are systematically taught to fear black men. Yet, at
the same time, white females are often physically and verbally abused by 
the very same white men who try to make them fear black men.

Not an Equal Opportunity Employer

I might also note, there were  Negroes of non-slave  status  who owned 
both black and white slaves.  But Negroes (of slave status) were in great
demand  as the result of the development of plantation  agriculture; the
long-term rise  in  prices; the consumption of sugar; the use of tobacco;
and the demand for miners. Not only were Negroes skilled laborers, they
were experts in tropical agriculture.
Consequently, they were well-suited
for plantation agriculture.

As more and more Africans were added to the indentured servant system,
the plantation owners began to notice their high immunity to malaria and
yellow fever; diseases that wiped out many white slaves.  In addition, they
also had genetic sun block; they could work out in the hot sun all day with
very little  problem.
The white  slaves  often fell victim to  heat stroke and
over exhaustion.

In essence, white slaves were initially used but Africans became the final
solution to exploited manual labor in the British/American colonies.  Thus,
the exploitation of Africans  in the American  colonies  on a  large  scale 
began.
However, this  did  not mean, Africans were  acquired free-ofcharge  like  the
European
white  slaves
(who
signed  contracts)
that
preceded them.

This is the point where we are told an operation that involved the backing 
by some  very wealthy investors was  created.
Some  historical records
suggest companies  owned  by European-Jewish  businessmen organized 
the Trans-Atlantic Slave Trade. And if true, they did not just pop up out of 
nowhere.  They were  probably just  as  involved in  the white  slave  trade
out of Europe, as well.

Since people were the commodity, the law of supply and demand shifted
from one type to another; the people in-charge acted accordingly.
Supply and Demand

We can go  on and on about the history of African slavery in  America.
You probably already know a  lot  about that.
After  all, African slavery is 
the only slavery we ever hear about in the United States. Once exclusive
African slavery began, the indentured  servant contracts  for white  slaves 
were finally honored; just to get all the white slaves out of the system.

Hence, white slaves were finally treated better than the Negroes as their
contracts expired.
This is the stage of white indentured servitude where 
white historians begin and end their research.
Ergo, the stage they talk 
about for two-minutes as they expound on centuries of enslaved Africans.

One area  of immediate  improvement for  white  slaves  was  how the lawmakers represented them.
In  the late seventeenth century and  early
eighteenth century Virginia law, white slaves were identified as Christian
servants.
And a law quickly passed stating that no free negro (or nonwhite) could own or purchase a Christian servant.

To drive that last nail into the coffin, every free negro that lived in Virginia 
was expelled; they had to move out of the state. Thus, Virginia  consisted
of nothing but free white people and negroes in  bondage.
It wasn't long 
before  the  former white slaves  began calling the negro  laborers, Slavs,
out of resentment.
Since this  was  obviously politically incorrect, some
genius put a silent-e at the end; Slav(e).
Over time, the lesser educated
people saw the word in print not realizing the "e" was silent, and the rest
as they say is history.

Be that as it may, that leads us all the way up to today. In order for white 
Slavics to  feel superior  to  non-whites, especially to  black  people,  their
own  history of slavery has  been suppressed.
And a  system of white 
privilege was  created to  keep  the races  divided and  at  each  other's 
throats. Why?  So the masses of poor white people would not unite with
the masses of poor black people, Latino people, Asian people, and Arab
people. The wealthy elite created racism so you (i.e., poor citizens of any
color) would not focus on classism; which keeps the wealthy minority inpower and in control.

What a nightmare it would be for the wealthy minority if poor whites and 
blacks quit fighting each other and united to vanquish a common enemy.
And in the immortal words of the Rev. Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr....

“If we do not unite as brothers, we are destined to perish together as fools!”
Transatlantic Slave Trade Hoax?

There  are  those  who adhere  to  the notion that the Transatlantic  Slave
Trade never happened.
It's a hoax!
Either that or it was something that
came  about much later.
The original African-Americans  were  actually 
indigenous to  this  land we call the United States  of America.  At least,
they were here before Europeans arrived. Hence, the whites perpetrated
the Transatlantic slave trade hoax in an attempt to keep blacks unaware
that this land is truly their birthright. 

Personally, I've heard a lot of talk on this subject and to my surprise, they
do make  some  interesting points.
For example,  one  might ask, "Where
are all the slave transports (ships)?" Shouldn't there at least be one slave 
transport in a museum somewhere on the planet earth?  Interesting point.
In addition, the math does not quite add up.

In  the seventeen and  eighteen hundreds (when  those  trips  to  and  from
Africa  allegedly occurred), the average  slave  transport would  have  held 
from 200 to 500 bodies in its cargo bay.
The trip from Africa to Virginia
took about three months. How were that many people fed and cared for?
The ship  would  also  require  enough fresh water for over  500  people  to
drink on a daily basis; and bathe.
How did the ship's crew (which  were
often times fewer than fifty men) handle such a large operation?

Shockingly, this conspiracy does not begin with the African slave trade.; it
begins with Christopher Columbus. There is a very powerful Gulf stream
current that resides  in  the Atlantic  ocean; it assists  (and  facilitates) the 
flow of floating objects.
The thing is, the Gulf stream flows from west to 
east.
In  other words, it would  easily wash a  floating object from the
Americas to Europe; not the other way around.

This  would  have  made the trip  by wooden  ships sailing from Europe  to
America very difficult.
On the other hand, ships sailing from Americas to
Europe would be almost effortless. In addition to the ocean currents, the
prevailing winds blow from  west  to  east.
Hence,  the ships  Columbus
allegedly sailed from Europe (east) to the Americas (west) never could've
happened with the prevailing winds blowing against them.

As of this writing, I'm in Chicago, IL. I noticed we always get the weather
coming from the west  and  moving towards  the east.
It just  never
occurred to  me  this  happens  in  the entire  country.
Even watching the
weather report on the news, the weather map shows the currents moving
from the west  to the east.
Now, imagine that force  has always  been
present; moving from the west  to  the east, reaching the Atlantic  and
continuing all the way across  the ocean. 
The ships  that Christopher
Columbus traveled on were powered by the wind. How could such ships
leave Europe in the east and make it all the way to the Americas with the
winds blowing against them?

In  short, anyone  could  get on a  raft, kayak, or sailboat  in  the Americas
and  the winds  and  ocean currents  will take  them all the way to  Europe. 
However, the estimated time of arrival (eta) will differ based on the type of 
craft being used to make the voyage. 

Rumor even has it that Christopher Columbus got the idea of sailing west 
from Europe from old reports of people already having made the voyage
(Howbeit unintentional) from the west (Americas) to the east via the Gulf
stream.
There  was  even a  report as  far back  as  the middle-ages of a 
native (American), red in color, arriving on the coast of Spain in a canoe.
Unfortunately, the strain of voyage eventually killed him after he arrived.

Contrary to popular belief, Christopher Columbus did not stumble upon a 
bunch of backwards islands.  The only thing he discovered was the fact
the island  people  of the Bahamas, Haiti, Caribbean,  Jamaica,  and the
coastal Americas  were  exceptional navigators.
He  used  them to  draw
maps; some of which  revealed the land  of  north  America  (but named
different in their tongues).

Before Columbus crossed the Atlantic, he learned it could be done from
Africans. They knew of secret ocean currents that flowed from the east to
the west.
Hence, Africans  made the journey from the east to  the
Americas many times and long before Columbus ever did.  As a matter of
fact, every place Columbus  arrived in  the west, he saw evidence left by
Africans (Moors); articles  of clothing (worn  by the people)  and weapons
(spears).
The main thing they leave out of these reports is the fact that
Columbus also found thousands of Africans already living in the west.

The Transatlantic Slave Trade in its infancy was executed by Christopher
Columbus in 1494.
This involved taking thousands of black people from
the Americas  back to  Europe.  Hence,  Columbus  found Moors already 
living in the land now known as North America. Everywhere he went, he
enslaved the indigenous  populations. 
Most  of the island  populations
remained slaves in their own homelands.  But Africans in North America
were  loaded  on
ships  and  transported
back  to  Europe.
Perhaps,
Columbus thought no one would believe his report without any proof.

The indigenous red natives (made famous by Hollywood) were actually a 
minority.
They were  Moors mixed with  Chinese  who invaded the land
hundreds of years prior to Columbus' arrival.
Once again, the first black 
people that Columbus enslaved were indigenous to North America.
And
because  Columbus was  such a nice  guy, his arrival resulted in  the
slaughter of thousands  of indigenous  blacks.
Over  the course  of a  few
hundred years, the Moor population was getting close to wiped out. This
is  the real reason for the traditional Trans-Atlantic  Slave Trade  (from
Africa to the Virginia colony) began.

Another suppressed  detail is  that practically all the pyramids  found in
North  America  were  destroyed.
In  other words, whites  got  rid  of the
evidence that would  make  it obvious  that blacks have  a long history on
the North America continent.
Geologists even reveal that long, long ago
the Africa  and  North  America continents  were  joined.
Africans  just
walked right on over and settled.

An  advanced civilization of dark-skinned woolly-haired Blacks  native  to
North  America were  called the Washitaw-Muurs.
Their cousins,  the
Ouachita-Moors, lived on  the South  America continent.
The WashitawMuurs  were  responsible  for building thousands  of the now non-existent
pyramids  (mounds) in  North  America.
And most people  who identify as 
African-Americans today are  descendants  of the  indigenous  WashitawMuurs; not by-products of Africans brought here on slave ships. This land
should really be called, a-MUUR-ica.

We are told that Columbus thought he had arrived in India, so he called
the indigenous  people,  "indians".
An  alternate reason might be the fact
the word  "Indian" really  means: black  person.
The root "INDI" means
"black". For example, "India ink (a black ink)". What are the chances that
Columbus was merely identifying the people he found already here?

If you want to do more exploring, check out the works of Professor Jack 
D. Forbes and the Transatlantic Slave Trade.
The Inception of Racism

Once upon a time, in the land of thirteen colonies, race discrimination did 
not exist; at least not when it came to being a slave.  Whites, blacks, and
reds  were  all enslaved at  one  time or another.
And at the same time,
wealthy
white,  black,
and  red
people  owned  the
plantations  that
capitalized on white  slave  labor.
In  essence, wealthy white  people  saw
no difference in the wealthy blacks and the wealthy reds. Why?  This was 
because discrimination, as  we  know it today, did  not exist.
You were 
either rich,  poor (slave), or  somewhere  in  between  (a  common citizen).
At least half of the white population was slaves.

On the other hand, classism has always existed.
No matter the system,
classism existed within  it with the wealthy minority controlling everything
and  everyone. 
What began as white  slavery in  Europe  and  later the
American colonies was simply a method of doing exactly that. And white 
slavery created job opportunities  for all the cruel bully types.
So  many
made their livings kidnapping transportees; tracking down runaways; task 
masters; and transfer/march slave gangs between cities.

Why, oh why, would  those profiting from white slavery  want it to  ever
end? But as fate would have it, it eventually did. However, there was no
war, revolt, insurrection, or emancipation that set white slaves free.
Just
the economic  decision to  exclusively use the better suited Africans 
instead of the poorly suited Europeans.
The Africans required very little 
to no training; they were already experienced in agriculture.  White people 
off the streets  of European  cities  had  to  constantly be trained. 
Even
today, employers prefer experienced workers educated in their field they
do not have to spend a lot of time and money training.

As late as 1662, the perpetual servitude of Negro laborers was legalized.
Ergo, they would  serve as  laborers  on the tobacco, sugar, and cotton
plantations  for  life.
However, you must  realize, as  relieved as  former
white slaves were to no longer be slaves, they knew the true reason they
were  no longer  slaves was  the fact that Negroes  laborers  were  better
than  white  slaves.
This message was  instilled in  the minds  of the poor
whites;  Negroes  were  better.
Eventually, white supremacy campaigns
popped up in  attempts to  prove  otherwise; to  convince insecure  whites.
Up  until this  day, this  mindset  (or delusion) has been passed down  and 
still exists within many white slave descendants.

Another side of that coin,  former  white  slaves  were  kicked off the
plantations out into a world. Suffice it to say, there was not a lot of hiring 
going on for former white slaves.  So once again, the former white slave
had yet another reason to completely resent the African laborer.

The Infamous N-Word

The word 
Nigger has become one of the most forbidden words in modern
American society. One of the main reasons this word has so much power
is  because  it is  so mysterious.
No  one  seems to know exactly where  it
came from. Of course, we know what it means and how it is used.  This
word  has  become  so  damaging that some  African-Americans  found the  
need to transform it into something more pleasurable among themselves.

Whites are especially forbidden to speak it.
At least, out loud.  But even
most of them have no idea where it came from.
They just know how to 
use it to inflame black people.  And it works all too well with black people 
who only know the word as derogatory. Is the power more so the attitude
placed behind it by mean-spirited white people?

Some blacks claim
 "nigger" and "nigga" are two entirely different words.
If this  is  true, are  white people  allowed to  call a  black person "nigga"?
Respectively, one  is  proper English  and  the other, Ebonics.
However,
based on the context of how the word is used creates different meanings
among those who excel in Ebonics.

"Nigga" can be an intimate word between close friends. Examples:
You mah nigga!

That's mah nigga over there!

These are mah niggas!

"Nigga" can refer to a "third party" between two people of acquaintance.
Examples:
Look at dat nigga ova dare!

You see dat nigga over dare?

Dat nigga is dressed to kill!

"Nigga" can also be used  to  express complete  ideas  in  shortened form.
For instance, when one black person disagrees with the insane, irrational
or  completely stupid  thought of another black  person, they might say
something like, "Nigga Pleeze!"

What black  people  do not  do is  what white  bigots  do; use the word  to
describe, belittle, or insult entire races  of people simply because  they're
black. 
This being the only reason white bigots have been known to use
the n-word, white people cannot fathom how some black people use it so
often among themselves.  Why do they call each other nigger?  Will you
please explain it to them?

Although 
Nigger is just a word, you may be shocked to discover where it
came from.
And once  you know, this  word  will never  offend  you again.
As  a  matter  of fact, you'll probably laugh  at  anyone using it in a
derogatory manner. The key to truly understanding the n-word  is  found
in African-American history.

In the time of slavery, white slaves from Europe were dirt poor, destitute
and  often homeless.
Most  of them had  no marketable  skills.
Once on
the plantations,  they had  to  be trained  to  work  the crops.
This  is  the
origin of "On The Job Training" that was popular throughout the 1970 and
1980s.
However, African laborers  were  already experienced in and 
knowledgeable  about agriculture.  Planting crops  was  one  of the most
common skills in Africa, as well as, indigenous America.

Africans were accepted over Whites because the moment they were put
in  the fields  on
the  plantation,  they knew
what
to  do. 
This  idea
(Experience  Required) began replacing the "On  The Job Training" idea
on the plantations.

About  40% to 50% of the Africans that made  the trip  to  the American
colonies were  from Niger. However, you must realize the average white
person in the colonies was not well educated academically. Hence, most
did  not know how to  read beyond  a  2nd  or 3rd grade  education.
Upon
encountering the word "Niger (the place where most of the Africans were 
from)," the poor literary skills  of the white  populace took its  toll.
Due to
their lack of education, they had  no idea  the word  was  French.
Hence,
they applied basic English grammar and mis-pronounced the word "Niger
(NAH-ee-jer)" exactly the  way it looked to  them, "NIG-GER".

Although, the name  of their
original country was  adopted as  a  part of
their names, Ethiop-Henry, Congo-Bill, and Nigger-Charlie, it wasn't long 
before the powers-that-be'd didn't giv'a dam anymore. Since the majority 
came from Niger (Nigger), this title was eventually adopted for all blacks.
That's it!
It's that simple!
The word "Nigger" is evolved out of the minds 
of white people who could not read and had low IQs.

The vast  regions  below Niger  were  called (by the British), The Royal
Niger (NAH-ee-jer) Company Territories.
In the late  1890s, the name
"Nigeria" was  coined  by  a  famous  British  journalist named, Flora  Shaw.  
At the time she worked for the Times; a popular newspaper of the British 
Empire. 
While  on assignment as  a  special correspondent in  southern
Africa,  Lady Lugard  (as she was  also  called) wrote  an essay which  first
appeared in early January 1897 suggesting the easier name "Nigeria (the
land  extending below Niger)" be used  to  describe the "agglomeration 
(vast, separate, unorganized) of pagan and Mahomedan (former word for
Muslim) states" that were functioning under the official title, "Royal Niger
Company Territories".

There  you have  it.
Mystery solved.
The word  "Nigger" should  have  no
more power  over  you or  anyone  you share this information with.  As a
matter  of fact, you can now clearly see complete  stupidity in  those  who
attempt to define you by this one word.
Technically
speaking, since the
word "nigger" describes people who were from Niger (now Nigeria), not all
black people are niggers.
Hence, not all black people are from Niger or
Nigeria. This then is equivalent to calling all white people "Pollocks". And
if you called a white person who doesn't have Polish heritage a Pollock,
they would  immediately inform you that they're  not  Polish.
So, the next
person that calls you a Nigger, just tell them you're not from Nigeria.

Wage Slavery

As you can now see, a lot of what exists today is based on what began
back in colonial America; prior to that, medieval Europe.  The system of
capitalism is  in  essence a  modern  day version  of feudalism.
However,
there is a subtle difference.  They are both systems based on the pyramid
concept.
Just take a quick look at the backside of a one dollar bill.
But 
for some reason, we are conditioned to perceive anything pyramid-based,
as taboo.

Where feudalism endorsed serfdom-slavery to avoid starvation (the lower 
serf class  traded their freedom to  till the land  granted by the lord  of the
manor), capitalism endorses  wage slavery to  avoid  starvation (the lower
class  leases/rents  50%-80%  of their time  to  earn  a  wage  in  a  job with
limited pay granted by the lord of the private corporation).

But  one  fatal flaw of  capitalistic  wage  slavery  is  that there are  more
people  in  the society than  there  are job opportunities  to  earn  wages.
Whether this is intentional or not (Gee. What are the chances?), it's one
of the twigs that fuels prejudice and racism.

Capitis Diminutio Maxima

United
States  citizens  pride  themselves in the fact that everyone is a 
free citizen.  Equality exists  for  everyone,  regardless  of race, creed, or
color.
At least it does in theory.
Freedom is the state of being free or to
be at  liberty to  follow your dreams.
That is, versus  being enslaved,
confined, or under physical restraint.
Is it possible to be enslaved while 
trying to attain the American Dream?

There is a very old concept, dating back to the
ancient Roman empire,
called Capitis Diminution.
This is  the legalized method of diminishing a
person's status through the use of capitalization  (i.e., using all capital
letters).
In  essence, this  is  a  diminishing of personality, a  loss  of a
person's  status, or aggregate  of legal attributes and  qualifications.
In
other words, making you a slave without you realizing you've been made
a slave. 
This  definition was taken from  the Black's  Law Dictionary 
Revised 4th Edition.
The Black's Law Dictionary is the legal authority of 
legal terminology.

Capitis Diminution Maxima
 is actually putting this concept into practice. It
describes  the maximum loss  of status  through  the use of capitalization. 
Hence,  a  person's status was  changed from one  of freedom to  one  of
bondage when they became a slave; they lost all rights of citizenship, and
all rights of family. This was the highest and most comprehensive  loss  
of status.
It was depicted by your name in all capital letters.

People fool themselves into thinking they can legally change their English 
(slave) name by choosing one from their national heritage.
Ergo, ridding
themselves  from their slave  name  and  everything that has to do with  a
slave mentality. But little do they know, their new name spelled out in all
capital letters on a legal document still keeps you in bondage.

Your name  in  all capital letters  is  technically  and legally  not you.
In 
grammar  school, you learned  to  spell your name  beginning with  one 
capital letter and the rest lower case letters.
But when you look at your
driver's  license,  credit cards, legal documents, court documents, and
even sometimes junk mail, your name is in all capital letters. Once again,
your name in all capital letters in legally not you.
This is also referred to
as a "Straw Man"; a government created legal fictional or artificial person.
Today, money exists  on worthless  paper, near worthless  metals, and 
digitally on computer screens.
But you're  somehow in thousands  of
dollars worth of debt. When you borrowed thousands of dollars to buy a 
house, condo, or  car, did  you ever  see the actual money?  Technically,
it's just plucked out of thin air.
The value is often in whatever it is you're
getting, be it your house, condo or car.
Many times, currency is created
on computers when necessary. Often, when it involves credit. When you 
get a  credit card, it arrives  with  your name  in  all capital letters.
Hence,
you are now reduced to slave status, until your debt is paid in full.

When paper money was first invented, it was in the form of a receipt for
actual materials.
For instance, when you went to the bank with a pound
of gold, the bank gave you a paper receipt in exchange. Now, that paper
receipt  was  worth  your pound  of gold.  You could  take  it to  the general
store  and purchase  food  and  supplies  to  survive  off of.
All the store
owner needed to see was your bank note representing your bag of gold.
This  idea  evolved into  the mass production of paper money backed by
valuable materials (i.e., gold, silver). But this is no longer the case today.
Technically, legal tender and monopoly money are not at all any different.  
They're both just paper, not backed by gold or silver.

Actually, the government ran out of gold and silver a long time ago; in the
early 1930s.
What is  the only collateral the government has  left?
PEOPLE!
When  a  government subscribes  to  the Uniform Commercial
Code  of  International Law of Commerce, it volunteers  its  people  as
goods.
Section 2-105 (1) and 9-105(1) defines humans and their unborn  
offspring as goods sellable in commerce.

When a child is born, a birth certificate is registered where they are born.
It is then registered with the department of commerce; who then issues a
million-dollar bond.
The bond is then purchased by the Federal Reserve
Bank who uses the bond as collateral to issue Federal Notes.
The bond
is then held in trust where a separate legal entity of the person is created
in all capital letters.

Technically, we're all unknowingly born into at least one-million dollars in 
debt. You can get more information doing your own research and finding 
out the details spelled out.
Unfortunately, the need to make money has 
priority.
The common illusion is  legal tender (i.e., paper money) has
value.
And when  you are  thousands  of dollars  in  debt, you visualize
owing thousands of these paper bills that did not exist when you initially 
borrowed.
But since someone said, you own this house as long as you
pay us  the thousands  of imaginary dollars  you just  borrowed, they put
your name in all capital letters.
You are now reduced to the status of a
slave; at least until you're no longer obligated for the debt in question.

Today, the largest percentage of money exists on computer screens. The
larger the amount, the most likely it only exists on a computer. The next
largest amount exists  in  plastic;  yet another type  of material that costs
next to nothing. In comparison, only a small percentage of money exists 
in  paper form.
The smaller  the amount, the most likely it will exist in
some form of legal tender (paper or coin).

Almost  every day we're  reminded about the size  of  the national debt.
Why does it stay so large? 
Because once upon a time, the government
made  the taxpayers  responsible  for  paying it.
But  there  is  not enough
money in circulation to pay it. So, the national debt never goes away.

Once your name  is  in  all capital letters, you become  responsible  for
paying down  the national debt.
This  is  a  debt that existed before  you
were born.  I encourage you to do more of your own research in this area.

Christianity

Acts 11:26 ends...

“And the disciples were called Christians first in Antioch.”

This took place around 30 CE.
Antioch was the capital of Syria and the
home  of many Greek-Jews.
Today, millions  of people  proudly proclaim
they are  Christians.
Hence,  they cannot read the above  text without 
superimposing their own attitude; thereby making the text about the birth
of Christianity.
On the contrary, the text is not celebrating Christians, as
much as, it is demonizing the disciples who devoted themselves to Jesus.
The ones who criticized, mocked, and persecuted the Disciples of Christ,
called them “Christians” with  contempt.
Is there  no wonder the word
appears only three times in the entire New Testament?  They were called
“Christians” by non-believers not by other disciples.

I began with this little lesson to show how easy it is to misinterpret what
we read.  In many cases, we are pre-conditioned to interpret things in a 
certain way based on how we currently perceive things.
In other words,
we are  told  what the text says in a  particular  context before  we  get  a
chance to  read  it for ourselves. 
Today, Christian is  not a derogatory
word.
Hence, we  do not  perceive  it as  a derogatory word  in  scripture.
And before  you know it, whenever  you do get  around to  reading it, you
interpret the text the same way it was presented to you.

The First Illusion ... I Mean, Impression

Why are  we  all of a  sudden  talking about Christianity?  Because it was 
one  of the main  instruments  used to fuel ideas like, slavery and  racism.
Even today, most  (if not  all) racists  call themselves,  Christians. 
And
unbeknownst  to  most, the racism begins  with  the Christian  Bible.
The
moment we  begin  reading it we  get  the impression everyone  is  white. 
More or less, because everyone is speaking Shakespearian English. But
how soon  we  forget, what we  read  is  a  translation of something written
thousands of years before the inception of the English language.
And if
you ever studied a foreign language, you'd learn not everything is a direct
translation or even said the exact same way.

Many biblical texts  have  been taken out of context, misquoted, and
twisted in order to present a certain illusion.
One being, everyone (or at
least every significant character) in the Bible was white.  It must make a 
big difference if white  people  went through  all the trouble  to  make
everyone appear white.  What difference does it make if the United States 
president  is  African-American?
Millions  of people  showed it was  very 
important to them that he is a white guy; regardless of his politics.

Reverting back, now that the colonies  took  on the attitude  that all
enslavement would  be exclusive  to  negro  laborers, the next step was
making all the white  people  feel completely OK with  it.
And religion 
(Christianity) was  very instrumental in  achieving that goal.
If man's  law
wasn't enough to convince everyone then God's law would. But don't get
me  wrong.
My intention is  not to  demonize  Christianity or  change  your
religious  beliefs.
I have  already made  the claim that biblical scriptures
were used. Now all I am going to do is show you how it was done.

Let's Learn Some Basics!

I am using the
 King James Version (KJV) of the Bible; it is the template 
for every version of the Bible produced in the United States.
Contrary to 
popular  belief, the Pentateuch (first five  books)  of the Old  Testament is
not a direct translation of the original Hebrew Torah.
The first European
translation  is  called the Greek  Septuagint; a Latin word  meaning: the
Seventy [Interpreters]. The Greek Septuagint was translated in segments
over the third and first centuries BCE (BC).

The Septuagint  was  considered divine inspiration by  the first century
Christian  Church  of Greece.
However, by  382 CE (AD), Saint Jerome
was  commissioned by Pope  Damascus I to revise  a  bunch of old  Latin
translations.
The result was  the Latin  Vulgate; a  translation  of the Old
and New Testaments in Latin.  For the next 1000-years, the Latin Vulgate
would be the main source of inspiration in the Christian Church of Europe.
But at the time, Latin was a privileged language; only the priesthood and 
people  of  royalty could  (afford  to) learn  it.
In  other words, the common
folk could not read the Bible for themselves; provided they knew how to
read at all. There was no Bible translation in the common tongue.

The first English version of the Bible was translated directly from the Latin
Vulgate by a rogue monk named John Wycliffe; it was completed in 1382.
The 1000-year time span (between 382CE and 1382CE) is known as the 
dark  ages.
The masses were  literally kept in  the dark (ignorant) by the
religious  authorities
and  government.
However,
the
debate  among 
scholars  continues  regarding the origins.  The original Torah (written in 
the
ancient
pictographic  Hebrew
text)
used  to  produce
the
Greek 
Septuagint no longer  exists.
The  Jewish  Bible (written in  Masoretic
Hebrew using the Aramaic  alphabet) was produced around the seventh
century CE exists in its place.

Is the Greek Septuagint a 
direct (literal) translation of the original Torah or 
where Greek ideals (non-existent in the Hebrew original) inserted? Is the
Jewish Bible representative of the ancient pictographic Hebrew or are its
contents just as questionable?

Pro-Greek Septuagint-ites  claim the Jewish  Bible  (written in  Masoretic
[Aramaic] text) is  not an exact  duplication  of the original Hebrew Torah
(written with  pictographic  Hebrew [Cuneiform] text) but somehow the
Greek  Septuagint  is.
On  the contrary, during Babylonian captivity, a 
group of Jewish scribes called Sofariym began the process of translating
the Hebrew scriptures  using the Aramaic  (Babylonian) script.
This  way 
their writings would survive under Babylonian captivity.

The Greek and Hebrew cultures are polar opposites. What was originally 
written in Hebrew did not make a lot of sense in Greek. The translators of
the Greek Septuagint got creative during the translation process to make
sense out of what they perceived as nonsense.
Hence, they forced the
ancient Hebrew scriptures to conform to the Greek belief system.

Reshiyth

Genesis 1:1: 

In the beginning God created the heaven and the earth.
Practically everyone (both religious and non) is familiar with this verse. It
is commonly presumed an all powerful and all knowing spirit entity that's
everywhere at the same time created the universe in the blink of an eye.
This is what we're told the verse means but is that what the verse says?
Is that the message the original author intended to convey?  I found the
only way to answer this question is to dig beyond the English version and 
read  the original Hebrew text.
The same text in  the Masoretic Hebrew
script is as follows (read from right to left):

The first line of text is  in  Masoretic  Hebrew (i.e., the Hebrew language
using the Aramaic alphabet); it is read from right to left. The second line
of text is  the English  transliteration (i.e., how to  pronounce the Hebrew
text).
The third (and fourth) line(s) of text is the raw English translation. 
Does this at all resemble the official English translation of Genesis 1:1?

The Old Testament is full of Greek names such as Genesis, Exodus, Eve, 
Noah, and Moses. As a matter of fact, the few Hebrew names left in the
entire Old Testament are: Elohiym, YHWH, and Adam. Every other name
is either from the Greek Septuagint or Latin Vulgate.  This is one of the
biggest indications the English translation of the Old Testament is based
on the Greek Septuagint and Latin Vulgate versus the Hebrew Torah.

The first word in the Masoretic Hebrew text,
 BeReshiyt, is also the title of 
the first
book
of the Hebrew Torah.
This  word  has  two  possible
interpretations with the first being "In beginning". Unlike its Greek, Latin,
and English counterparts, it does not mean, "In THE beginning".
Ergo, it
does not suggest the definite beginning of something.

The ancient Hebrews  perceived time  is circular; the Greeks  perceived
time is linear. In other words, the Hebrew believed in multiple beginnings
(cycles  of time).
Hence, when  one  cycle  ended,  another cycle  began.
This is like the hands of a clock.  When the long hand leaves the twelve,
completes  a  full circle  around the face of the clock and  returns  to  the
twelve,  a  cycle  of time  has  ended  and  a  new cycle  begins.  Only we're 
really talking about eons of time passing.

If the Hebrew text intended  to  say, "In THE beginning", it would  have
done one of two things:
1)
 Read  as "be’ha’reshiyt (ba'reshiyt for  short; dropping the e and  the
h)", which  literally  means:  "In  the beginning" ["be (in)", "ha (the)", and
"reshiyt (beginning).
But truth be told, this would more accurately mean:
In the beginning (of a story).

2) Use  the noun "Techillah" (instead  of Reshiyt), which  means  (without
question): the definite beginning of something. 
As it stands, the Hebrew
 beReshiyt means: In (a) beginning or In (this
particular) beginning.
But it most definitely does not mean: In (the one 
and only) beginning.

The second interpretation of
 beReshiyt is  "the  choicest  part", "the
chiefest", the summit", "the best". In other words, BeReshiyt 1:1 is the
apex of the story or the summary.
The more I study this text the more it
sounds like a standalone verse making a statement.
Hence, a summary
of the accounts that will unfold in the succeeding verses.

Create

Genesis 1:1: 

In the beginning God created the heaven and the earth. 

The next two  words  in  Genesis  1:1  are  God created. 
There  are  the
second and third words in BeReshiyt 1:1: [he] filled Elohiym.
The  English  created replaced  the Hebrew verb 
 "bara".
It is  in  the past
tense, third person, masculine, singular form meaning: to fill or to fatten.  
Biblically speaking, this verb is only used regarding Elohiym.
In English, 
the subject of the verb (God) is  placed  before the verb (created).
In 
Hebrew the subject of the verb (Elohiym) is placed after the verb (bara).

In English, the subject (God) is a singular noun which coincides with the
third-person, singular  verb  ([he] created).
In Hebrew, Elohiym is  a 
collective  plural noun and the subject of the third  person singular  verb 
(bara). Does Elohiym represent a single deity or many?

Some  scholars  run with  the verb  tense.
Although  Elohiym is  a  plural
noun, it is sometimes considered singular because of the verb tense ([he]
filled) used in conjunction.
Therefore, it should be translated "God".
If it
were that simple, why not use the singular form of Elohiym (i.e., Eloi)?

Is  it possible  for a  plural noun to be used in  conjunction with  a  singular
verb and still be a plural noun?  Elohiym is a collective plural noun. Other
collective  plural
nouns
in  English  are:  people,  government,
army,
company, society, jury, audience, and team.

The rules state: When the collective is acting in unison (agreement) use
singular  verb  forms
and
pronouns. 
When
the
collective  is  acting 
independently use plural verb forms and pronouns.

For example: 
The jury (it) agreed to take its recess. [acting in unison]
In
contrast:
The  jury
took  their
breaks
at  different
times.
[acting
as
individuals]
In  like  manner, Elohiym [collective  plural noun] [he] filled. 
[acting in unison]

Two  final things  about grammar.
Biblical Hebrew does  not use the
pronoun "it" to describe inanimate objects; they are either masculine (he,
him) or feminine (she, her). Biblical Hebrew does not use the pronoun "it"
at  all.
The suffix“iym” identifies  the masculine plural (which  can also
include females).

One of the main  differences  in  the Greek  and  Hebrew mindsets  is the
usage of abstract ideas (Greek) versus  concrete  ideas (Hebrew).
The
Greek version  of scriptures  embraces  the abstract  with  words: created,
blessed, grace, believe, angry, love, hate, and evil. These are ideas one
has  to  either imagine or feel emotionally.
On  the contrary, the Hebrew
mindset  embraces  concrete  ideas:  anything you can physically see,
touch, hear, taste, or smell.

The English/Greek text reads 
"God created", which is an abstract idea left
to  the imagination.
The Hebrew text reads  "Elohiym filled", which  is  a
concrete idea one could literally witness had they been present.

Shamayim

Genesis 1:1: 

In the beginning God created the heaven and the earth.
In  the Hebrew mindset,
 Elohiym (physical beings)  filled (did  something
physical)ha’shamayim (the skies).
In  the Hebrew text, the  article  et
precedes ha’shamayim to identifyha’shamayim as the direct object of the
verb  (bara).
Hence, Elohiym filled ha’shamayim.
The same  holds  true
with “va et ha’aretz (and also the land)”.

Once again,  the Greek idea  of
“the heavens” is  an abstract one  has  to
imagine. The Hebrew“the skies” is concrete one can look up and see. If
we  dissect ha’shamayim we  make  some  interesting discoveries.
Of
course,  the prefix ha is  the direct article, “the”.
The root of the word,
mayim, means: waters.
This  is  the same  word  mentioned for the first
time in verse 2.

Genesis 1:2b: 

And the Spirit of God moved upon the face of the waters (ha'mayim).
The noun
 shamayim is  a  contraction of two  words;  "sham (there)" and
"mayim", meaning: waters is there. We will soon reinforce this discovery
more when we learn about the firmament. Until then, when the Hebrews 
talked
about
ha'shamayim
(the
heavens)
they
described  something
physical. This is proven by the fact they associate this word with water (a
physical attribute).
Hence, the Hebrews  did  not associate  the word 
heaven with the atmosphere or an afterlife realm where dead people go.

The Land

Genesis 1:1: 

In the beginning God created the heaven and the earth.
The Greek idea of
 the earth versus the Hebrew idea of the land are two 
extremes.
The Greek  idea  suggests the entire planet  while  the Hebrew
idea is not so specific.
Every scholar will agree the proper translation of
"ha’aretz" is "the land". But the more religion oriented scholars argue the
land means all the land on the planet.
Further analysis will reveal this is 
not the case. Take a quick look at the text of verse-2:

Genesis 1:2:
And the  earth  was  without  form,  and void; and darkness 
 was
upon the face of the deep. And the Spirit of God moved upon the
face of the waters.

Many a  scholar  have  tried time  and  time  again  to  interpret  the event
depicted in the text. What is going on?  If an all-knowing and all-powerful
spirit being blinked his  eyes  and  created the universe, the earth  is  in
shambles.  Some  scholars  suggest the earth  was  created in  a  perfect
state  in  verse-1,  many eons  passed before  tragedy struck leaving the
earth  in  the condition described  in  verse-2.  But  that's  conjecture  based
on reading the English text.

Further analysis of the Hebrew
ha’aretz is most interesting. The Hebrew
noun  aretz (land)  comes  from the root, ratz, meaning, fragment.
As  I
stated before, verse-1 is a standalone summary; verse-2 begins the story
in detail. The story begins with a fragmented earth in a chaotic state.  Of
course, there was a catastrophe that left the earth fragmented and ending
a cycle (era) but the ancient Hebrew mindset is only concerned with the
beginning of the next cycle; what happened next. 

The text of verse  2 reveals 
 the land is  covered  with  the waters of the 
surface and the waters of the deep. In other words, there is land but it is
submerged beneath a vast ocean.

In  ancient Hebrew, when  the subject (e.g., the land)  precedes  the verb
(e.g., to be), the past perfect tense of the verb is used (i.e., the land had
become).
In addition, the verb  is  in  the third  person feminine singular
tense (she).
Hence, an unspecified elapse of time exists before verse-2.
As  previously mentioned, verse-1 of Genesis  is  a  standalone  verse and
verse-2 begins the story (following a celestial disaster).


Tiamet

According to the Sumerian texts (the most ancient texts of them all), once
upon a  time  there  was  a  planet  in  our solar  system  called, Tiamet.
According to the ancient writings, the surface of Tiamet was covered with
water; there was no dry land.  This entire planet was one vast ocean.

As  the story goes, Tiamet was  the forth  planet from the sun:
 Mercury,
Venus, Mars, TIAMET, Jupiter, etc.
The earth was not yet a part of the
cosmic  equation.
There is  no telling how many eons  passed before  an
asteroid came thundering through space and collided with Tiamet; ripping 
her in two. One part exploded and now exists as an asteroid belt around
the sunstill marking Tiamet’s old orbit between Mars and Jupiter. Even
today (counting the earth), science tells us there should be a fifth planet
where there is now an asteroid belt.

The other part of Tiamet  remained  intact but was  knocked into  a  new
orbit.
It is  now the third  planet  from  the sun between  Venus  and  Mars:
Mercury, Venus, EARTH, Mars, ASTEROID BELT, Jupiter, etc. As far as
the ancient Hebrews  were  concerned, that event ended  one  era  and
began another as  indicated in  verse-2.  However, like  Tiamet, the earth
was still covered with water; there was no dry land. So, according to the
Sumerian text, the earth (aretz) is actually, the fragment (ratz) remains of
another (much larger) planet, Tiamet.

There's no telling how long after this disaster that Elohiym (physical
beings) visited the aftermath  still in  a  chaotic state.
When Elohiym did
arrive,  they searched for survivors  but all they found was  chaos  on the
surface and darkness (death and destruction) beneath the waves; in the
deep.
On a planet filled with water (Tiamet), it would stand to reason its 
inhabitants  lived in  the water; perhaps like  mermaids. 
When Elohiym
arrived (to  devastated new earth), they found all the Tiametlings dead.
There  were  no survivors.
In  conclusion, Genesis  1:2 resumes the story
that ended with the destruction of Tiamet.

Transformation

Genesis 1:2a: 

AND the earth was without  form,  and void  and  darkness was 
on the face of the deep ...
In the above text, the conjunction
“And” should more accurately be“Now
(or  But)”, denoting a  break between  verses  one and  two.

“was” replaced  the Hebrew code  hayetah (hah-yeh-TAH).
accurately
means:
had
become.  [SHR#1961]
Because
of
The English 

This  more
this,
many
scholars  conclude  there  is  an unspecified elapse of  time that exists
between the first and second verses. Some speculate millions of years.

However, I personally think verse-1 is a standalone statement (summary)
and verse-2 is the actual beginning of the Genesis story. But there is an
unspecified elapse of time that occurs before verse-2.
In addition, there 
is an elapse of time spanning millions of years between verses 2 and 3, 
as well as, at different points throughout the rest of the chapter.

Although it was submerged below water, the land was a shapeless mass;
a torn off shapeless chunk of rock. When you think about other planets, a
solid sphere immediately comes to mind.
However, the actual shape of
the earth has always been in question.
The surface is two-thirds water.
The pictures  show a  sphere  with  land  masses  and  great oceans.
But
suppose you took away all the water. What would the earth shape like?

Genesis 1:3: 

And God said, Let there be light: and there was light. 

Genesis 1:2 described the earth's devastated and chaotic condition while
verse-3 begins the story of how Elohiym terraformed the surface.
Ruach

Genesis 1:2b: 

And the Spirit of God moved upon the face of the waters.
This Greek  influenced  English  translation  encourages  one to use their
imagination.
Try real hard to visualize a ghostly deity moving across the
surface of the waters. At this point, there is no dry land.

ha'mayim
peneiy[m]
al
me'rahkefet
the
(much)
waters
face(s)
upon
hovered
Elohiym
va'ruach
and
Elohiym
Ruach
In contrast to the English, the raw Hebrew code states:

Va’ruach Elohiym me'rahkefet

(And ruach Elohiym hovered)

The ancient Hebrews did not believe in 
spirits of any kind.
They always
dealt with  concrete facts, perceptions, and ideas.
They did  not write
about imaginary spirits. Using the imagination with abstract ideas (spirits)
is a Greek concept.

Christian  references  translate  the Hebrew
 "ruach (roo-AHK)" to  mean:
wind and in the abstract, spirit. Further study reveals ruach is a feminine
noun. We next find ruach in Genesis 3:8:

And they heard the  voice of the  LORD God  walking in the
garden IN THE COOL of the day …
Among scholars, this text is a controversy because it can be translated a 
variety of ways depending on who's  doing the translating.
The raw
Hebrew code says (read from left to right):

In the official English translation, they (Adam and Eve) 
heard the voice of 
the LORD God while either they (Adam and Eve) were walking in the cool
of the day; or as the LORD God was walking in the cool of the day; or as
the LORD God's  voice  was  walking in  the cool of the day.
However, if
you read  the Hebrew code,  no one  was  walking in  the cool of the day.
The LORD could  very well have  been walking with  and  talking to  the
female deity, Ruach.

For some reason, the Hebrew code 
ruach (a feminine noun-singular) was 
officially translated in the cool (not a feminine noun-singular). Wouldn't it
make  more  sense to  replace a  Hebrew feminine noun with an English
feminine noun?
For instance, in Genesis 1:2, ruach is translated, Spirit,
a  feminine noun-singular.
But the ancient Hebrews  did  not write  about
abstract
spirit
beings;
they
wrote  about
concrete  Elohiym
beings.
Whatever the case, ruach was a feminine being. The text actually reads:
ruach  Elohiym.
Hence, Ruach  of the Elohiym.
Is  it reasonable  to 
conclude Ruach is a female deity?

Suppose we were consistent in Genesis 3:8. Would the text then indicate
they (Adam and Eve) heard the voice of the LORD while he was walking
with  and  talking to Ruach?
In  Genesis  1:2, Ruach  [of the] Elohiym
hovered above the waters.
Howbeit, this is not to suggest Ruach was a
ghostly creature that was lighter than air. Perhaps Ruach (and company)
arrived in  something more  along the lines  of what the prophet Ezekiel
described in Ezekiel, chapter 1:

(16)
The  appearance of the wheels and their work [was] like  unto  the
colour of a beryl: and they four had one likeness: and their appearance
and their work [was] as it were a wheel in the middle of a wheel.

(20)
Whithersoever the  spirit was to  go,  they went,  thither [was their]
spirit to go; and the wheels were lifted up over against them: for the
spirit of the living creature [was] in the wheels.

Without  going into  a  dynamic  translation  process, I just wanted to  point
out the obvious description of a  physical vehicle with hovering capability
associated with ruach (i.e., spirit).
Now compare the end of the text, "for
the spirit of  the living creature  [was]  in  the wheels" with  the text of
Genesis 1:2b, "And
the
Spirit
of
God
moved
upon
the
face
of
the
waters".
Are these two  different descriptions of the same thing?  In the
later description it is obvious Ezekiel witnessed something supernatural or
extraterrestrial in nature.
But whatever it was he saw, at the end of the
chapter (verse 28), he said the following words:

This
 [was] the appearance of the likeness of the glory of the
LORD. And when I saw [it], I fell upon my face, and I heard
a voice of one that spake.

The Firmament (i)

As  the chapter continues  (in  verse-6), it details  how the Firmament
[raqiya  (rah-KEE-yah)] - a  solid,  transparent, 3-tier  dome-like  structure
with  a hollow middle-layer  that stretched  across  the sky[SHR#7549] was
constructed to sift and store enough of the waters [mayim  (MAH-yeem)]
below until the dry land  beneath the water appeared. [SHR#4325]
Raqiya  
actually means: a  solid  expanse.
It is derived from the verb  Raqa, “to
spread out by stretching”. [SHR#7554]
In the oldest book of the Bible, Job
37:18, Elihu asked Job, “Hast
thou
with
him
(God)
spread
out
the
sky
(firmament), [which is] strong, [and] as a molten lookingglass?”

Genesis 1:7b: 

And divided the waters which [were] under the firmament from
the waters which [were] ABOVE the firmament.
The word  “
above” in  verse-7  replaced the Hebrew code  al  (AHL),
[SHR#5921] which is translated in a  variety of ways.
Two of which are the
words through and throughout. But I don't think the English translators
had accuracy in mind back when they were inventing their own version of
these events. If you want to make sense out of what was written, it's hard
to agree the word “above” was the best choice.

Now, with all that said and done, Psalms 19:1,
“The heavens declare the glory
of God; and the firmament sheweth hishandywork”, has a whole new meaning.  
It can be more  accurately translated,“The sky waters inscribe the glory
of the Elohiym; and the firmament shows theirphysical labor”.
Contrary to
popular  belief, the sky waters  (from verse-1)  and the firmament (from
subsequent verses) are one in the same.

Before you get huffy and puffy with those verses that allude to the stars
affixed to the firmament, the text is not accurately translated. But instead
of going into all of that detail, I'd much rather move on to the Hebrew code 
regarding the creation of human beings.
So in  conclusion, in  Genesis
1:8, Elohiym called the firmament, heaven (sky waters; shamayim from
verse-1).

In Genesis 1:10, Elohiym called the dry land (that eventually appeared),
earth, as  previously  specified in  the standalone  verse-1.
To  be totally 
honest, this  text more  accurately reads: Elohiym called the dry ground,
land (EH-rets). Hence, Genesis 1:1 says Elohiym created the sky waters 
and the land (translated earth).

We've come across a few Hebrew words in their plural form. Let me point
them out: Elohiym (gods), shamayiym (sky waters), and mayim (waters).
Notice the endings  sound similar.
"iym" and  "yim" are  two  different
versions of the suffix of a word in its plural form.
Traditional scholars will
get defensive with Elohiym and claim it is also singular (God). If that were 
the case, Elohiym would not have a singular form, El or Eloi.
This is like 
claiming the word army can refer to one person.

The Firmament (ii)

By now, you're probably asking, 
“Is any of this crap is true? Then where
the hell is the damnedfirmament?”
A better question for starts might be,
“How the hell did it stay elevated?” If an advanced species  had  the
technology and know-how to build such a  contraption  and  make  it work 
(because if it's true, the proof is under our feet), then they probably would 
not have a problem making the damn thing hover in mid-air. I'm still trying
to  figure  out how a  trillion-ton man-made  aircraft carrier  floats  on top of
water or how several tons of 747 can fly across the sky.

Have you ever heard of the expression,
“pillars  of heaven?”
Well, once
upon a  time  they were  literal.
For example,  Job 26:11 says, “The
PILLARS OF HEAVEN tremble and are astonished athis reproof.”
The 
average  person has  no idea  what the Hebrew code  means, so  they
dismiss it as a figure-of-speech.
But suppose the text is  telling
us
the
firmament was  supported  by pillars, columns, or foundations  that held  it
up in  the sky? 
After all, how could  something imaginary tremble?  
2Samuel 22:8 confirms“… the foundations of heaven moved and shook
because he waswroth”.

Genesis 7:11: 

... and the WINDOWS OF HEAVEN were opened ...
In addition to pillars, the firmament also had windows (portals).
From its
description,  the waters  below had  to  somehow be siphoned (elevated
upwards) inside the firmament's center storage layer.
In some reference
materials  you might  even find descriptions  like  visible  vault in  the sky. 
Some Bible translations go as far as to translate Job 22:14 to read,“Thick
clouds [are] a covering to him, that he seeth not; as he walketh atop the vault
of heaven”.
Among other things, the firmament locked away metric-tons
of the water below. A person on the dry land (below) could probably look 
up and see the evidence of someone (or someones) walking on top of the
firmament. After all, it was transparent.

Isaiah 40:22:
[It is]
 he  that sitteth  upon  the  CIRCLE OF THE EARTH, 
and
the
inhabitants  thereof
[are]
as  grasshoppers;
that
STRETCHETH OUT THE HEAVENS  AS  A CURTAIN,
and spreadeth them out as A TENT to dwell in:

In  the above  text, the word 
“circle” replaced  the same  Hebrew code,
chuwg  (KHOOG),

verse (Job 22:14).

[SHR#2329] that was  translated“vault” in  the previous

Whether he
“sits upon the circle” or “walks upon the
vault”, the implication is  that the firmament was  solid  enough  to  support
people on top of it. Isaiah continues to describe the solid circle above the
earth as a“stretched out curtain” and a “tent”.

This  brings  a  whole  new
meaning to that“throne on a sea of glass”
mentioned in Revelations 4:6.
And before the throne 
there was a sea of glass like unto crystal: 
and in the midst of the throne, and round about the throne, were four
beasts full of eyes before and behind.

The text is describing the surface of the firmament; it looks like a sea of
glass/crystal; because  it was  literally a  sea of glass/crystal.
The throne
looked down  upon the water that was  stored in  the mid-section of the
firmament. What a wonder to behold.

The Firmament (iii)

What happened to the firmament?  In a word ... Noah!  Long story short,
the entire structure was probably collapsed when a certain someone (who
shall remain nameless) decided to drown every human being that lived on
the dry land.  In Genesis7:11,the “windows of heaven (or the portals in
the firmament)” were opened and all the water that had been siphoned-in
so  many years  before  was  flushed-out; back to  where  it
came  from.
There just happened to be people living on the dry land at the time.

What happened to the now empty firmament?  It's probably at the bottom
of the Atlantic or some other ocean. The average scholar has a tendency
to  assume  the world back then  was  exactly  as  it is  today when  they do
their research.
When they investigate the great flood, some dismiss the
possibility it ever happened because there is no evidence in the dry land,
today. When the dry land was first manifested (in Genesis 1:9), we have 
no idea  how much mass  it entailed.
Even if it was  the mass  of one
continent, to those people  that was the whole world.
Is  it so  hard  to 
believe that after the flood, the world was covered with water, if originally
(in Genesis 1:2) the world was covered with water?

When the waters assuaged or went down the drain into the depths of the
earth (Plan-B, after that firmament idea), it's possible the land mass was 
completely different the second time around. On that note, I came across
two  National Geographic  articles. 
One by Richard  A. Lovett, dated
February 27, 2007 and the other, Ben Harder, dated March 7, 2002. Both
articles  state there  is at least five  times more  water buried deep in  the
earth's interior (underground) than there is on the surface. Whoa! Is this
proof that the waters in Noah's day did at least assuage?

According to  science, if the firmament  did  exist, it would  have  caused a
global greenhouse effect.
Hence, warm climates everywhere. Protection
from the Sun's rays (i.e., gamma-rays, x-rays, ultra-violet light, and every
other
form of harmful space  radiation).
As  a  result, humans  would've
lived for  hundreds  of years; longevity of life; as  indicated  in  Genesis, 
chapter 5.
The quality of oxygen would've  been  rich  enough to make
plant life seem conscious.
Reptiles, not having a built-in growth-inhibitor 
like  mammals, would  have  grown  to enormous  sizes; dinosaurs.
And it
never  would  have  rained, snowed, tornado-ed  or  hurrican-ed.
The
weather would have been consistent year round.

To Serve Man

Genesis 1:26: 

And God said, Let US make MAN in OUR image, after OUR
likeness:
Traditionally, this verse is accepted as the first indication that God made a 
man and named him, Adam. But does the text actually say that?  No. It
does not. We were merely pre-conditioned to think it.

What exactly does Genesis 1:26 tell us?
First of all, notice all the plural
pronouns. 
The Elohiym agreed, “Let Us”.
Once again,  there  is  no
indication as to how many Elohiym we're talking about.
And contrary to
Christian tradition, the Hebrew code does not indicate three.
Nor did the
ancient Hebrews believe in a holy trinity concept.

This idea came along thousands of years later in the Greek culture.
Like
humans, there were Elohiym with different skills: engineers, terraformers,
and  botanists.
Some  were even considered to  have  been geneticists.
Only one EL (a.k.a. the Almighty) was in-charge giving all the orders.

The word translated 
man in the original Hebrew code is adam (ah-DAHM)
[SHR#120] and  it more  accurately means,  mankind.
Regardless, many
Christian reference materials suggest it also means an individual man. If
you know your ancient Hebrew, then  you know the proper  code  for an
individual man is iysh (EECHsh). [SHR#376]

Biblical Hebrews  did  not mix and  match  words like  in English.
Hebrew
says exactly what the the author(s) meant to say.
They would not have
said,  adam [collective  plural noun] (i.e., a  whole  lot  of people)  if they
meant  iysh [singular  noun] (i.e., just  one  guy).
As  a  matter of fact, the
New Living Translation  (NLT) of the Bible  actually says,“Let us  make
PEOPLEin our image”. Imagine that.

Let Us Make What?

Genesis 1:26: 

And God said, Let us MAKE man in our image, after our likeness:
The key word often overlooked in the above text is 
make.
According to
traditional school-of-thought, a  cosmic  God blinked his  eyes  or  snapped
his fingers and WHAM, the universe magically appeared.
But this same
all-powerful deity had to physically make people. Why not use that same
cosmic power to speak the human race into existence?

Further examination  of the English  word 
“make” reveals  it replaced  the
Hebrew code asah (ah-SAH). [SHR#6213]
Unlike the word bara (bah-RAH)
[created] of verse-1: to fashion something from scratch  (using existing
materials),
asah primarily means:  to  work  upon (something PREexisting); make improvements; an extreme makeover.

The traditional school-of-thought is  that mankind  did  not exist prior to
Genesis 1:26.
But what if he did?
Suppose  mankind existed in  a
primitive state (i.e., hunched over; incapable of speech). If this is true and 
the highly advanced Elohiym decided to implement species-ism (i.e., one  
species  imposing their will upon/dominating another), there  should  be
some biblical indication preceding verse-26. Let's find out!

Genesis 1:24:
And God said, Let the Earth bring forth the LIVING CREATURE
after his kind, CATTLE, and CREEPING THING, and BEAST of
the earth after his kind: and it was so.

One of these things is not like the others. One of these things just doesn't
belong.  Can you guess which thing?
I am familiar with 
cattle, things that creep, and beasts.
But what exactly
is  the living creature? 
Cattle, creeping things, and beasts cover  just
about every land  dwelling quadruped.
Further investigation reveals  the
English  living creatures replaced  the Hebrew code  nephesh  chayah
(NEH-fesh KHAHee-ah), meaning: souls (beings) living.
[SHR#5315,2416]

Even more interesting is the raw Hebrew code translation of the text: 

lê'mi'nah
khai'yah
ne'phesh
to her 

KIND
LIVING
SOUL 

ha'a'rets
to'tsey
Elohiym
Va'yo'mer
the
she will make
and he will
LAND
GO OUT
Elohiym
SAY 

kheyn
vai'hi
lê'mi'nah
and he will
to her
SO
BE (EXIST)
KIND 

e'rets
vê'hhai'to
va're'mes
bê'hey'mah
and him
and 

LAND
LIVING
TREADER
BEAST
Once again, Hebrew is read from left to right.
In addition, Hebrew does 
not use the pronoun  "it" to  define inanimate  objects, such as  land;  they
are either "he" or "she" or "him" or "her". Finally, in the raw Hebrew code
you can see the categories  slightly change to  living soul, beast, treader
(things that crawl), and the living (of the) land.

Suffice it to say, the
 living souls are primitive humans. But one might also
argue living souls could  refer to  animals.
Genesis  1:24 identifies four
different groups of land dwelling mammals.
Out of which, three of them
cover all the quadrupeds (four-legged animals).
The first category, listed
in the order  of importance, stands out from among the other three. As a
matter of fact, the next time we see “nephesh chayah” is in Genesis 2:7:

And the LORD God formed man 
[of] the dust of the ground, and
breathed  into  his nostrils the  breath  of life; and man became  a
LIVING SOUL (nephesh chayah).

The ancient Hebrew language is not as flexible or versatile as the modern
English language.  Hebrew would not say “nephesh chayah" to mean one
thing in  one  verse  and then  say it again  to mean  something completely
different in another verse.

There are those who base their scholarly talents on looking up words in 
the Bible  concordance-dictionary-lexicon.
They explore the English  text
"living creature" found in Genesis 1:21:

And God created great whales and every living creature that moveth...
The underlined text is from the Hebrew code:

ve’et kal-nefesh ha’hkayah ha’romeset

and  more  accurately means: 
 and  all souls living the treadings.
Of
course,  this  is  just  a  small segment of a  much  larger  verse.
And the
ancient Hebrew code does not have commas and such. Hence, at times
it's  not easy separating  the clauses.  So  in  short, this is  not the exact
same  reference  found in  Genesis 1:24.
In  both  cases, Bible  reference 
materials will list chay nefesh (living soul/being); the root words (causing 
them to appear the same); not the different structures.

Evolutionism

Genesis 1:24 identifies primitive humans running around with all the other
beasts and reptiles of the animal kingdom at the same stage of evolution.
However, tradition often overlooks  the words  "Let  the earth  bring forth".
This is the language Genesis uses to identify evolution.

Unfortunately, many of us  are  conditioned to  think the words 
“And God
said” means  everything that follows happened  instantaneously.
To  say,
"Let the land  produce it", can only suggest a  very slow process.
The
earth/land does everything at an extremely slow pace.  Look around!

We have to change our thinking when we read the text of Genesis.  There
is  a  whole  lot  of time  passing between  verses.
Even in  verse-26, the
highly advanced Elohiym took notice  of primitive  man(kind) and decided 
to give him a makeover. This event did not occur as rapidly as when you
read it. Centuries passed; especially between verses 24 and 26.

There is no telling how long it took to transform primitive humans into the  
image of the advanced Elohiym (i.e., walking upright, capable of speech).
When  we  watch  a  2-hour  movie,  the story normally takes place in  a lot
more than 2-hours.
For example, a 2-hour movie can tell the story of a
war that lasted several years. The same elapses of time pass in Genesis.

The next logical question is, Why would  a  highly advanced species  go
through  all the trouble  of forcing an extremely primitive  species to  skip
millions of years of evolution? It's obvious, Elohiym did not have a Prime 
Directive to not interfere with the development/evolution/advancement of
other less  evolved species.  Their prime  directive  was  more  along the
lines of the Borg on Star Trek; Resistance is futile!

One possible and quite logical answer: Elohiym traveled who knows how
many light-years, found a  planet  covered  with  water, and  began an
enormous terraforming project (i.e., constructing the firmament to access 
the dry land). It stands to reason they went through all that trouble to get
something the dry land provided.  Other ancient writings (i.e., Sumerian,
Babylonian, and  Egyptian)  suggest they were  after  the minerals  buried
deep beneath the dry land.

In  Genesis  1:11-12, the earth brings forth all the  trees  and vegetation.
Once again, this did not happen overnight (or within one 24-hour day as
some would have you think). Is it remotely possible, Elohiym said, “Let
the earth bring forth trees, etc. after they planted seeds?

Genesis 2:5:
And every plant of the field before it was in the earth, and every
herb  of the  field  before  it grew: for  the  LORD God  had not 
caused it to rain upon the earth, and [there was] not a man to till
the ground.

To say the least, the above text suggests the vegetation that grew out of
the ground followed the rules of nature. It required water and tilling of the
ground; no different than  it does  today.
Notice the text begins,  "every
plant of  the field  BEFORE it was  in  the earth".
In  other words, seeds
were planted to put the plants of the field  in the earth. But there was still
a labor shortage. Elohiym needed a work force.

Slavery - A Step Up

Genesis 2:11-12:
The name of the first
 [is] Pison: that [is] it which compasseth the
whole land
of
Havilah,  where  [there  is]
gold;  And
the  gold
of that land [is] good: there [is] bdellium and the onyx stone.

The above  text identifies  locations where  precious  minerals (i.e., gold,
bdellium  [a  gum  resin  produced  by trees], and  onyx stones  [various
colored  gems]) were  found.  Why would  vast  wealth  be necessary in  a  
world with only two people and no economy?  How was the value of such
minerals determined by two  people  who didn't even know they  were 
naked?
At one  point in  this  Genesis  history, Elohiym were  the only 
presence on earth knowledgeable enough to know the value of gold and 
any other valuable  minerals.
After all, they renovated  the planet  to 
produce the dry land that was once submerged.

Technically speaking, Elohiym owned  all the land and  all the mineral
rights.
They did  all the work that made  it possible  to  mine for  minerals
deep beneath the earth's surface or harvest from trees in the forests. But
who exactly did all the mining?  Primitive  humans!
That is, after  they
were  made-over  to  stand  erect.

would  eventually  call
slaves.

These  early  humans were  what we

Ergo,  the
human
race
was  initially 
transformed into a slave-race to serve the wealthy Elohiym minority.
The made-over  humans spent  their days  collecting  whatever  minerals
they were assigned to gather in the caves and forests. At the end of each
work-shift, they came  before  the Elohiym, bowed down  in  undeserving  
humility, and  presented (offered) the fruits  of their labor  (before  the
LORD). In return, the Elohiym Lords provided humans with food, shelter,
and clothing. Hence, Elohiym provided their every need.

Today, religion teaches us to behave in much the same way.
We go to
the church,  temple, or synagogue (which  ever  pertains  to  our form of
worship); we  bow down in  undeserving humility; and  present our tithes 
and offerings (i.e., minerals) as the fruits of our labor before the LORD.

Work shift… Worship … Hmmm!
Tetragramaton

The first chapter of Genesis  actually  ends  at  Genesis  2:3.
Genesis 2:4
begins  an entirely new and  different story.
Unbeknownst  to  most, the
author of
Genesis, chapter-1, is called an Elohist  he consistently used
the term Elohiym (God).
In  contrast, the author of chapter-2  is  called a
Yahwist - he  consistently using the term LORD God (YHWH Elohiym).
Elohists  and  Yahwists  were  two entirely different  schools-of-thought.
If
you read  Genesis, chapter 1  through Genesis  2:3, you will get  a  feel of
Elohism. If you compare the contents of Genesis 2:4 through the end of
chapter-4, you get a very different Yahwism perspective.

Contrary to popular belief, the Elohist
 "God" and the Yahwist "LORD God"
are  not exactly the same  thing.
"God (Elohiym)" is  a collective  plural
noun.
The "LORD God (YHWH)" is  an  individual deity.
"LORD" is  the
English rendition of its Hebrew counterpart, the Tetragramaton (YHWH).
These are the four Hebrew letters  (YHWH/JHVH) that represent the
name  of God.
Hebrew does  not clearly indicate  the omitted vowels  so
they are  vicariously added:  YaHWeH  and  JeHoVaH.
Technically, we
could  also  have YeHoWeH  and  JaHVeH.
Crudely  put, LORD God is 
saying: Yahweh Elohiym or Yahweh (of
the)  Elohiym.
Hence, Yahweh
(or Jehovah) is an individual deity within the Elohiym collective.

The LORD God Formed

Genesis 2:7: 

And the LORD God formed man [of] the dust of the ground, and
breathed into his nostrils the breath of life ...
Traditional school-of-thought would  have  us  believe  the above incident
and the one recorded in Genesis 1:26 are one in the same. Al contraire,
as  we  have  just  learned, they were  written by two  different authors who
were  not necessarily living at  the same  time.
In  Genesis  1:26, the
collective  plural Elohiym is  used  in conjunction with adam  (ah-DAHM).  
This is also a collective plural noun that refers to an unspecified number
of humans.
In  Genesis  2:7, the individual LORD God produced an
individual being consistently referred to as ha'adam (HAH-ah-DAHM).
The term "ha'adam" is  pretty tricky.
Amateur scholars  who don't know
any better  immediately translate  it "the man".
And  understandably so. 
This conclusion is  based on the face-value of the text.
Then  there  are
those  who argue, because “adam” and “admoniy (ahd-moh-NEE)" from
Genesis 25:25; the color red [SHR#132] are derived from the same root, the
man was made from red clay that somehow magically produced a white
guy.
That is  versus  a  red guy.
In  addition, they mush the two  verses
together forcing them to be one in the same.
But adam (plural; mankind)
of Genesis 1:26 was not made from the dust of the ground.

The text
 "ha'adam" more  accurately be translated "the  groundling" if the  
verse  was  literally talking about the ground [adamah (ah-dah- MAH)].
[SHR#127]
The challenge is  to  stop thinking gender.
The groundling or
living creature of the ground would be more accurate in the sense it does
not specify a  particular  sex.
But  self-righteous  and  sexist heterosexual
males  translated the authorized version.  That's why God is  a  guy and
anything significant accomplished by a female is belittled. Anyway, to get
a  better idea  of what the  text "ha'adam" is  trying to  say, let's  start from
the beginning of the story where the LORD God formed ha'adam.

Similar  to  the verb,
 bara (to fashion from scratch)  of Genesis  1:1  and
asah (to  makeover;  improve  upon) of Genesis  1:26  and  based on the
context used, yatsar (yah-TSAHR), translated "formed" means: to fashion
(from an original); to make a copy of. [SHR#3335]

In Genesis  2:7, [of] is  enclosed  in  brackets  indicating,  IT DOES NOT 
APPEAR in the original Hebrew code.  Which reads more like:
And the LORD God formed ha’adam, dust of the ground, and blew
into his nostrils ...
If
“dust of the ground”indicates  what ha‟adam was  made  from, is it
possible the text is figurative?
Ergo, it is not literally referring to dirt but
referencing the smallest element known at the time.  In essence, the text
“dust of the ground” is  an ancient way of referencing the smallest
components  necessary for  making a  sacient being; DNA.
By today's
standards, we're  talking about cloning.
Ergo,  we  can now say the text
"ha'adam" most  accurately means:  the clone.
And this  is  where  the
Yahwist story begins. The actual Hebrew code reads:

The Hebrew code is read from right-to-left.
the seventh  letter of the Hebrew alephbet.
dash  "-" below the vav is  called Pathach.
Hence, the first syllable is pronounced, Va (Vet).

The first character 

is vav; 
It makes the v-sound.
The
It is the vowel, a, as  in  bat. 

The next two characters, 

and  

, are actually the same character; the
eleventh  letter  of the Hebrew alephbet,  yod (YOHD).
It makes the ysound. However, the first yod has a “.” (Hireq) beneath it.
This  is the
vowel, ee.
Hence, the second syllable is pronounced, yee.
The “.” 
(Dagesh) in the center of the first yod in  this  case indicates  it is  the
opposite (in nature) of the second yod. The second yod is like a silent-y.

The G-4 classified mystery is that every other time this Hebrew code (And
he formed) appears  in  the Old  Testament, it is  always  written with  only 
one yod. For example, Genesis 2:19 begins:

Hence, the double-yod (only used in Genesis 2:7) indicates ha'adam had
a duel-(opposite, conflicting) nature.
Some Jewish scholars suggest this
duel conflicting nature was good and evil.
But I am not convinced that's 
true.
After all, tradition tells us Adam was created without sin.  So, how
could  part of his  nature be evil?
That would  defeat the whole  eating of 
the forbidden fruit thing.

The fourth character 

is  tsadi; the eighteenth letter in  the Hebrew
alephbet.
It makes the ts-sound.
The 

(Seghol) below the tsadi is the
vowel (short e), eh. This third syllable is pronounced "tseh". 

The fourth  character  

is  resh; the twentieth letter in  the Hebrew
alephbet. It makes a rolling "r" sound and in this case ends the sound of
the third syllable.
Now all you have to do is combine all the syllables to 
get the pronunciation, Vah-yee-tsehr.

The Freaky Garden

Genesis 2:8: 

And the LORD God  planted  a garden  eastward  in  Eden; and
there he put the man whom he had formed.
The way the original Hebrew code reads, the LORD God, put the unique 
ha'adam whom he had  cloned in a special place (isolated from all other
humans) called, the garden.  Yes, there were humans that lived outside
the garden.
The reason the LORD God saw a need to form ha'adam is 
revealed in Genesis 2:5; there were no human servants to till the ground. 
Prior  to  this  point  (in  Genesis  1:26), humans were  constructed  in  a
manner suited for mining and lifting heavy objects.
Think along the lines 
of the cave dwelling (or mine dwelling) Neanderthals.

The next version of humans would be suited for lighter labor working on
the surface. The result was a prototype different than the humans made
over in 1:26.
In Genesis 2:15, ha'adam was put in the garden, which by
the way could rival any forest preserve, to dress and keep it.
If this was
ha'adam's  only purpose,  ha'adam was  a  slave.
In  Genesis  2:16-17,
ha'adam is warned not to eat the fruit from the tree of knowledge.  How
do you keep a slave content being a slave? KEEP HIM IGNORANT! And
notice at this point there was no Eve.

Genesis 2:18 continues: 

And the LORD God said, [It is] not good that ha’adam should be
alone; I WILL MAKE HIM AN HELP MEET FOR HIM.
The LORD God decided  to  make  a  mate for the now love-starved
ha'adam.
Ergo, ha'adam was so different, female humans outside of the
garden  were  not considered  to  be potential mates.  But  the point  often
missed here  is  female  humans  were  not considered at  all.
Hence,  the
next verse (Genesis 2:19):

And out of the ground the LORD God FORMED every beast of
the  field,  and every  fowl of the  air; and brought [them] unto
ha’adam to see what he would CALL them.

The LORD God said, 
“I will make him a HelpMeet...” and  instead  of
selecting female  humans  from outside the garden, he makes  (clones)  a 
bunch of new animals inside the garden.
The English  word, call, 
replaced  the Hebrew code,  yikra (yee-KRAH), from the verb  qara (kahRAH) which in addition to “to call” can also mean: to choose. [SHR#7121]
The trick is to realize the context in which the word is used.  The subject
is finding a mate for ha'adam and so is the context.

Now, all of a sudden a bunch of animals are made to see what ha'adam
would  call them? 
Has  anyone  ever  asked, Why? 
Does  it make  any
sense to even make something without naming it or even not know what it
was you made? Are we really suppose to think God made a cow without 
calling it a cow but rather wanted to wait to see what ha'adam would call
the cow?  The text continues on into verses 19-20:

...  and whatsoever  ha’adam called  every  living  creature,  that
[was]the  name  thereof. And ha’adam gave  names to  all the
CATTLE... but for ha’adam, there was no help meet found  ...

If we remain true to the context of the subject that began in verse 18, we
would realize that ha'adam did not call the cattle, “Cattle”.
But rather, he
called one cow, Betsy, another cow, Chelsea, and another, Matilda.
He 
gave them intimate names right after he was intimate with them. But as 
it turned out, none of them were suitable mates. Once again, this did  not
happen in the time it took  to read the text.
There is no telling how long 
this  little  experiment lasted.
And even if we  adhere  to the traditional
version, ha'adam looked among the animal kingdom for a mate.

The Hebrew code is not specific to cattle as much as it is to 
ha'behemah
(hah'beh-heh-MAH),
the
(four-legged)
beasts.[SHR#929]
Contrary
to
popular belief, the text is not talking about every animal on the planet but
only a  select  few within  the confines of the secret garden enclosure,
Eden.  Once again, in Genesis 2:19 do you honestly think the LORD God
brought  millions  of animals  for one  person to  name?  Especially, since
ha'adam was made specifically to till the ground and was forbidden to eat
from the tree of knowledge.
Hence, naming every species in the animal
kingdom was way beyond his capability and pay grade.

Howbeit, mating and  procreating with  four-legged beasts  did  not phase 
ha'adam in quite the same way that it might phase the rest of us. That is,
unless  you're  into  four-legged
beasts.
You
might
reconsider
the
possibility, the half-man/half beast creatures  of fables  and  myths  (e.g.,
centaurs  [man-horse],
minotaurs  [man-bull],
satyr  [man-goat],
and 
manticore [man-lion]) might have been more than fables and myths.

The Proto-Type

Genesis 2:21-22:
(21)
And the LORDGod caused a deep sleep to fall upon ha’adam,
and he slept: and he took one of his ribs, and closed up the flesh
instead thereof; (22)And the rib, which the LORD God had taken
from man, made he a woman, and brought her unto the man.

Although  I used  pronouns  (i.e., him, he) to  remain  true to  the text, we
have to get gender out of our minds. I came across  material suggesting 
ha'adam  got out of control and  attacked and  rapped every four-legged
beast in sight.
Whether intentional or an experiment gone bad, the endresult was the LORD God having to sedate ha'adam.

Tradition tells us a rib was extracted during this surgical procedure.  The
original Hebrew code  uses the word tsela (TSAY-lah)
[SHR#6763] in  the 
place of a rib.
The curious thing about this word is it is a feminine noun.
Why would any part of the male anatomy be described using a feminine
noun? 
If you check Christian  reference  materials,  you will find tsela
defined as the following:


 side

 beam

 plank

 board

 chamber

Out of the 41 times “tesla” is used  in the Old Testament, it is translated
"rib" only in the above text (Genesis 2:22).
In the Greek Septuagint,
 pleura (side, beam, plank, board) replaced  the 
Hebrew tesla.  Hence, when  you look up the Hebrew tsela  in  Christian 
reference materials, you will find the Greek definitions (side, beam, plank,
board).
In  addition, many a  scholar  erroneously confuse (or purposely 
associates) tsela with  the totally unrelated  zelah (ZEH-lah).
[SHR#6762]
This is the actual Hebrew word for rib. It is often mistakenly spelled tsela.

From the above list of definitions, the word 
 chamber is the only one not
associated with the Greek pleura. Hence, chamber is the definition of the
Hebrew code,  tsela.
Ergo, ha'adam  was  sedated, his  tsela  (chamber),
extracted, and the woman, Eve, was formed (cloned).
You should know
by now that biblical language is not scientific as much as it is descriptive. 
Which part of the female anatomy is consistent with a chamber?

THE WOMB.
In  an article  titled, “
The  Making of  Woman (by Jeff Priddy)”, after a 
thorough examination the author concluded the Hebrew tsela of Genesis
2:20-21 is properly defined: womb; uterus.

Furthermore,  in  the
 Concordant  Version of the Bible,  one  of the few
English  translations  that does  not conform to the 1611 King James
authorized template (at least not entirely), tsela, is translated: angular (V
or Y shaped) organs. Hence, ha'adam was placed within the confines of
the garden  enclosure  because  he was  a  prototype of the new and
improved asexual self-replicating human servant.

In other words, ha'adam was originally alone because he was both male
and  female; a  hermaphrodite.
Remember, this  was  indicated  in  the
Hebrew code of Genesis 2:7 by the use of the double yod. It wasn't until
ha'adam ate the forbidden fruit that he knew good and evil. But when he
was first formed (cloned), he was made asexual (male and female).

Traditional school-of-thought would  have  us  believe  every species  on
earth was made male and female except the only human in existence. It
took the know-it-all in-charge  a  good  minute  to  realize  his  pet male
needed female  companionship  just like every other heterosexual male 
creature  he created.  Have  you ever  given thought as  to  why  anything
would be made male without a female complement? 
Being male all by 
itself screams, "WILL REQUIRE SEX WITH A FEMALE!" And even if the
traditional version were accurate, the complicated body of a woman, sex 
organs and all, produced from one rib screams: cloning.

Since the complicated  female  anatomy was  somehow the result of one 
man's  rib  (traditionally speaking), that would technically have  made  the
mythical Adam and Eve brother and sister.
Dare I say, twins?
I
think it
takes  more  imagination to  believe this  traditional version  than  it does  to 
believe ha'adam was originally created asexual.

Genesis 2:24 

Therefore shall a man leave his father and his mother, and shall
cleave unto his wife: and they shall be one flesh.
As  fate  would  have it, things  did  not go  as  planned  for the male-female
ha'adam.
He  was  designed  to  be
content
in  isolation  and
begin
reproducing on his own.  Before you know it, one would become two; then
two,  four; then  four, eight; then  eight, sixteen; then  sixteen,  thirty- two;
then thirty-two, sixty-four, and so on and so forth until there was an entire
race of self-replicating worker bees.  This was an ingenious idea evolved 
out of the increasing demand  for human  workers (i.e., slaves).
But the
plan failed when  ha'adam  craved sex with  external creatures.
This
caught Elohiym entirely by surprise, so  they put him among four-legged
beasts, initially.
After a  while,  they realized they had  to  surgically
separate his sex organs. And the two  halves  would  naturally crave  to  
be rejoined. Ergo, once again becoming one flesh.

It's interesting to note in the above text, after the two were separated, for
the first time in scripture, ha'adam is called, iysh (man). [SHR#376]
The Breath of Life

Genesis 2:7: 

And the  LORD God  formed  MAN [of] the  dust of the  ground,
and breathed into his nostrils the breath of life ...
We have already explored the double-yod found within the Hebrew code,
Vayiytzer (And He formed).
Similar code is found in the text,“breath of
life (nishmat chayiym)”. The Hebrew code for“life” reads:

The Hebrew code  is  read from right-to-left.
The first character
is het
(pronounced HkETH); the eighth letter of the Hebrew alephbet. It makes
the kh-sound. The “-“ (Pathach) below the het is the vowel, a, as in hat.
This syllable is "ha". Once again we have the double yod. And the word 

ends  with  

mem; the thirteenth  character of the Hebrew alephbet.
It
ends the word with the m-sound.
Like  the previous  example,  we  have  a double-yod, indicating opposites.
In  addition, the adjective  hkayiym is  plural.
Why?  Because the noun
that precedes it is plural: nishmat hkayiym (breaths [of] lifes).

How many lives  were  breathed  into  ha'adam?
Better yet, how many 
genders?  To  say the least, this  text (nishmat hkayiym)  coincides  with 
the previous  text (vayiytzer) thereby suggesting (or confirming) the dual
opposing nature, personality, or gender of ha’adam.
We will cover more
evidence that supports this conclusion in succeeding chapters.

In  other verses, Deut 5:26; 1Sam  17:26; 1Sam 17:36; Jer 10:10; Jer
23:36, we find text translated “living God” from the Hebrew code,  Elohiym
hkayiym.
This English translation is the result of what should technically 
be "El Chay". But both Elohiym and hkayiym are plural. The odd thing is,
the adjective (living) is plural, as well as, the noun (Elohiym). In essence,
the text, chayiym, indicates  that each one  of the individual Elohiym is 
living or  alive. 
That said,  what exactly is  going on with  ha'adam and
hkayiym?  The adjective  indicates  there  is  more  than  one  life  or  more
than one living, more than one personality, or even more than one sex.

In conclusion, today the original inhabitants that evolved from the earth (in
Genesis 1:24) are extinct. And as big a controversy cloning is today, the
heart of the matter is that WE ARE THE DESCENDANTS OF CLONES!

The Serpent

Genesis 3:1:
Now the  serpent was  more subtil than any beast of the field
which the LORD God had made. And he said unto the woman,
Yea, hath God said, Ye shall not eat of every tree of the garden?

Contrary to  traditional school-of-thought, like 
 Elohiym and  adam,  in  this 
context the word "serpent" is  a  collective  plural noun.
The text is  not
referring to one  serpent but the entire  species.
Ergo,  the serpent  class
(or race) was wiser than “any beast of the field the LORD Godhad made”.

The text is  suggesting, the LORD God made the beasts of the field; not
the serpent(s); they already existed.
It makes  more  sense once  you 
realize  the“beast of the field” is  a  metaphor for the human slave class
who tilled the ground that the LORD God made in Genesis 2:7.

Do you honestly think a spirit entity named
 Satan circumvented garden of
Eden security by possessing a snake, thereby giving it the ability to have
a  rational conversation and  deceive  Adam and  Eve?
A snake  all of a
sudden started talking and Eve didn't freak out or get suspicious?
In the
end,  the snake  was  cursed  to  crawl on his belly.
An  extremely harsh 
punishment for a  snake.
Never  mind the fact that the snake  was
temporarily insane. In this scenario, Satan got away scot-free.

So why have we not heard of the serpent class before now (in Genesis,
chapter 3)? 
Al contraire,  we  have! 
We've  just  been calling them,
Elohiym.
Surprisingly, Elohiym is  in fact the serpent  class;  reptilians.
This is the same race the even more ancient Sumerians called, Annunaki.

Don't believe  me?
Have  you ever  heard  of the highest angelic  class  of
heaven (a.k.a. seraphim [seraphs])?  After careful examination, you will
find that the seraphim of  heaven are  in  fact, the serpent  class.
The
Hebrew code  rendered“serpent” in  the above text is “nachash (nahKAHSH)”. But there are a couple of routes we can take in interpreting it.
To best show you, I'll have to use the original Hebrew code. 

When  you examine the text,
“Now the Serpent”, you'll  find the Hebrew
code,“nachash”. But the actual Hebrew code in the writings read:

This  is  a good  example of how the text of Genesis  1:2  should  begin.  
Instead of using the conjunction "And", it should read "But" or "Now".

That said,  the first character 

vav; the seventh  letter of the Hebrew
alephbet;  makes  the v-sound.
This  time  there  is  a  colon-like  symbol

below vav. This symbol is called
 Shva. It is used to indicate either there
is  no vowel for  this  particular  letter or  there  is  a  short half-vowel that
sounds like the short "i" in "it" or "in". Hence, this first syllable is "Veh".

The second character  

is he; the fifth letter of the Hebrew alephbet.
It
makes the h-sound.
The dash "-" below the he is called Pathach.
It is
the vowel, a, as in hat. This syllable is "ha". 

The third character 

is nun; the fourteenth letter of the Hebrew alephbet.
It makes the n-sound. The Dagesh (dot) in the center of nun indicates a
hard-n sound. The symbol below nun  

is called Qamets. It makes the
short a-sound (ah) as in father. This syllable makes the "nah" sound. 

You should recognize the fourth character 

het; the eighth letter of the
Hebrew alephbet. And the Qamets below it. This syllable makes the "ha" 
or "hka" if you want to sound authentic. 

The fifth and final character  

of this word is Shin; the twenty-first letter
of the Hebrew alephbet. It makes the sh-sound. Thus, when you bring all
the syllables together you get "Ve-ha-na-hka-sh".
According to the Sumerian texts, the technologically advanced
 Annunaki
came  to  a  planet  covered with  a  primeval ocean in  search  of precious
minerals.
But unlike the Hebrew version, the Sumerian provides names.
The initial mission was led by Enki (the son of Annunaki ruler, Anu), who
established the first earth base in a paradise, called, Eridu, near (what is 
now) the Persian Gulf; where the Tigris and Euphrates rivers meet. Enki
developed a technique to  extract  gold  from  sea water; a  technique that
very well could  have  involved the firmament.
Be  that as it may, his
method failed to produce sufficient quantities to meet the quotas.

Lord  Anu was  displeased  and  as  a  result put his  other son  in-charge  of
the effort; Enki's  younger half-brother, Enlil.
Enlil decided quotas  could 
be met  by extracting the gold  directly from the beneath  the dry land;  by 
mining it.
The operation was shifted from the Persian Gulf area to (what
is  now) South  Africa.
Actually, when  the Annunaki began the mining
operation about 600 of them worked in the netherworld, deep mines and  
caverns beneath the dry land.  Long story short, at some point along the
line the Annunaki workers  rebelled.
This  led to  the idea  of creating a
more primitive worker; one who would not rebel.

The brainstorming for a primitive worker began.
Lord Enlil put Enki and
his  sister, Ninki in-charge of the project.
Ideas came  and went.
There
was  a lot  of genetic  manipulation  involved.
Finally, Enki noticed the
primitive  primates  running around in  the wild  alongside all the other
animals and suggested, Why don't we make those ape-like creatures (i.e., 
homo sapiens) more like us... able to do manual labor". Thus, began the
genetic  altering of primitive primates  into  the image  and  likeness  of the
Annunaki (i.e., standing erect, capable of speech). More specifically, they 
cross-breaded  the (African) Homo  erectus  with  Annunaki.
After the
operation's success, Ninki was known as the Lady of Life (Spirit).

Exactly how did they pull this off?  Hold on to your hats!
Enki and Ninki
cross-breaded  the Homo  erectus/Annunaki sperm-egg-fetus-embryo  of
which Ninki carried to  term and successfully gave  birth  (a  virgin-birth, I
might add) to the first human worker.
Then other female Annunaki were 
recruited to do the same.  But  these first humans  were  like  mules  (the
cross-breed  of a  horse and  donkey); they could  not reproduce.
In
addition, the female  Annunaki eventually became  weary of constant
pregnancies because of the demand for more and more workers.

Over  time, Enki and Ninki accomplished  two  feats.
Enki is  the serpent
identified in  Genesis  2:7. 
Through  more  sophisticated  genetics, Enki
formed the self-replicating ha'adam to relieve the Annunaki mothers from
their constant child  bearing burden.
In  case you haven't  realized yet,
ha'adam  was  the first idea of the virgin  birth  concept  among the human
species; asexual reproduction  was  common among the  reptiles. 
Lord 
Enlil heard of the success of ha'adam, took and placed him in his garden,
E.DIN, along with new forms of vegetation.

And what was  the second feat? 
The first adam species  eventually 
became  capable  of reproduction. 
Many  scientists/scholars  believe  the
Neanderthal was  the last  remaining indication  of this  line of adam;
constructed to live and breathe in the deep dense confines of the earth's 
interior.
That is as  opposed to the ha'adam constructed to do more
domestic  types  of work  (e.g., farming, household  chores).
But  both
species  of human did  co-exist according to  these  ancient records.
And 
now, according to science.

I should also note the older Enki and his younger half-brother Enlil did not
get along.  They were at constant conflict for eons.
As a matter of fact,
Enki is  famous  for  always  undermining Enlil.
For example,  Enlil took 
ha'adam  and  confined  him to  the garden  to  live out his  existence  as  a
servant.
But his  creator, Enki, was  the serpent who convinced  the
humans  that
they
could  become  more
by
eating
from
the
tree
of
knowledge.  Was this really such a bad thing?  After Lord Enlil expelled
ha'adam and Eve from the garden, it was Enki who clothed them.

Then much further down the line, when Lord Enlil decided to call it quits
and  destroy everything (via  flood), it was  Enki who instructed ha'adam's 
descendant, Noah, how to  build  an  ark.
The conflict between  Enlil and
Enki has  been going on for so  long, it transpired  into  religion in  various 
forms.
The most common to us is the Christian perspective,  God (Enlil)
and Satan (Enki); the two warring factions of good and evil.
At least we 
are told one of them was evil.

Eve, The Garden Queen

Genesis 2:22: 

And the rib, which the LORD God had taken from man, made
he a woman, and brought her unto the man
Tradition tells us Eve
 was the first human female to ever exist.
Perhaps, 
she was  more  accurately the first female  ha'adam  to ever  exist.
The
Hebrew code  of Genesis  2:22 actually begins, Vayiven YHVH Elohiym.
Among scholars, this is typically translated, And God made Eve (from
a
rib).
But  that's  stemming from the sexist tradition that suggests  the
woman is nothing more than a man's sidekick.
However, the same text
can also mean, And God endowed Eve (with intuition). Look around. Do
women  take  on a  natural role  of paying homage to  a man?  Do woman 
naturally want to take on authoritative roles? I think the later is true. But
the reason they might not is because men keep women oppressed.

The next thing we  learn is  that Eve  is  fluent in  language.
Do you think
people just popped into existence instantly knowing a language? We get
this  impression when  (traditionally
speaking) we  read  about the initial
creation of a  character and  a  verse  or  two  later they have  an extensive
vocabulary.
But do you honestly think every event happened as fast as
you can read? Did the author actually have to write down how much time  
passed in  order for you to  realize  how much time  passed?  The author
never wrote “people took baths” so do you think people never took baths?

In Genesis, chapter 3, traditional school-of-thought suggests the serpent
approached  the woman, Eve,  because  she was the weaker  sex.
But 
what if the real reason had something to do with her intuitive personality? 
Something that her male counterpart seriously lacked. Which would also 
suggest, the woman was the stronger sex. But as fate would have it, the
English  translators  trivialized the true nature  of the story by periodically
inserting the words “husband” and “wife” in text that really said, man and 
woman. Did I miss the part about the wedding?

Once again, the original Hebrew code  depicts  the man and  the woman.
Especially, in Genesis 2:25 where it says, "And they were both naked, the
MAN and  his  WIFE".
According to  the translators, we  apparently could
not have  had  two unwedded adults  running around  naked in  a  garden
paradise.  One other overlooked detail (in  Genesis  3:16), part of Eve’s 
punishment for her disobedience was the man would rule over her.
This
would not have been much of a punishment if the man already ruled over
the woman. Hence, the very reason the Serpent approached the woman
is because the woman ruled over the man.

Serpent Characteristics

We often overlook biblical clues that suggest some fascinating things; our
thinking is two-dimensional. Take the text of Genesis 2:25:
And  they were both naked, the ha’adam and the woman,
and were not ashamed.

We are taught to think, Adam and Eve was so nai-EVE, they didn't know

they were nude. But on the contrary, they very well knew; they simply did

not care.
We assume they looked exactly like US with no clothing.
But

what if the true reason they were not ashamed was the fact they looked

different than us?

Early humans were made in the image of Elohiym. Thus, we deduce the 
Elohiym resembles evolved primates.
In case you haven't caught on by
now, Elohiym (plural) and the serpent (plural) are one in the same.
But
we're  conditioned to  think in  the singular  (i.e., God; the serpent).
The
Elohiym were/are  a  highly evolved, super  advanced reptilian race.
Is
there  no wonder the first life forms to  roam the  earth  were  reptiles  (i.e.,
dinosaurs)?

Consider the possibility that ha'adam and Eve were, in essence, serpentmammal hybrids.
Hence,  their skin  probably had  some  form of scale
covering which  contributed to  them not knowing/caring they were  naked
or feeling ashamed they needed no clothing.
Think of ha'adam and Eve
as  having dominant  serpent  DNA.
The very  fact that ha'adam  was 
originally an asexual (self-replicating) being is  the design/mindset of a
serpent. The designer used serpent logic.
Reptile species are known to
have the ability of asexual reproduction.

However, most of the clues  that support this  conclusion are  revealed
during the curse  stage  in  Genesis  3.  In  verse-16, the LORD God told 
Eve:

I will greatly multiply thy sorrow and thy conception; in sorrow
thou shalt bring forth children; and thy desire  [shall be] to thy 
husband, and he shall rule over thee.

It sounds  as  though,  prior  to  this  incident, Eve  had  the ability to  bare
children  without  any pain.
This  was  a  characteristic of serpents, not
mammals.
And there  is  a  very good  possibility that Eve  had  already
given birth on a number of occasions.
How else would she really know
the difference between giving birth with dominant serpent DNA and giving
birth with dominant mammal DNA?

The female dominance over the male is a characteristic of serpents, not
mammals.
On  the other hand, the female  desiring (dependence  upon)
the male  is  a  characteristic  of mammals.
In  essence,  Eve's  curse  was 
that her mammalian DNA would dominate  her serpent  DNA and  this 
happened  the  moment they ate  from the tree of knowledge.
Ergo, they
transformed.
They immediately felt the difference;  they felt naked and 
they made themselves aprons.
So, this so-called curse was God telling
the humans what they can now expect having dominant mammal DNA.

Now, what could ha'adam expect? In verse 19, the LORD God told him:
In the sweat of thy face shalt thou eat bread, till thou return unto
the ground; for out of it wast thou taken: for dust thou [art], and
unto dust shalt thou return.

Up  to  this  point, the man  had  been tilling the ground without ever  once
busting a sweat. We can deem this lack of sweating (or the need to) was 
a  characteristic  of serpents; they don't have  sweat glands.
Also, in  the
same verse, ha'adam is told when he dies his body will turn to dust. Like 
the sweating, this is a characteristic of mammals. There is no telling what
exactly his  reptilian body would  have  done upon death.
Is  it safe  to
assume the reptilian body would not have died?

Cain And Abel

Genesis 4:1:-2
And Adam knew Eve his wife; and she conceived, and bare Cain,
and said, I have gotten a man from the LORD. And Abel was a
keeper of sheep, but Cain, a tiller of the ground.

The ancient Hebrew does not  contain  punctuation as  does the English
translation.
The text separated by verse was first displayed in the 1560
Geneva Bible of the Protestant church. That said, I see no reason to put
a gap between verses 1 and 2a. They form a complete thought. Which,
by the way, suggests that Cain and Abel were twins.

And ha’adam knew that Eve, his woman, conceived
 and brought forth
Cain.  And she  told  them,  I  have  gotten  a  male child  TOGETHER
WITH the LORD.  And she again bare his brother, Abel.

Verse 2b begins a completely separate thought.

And Abel was a keeper of sheep, but Cain, a tiller of the ground.

Abel became  a sheep herder and  Cain, a  farmer.
This  is another
example of large chunks of time elapsing between verses.
The way the
text is  written, Abel and  Cain  were  shepherds  and  farmers, respectfully,
right out of the womb.
But by applying a little common sense, we know
more than a decade passed between conceptions and professions.

Genesis 4:3-5:
And in process of time it came to pass, that Cain brought of the
fruit of the  ground  an  offering unto  the  LORD.  And Abel,  he
also  brought  of the firstlings  of his flock  and of the fat thereof.
And the  LORD had respect unto  Abel and to  his  offering: But
unto Cain and to his offering he had not respect. And Cain was
very wroth, and his countenance fell.

This text is the very first biblical indication of anything resembling religion.
All of a sudden, we have offerings.
Where did this come from?  Well,
if
you stop and think about it for one moment, we have already discussed it.
Remember, mankind was  made to serve  the Elohiym.
Most  of the
humans  worked in  the mines  extracting valuable  minerals  from beneath 
the dry land  (earth's  surface).
Some  say, they worked in,  as  well as, 
lived in  caves.
Ergo, cavemen.
But the humans  in  the line of ha'adam
were from the garden enclosure that some mistakenly call, Eden.  For the
record, Eden was the territory the garden resided in.

When  the miners  finished working, they brought the fruits  of their labor
before  their Elohiym masters.
It would  appear  Cain  and  Abel were  no
different.
Cain  brought the fruit of the ground before  the LORD.
Why?
Because the LORD owned the ground or better put, the land.
And you
must realize,  just like  in the previous  chapter, the LORD is  still walking
around giving orders.
Right  now, he's  outside the garden among the
people he a little more than recently kicked out of it.

Animosity developed between  the two  brothers  because  the younger
Abel's  animal offering was  accepted  and  the elder (by mere  seconds)
Cain's fruit basket was rejected.
Why did this happen?
Simply put, the
LORD was not a vegetarian and side dishes had not yet been invented.  
The text "had respect", replaced the Hebrew code "va'yisha" which more 
accurately means: he gazed at (salivated  with  lust).
[SHR#8159]
This  is
exactly how the LORD responded when  Abel brought  the lamb feast.
Unfortunately, all Cain could do was bring fruits and vegetables.

What was so important about these offerings?  Why was Cain so vexed
and  disappointed  his  offering was  rejected?  Because  this  was  really a
competition. The winner would receive the birthright. The tradition of the
elder son automatically receiving his father's inheritance had not yet been
established.
And as we previously discovered in verse-1, Eve's children 
were fathered by the LORD. Notice how Adam is nowhere in this story.

What exactly was this birthright?  The
dry
land that Elohiym renovated 
from beneath the vast ocean.
Apparently, Elohiym were not planning to
remain on earth forever.
Who was going to inherit control of it after the
Elohiym departed? At this point, Abel and his descendants would. But in
verse-7, the LORD told Cain, the eldest son: (translation):

If thou doest well, shalt thou not be accepted? and if thou doest
not well, sin lieth at the door. And unto thee [shall be] HIS desire,
and thou shalt rule over HIM.

Most  armature scholars have  no idea  what just transpired.
Then again,
most do not study the original Hebrew text.
Actually, this text reveals a 
lot. Allow me to break it down.  The first thing the LORD tells Cain is...

If you bring me a satisfactory offering,  I will accept it!
What would be a satisfactory offering?  How about one of those firstlings
from Abel's flock?  Hence, Cain has to get Abel's cooperation in order to
take the birthright that Abel now possessed. And it appears the LORD is 
encouraging Cain to accomplish this.

Anxiously, Cain went to Abel to tell him the good news.
Hey  Abel, If I give DAD a satisfactory offering, HE will take the
birthright from YOU and give it to ME.
So, all I need is one of
your firstlings. Will you help a brother out?

Abel's attitude in response... 

You mean to tell me  that you want ME to help YOU take MY
birthright? I DON'T THINK SO! That's never gon'na happen!
So  one  thing led to  another.
Things  escalated. 
And Cain  wound up 
killing Abel. There is a very similar story that takes place a few thousand
years down the line in Genesis 27. Another set of twins, Esau and Jacob,
were born  and  the younger, Jacob, manages  to  hoodwink the elder,
Esau, out of this same birthright.

The above text also alludes to the fact that Abel was a homosexual.
And unto thee [shall be] HIS desire, and thou shalt rule over HIM.

This text is very similar to that of Genesis 3:16:

Unto the woman he said, I will greatly multiply thy sorrow and
thy  conception;  in  sorrow thou shalt bring  forth children;  and
thy desire [shall be] to thy husband, and he shall rule over thee.

In Genesis 3:16, the LORD is talking to Eve and in Genesis  4:6-7, Cain.
Ergo, we  have  the same  Source  using the same  words.
What are  the
chances both texts mean the same thing?  Reviewing the text, in the case
of Cain the pronouns HIS and HIM are used; referring to Abel who is not
present. But  that doesn’t make sense!  Cain  and  Abel were  brothers;
twins, no doubt. Sibling mating (and procreation) was a common practice
in this family lineage.

The word 
desire is translated from the Hebrew noun root teshuka, which 
more  specifically means:  a  man desiring a  woman; a  woman desiring a
man.
It can also mean: crave or long for.
In this sense, the LORD told
Cain  if he won the next round of offerings, Abel would  (sexually) desire 
him and he would rule over Abel. This is exactly what the LORD told Eve;
she would (sexually) desire her husband and he would rule over her.

In addition, the Hebrew verb root
 mashal (from the text, tim’shal-vo [you
will rule – in him]), refers  to  ruling, reigning or  having dominion over
another person; not abstracts (e.g., anger, sin). The ancient Hebrews did 
not have a concept of controlling negative emotions.  Their approach was 
to control the circumstances that would cause such emotions.

Finally, there  is  the speculation  Esau and  Jacob  (Genesis  27) are  the
reincarnations  of Cain  and  Abel.
Cain  tried to  steal the birthright  from
Abel and  wound up killing him instead. 
So  Abel never  got  to  take
possession of the birthright that he won fair and square.  A few millennia
later, the twins Esau and Jacob are born; Esau first with Jacob clinging to
his heel trying to be born first. How did two fetuses know the importance
of being born first?  Cain and Abel would have known.  As stated before,
Jacob manages to steal the birthright back from Esau.
Thereby placing
the birthright back in the hands of its rightful owner, Jacob (Abel).

Sons of God

To the ancient Hebrews,
the concept of “God” was not an invisible cosmic 
deity with the power-of-the-universe in one finger.
God did not exist but
Elohiym did.
And Elohiym dwelled on the earth.
They were not ghostly
creatures  but rather physical ones.
For instance,  in  Genesis 6:1-2, and
4, the sons of God (Elohiym) chose wives from among the daughters of
men.
Now, traditional school-of-thought might argue,  the“sons of God”
were nothing more than “angels of the Lord”. Up to this point, there is no
indication the ancient Hebrews had ever heard of an angel.

Why make
“sons of God” encrypted and not“daughters of men”? It's not.
The sons of God were exactly as they're described; male offspring of the
Elohiym”. This is no different than how daughters of men can be defined
“female offspring of mankind”.
Hence, the fact that Elohiym was capable 
of procreation made them physical beings.

When we explore the text of Genesis 6:1-2 more thoroughly we find:
And it came  to  pass,  when  men
 (ha'adam) began  to  multiply  on
the face of the earth, and daughters (vanot yuledu/female children)
were born unto them, That the sons of God (bnei ha'Elohiym) saw
(vayir'u/they saw) the daughters of men (benot ha'adam) that they
[were] fair; and they  took  them wives (nashim/women) of all
which they chose.

As we can see from the transliterated Hebrew, the text is specific to  the
descendants of“ha'adam” of Genesis 2:7 versus “adam” of Genesis 1:26.
Much like  the Neanderthal (of Europe)  and  the Cro-Magnon  (of Africa),
these  are  two  different varieties  of humans.
Another point, adam of
Genesis  1:26 already existed in  abundance when ha-adam of Genesis
2:7 was first formed. And as you can see, the translators did not want to
give  the impression, the sons  of God had  sexual intercourse  outside of
holy matrimony. They replace the word "women" with "wives".

As we continue in verse-4, we find:
There were giants in the earth (Ha’Nephilim hayu va'aretz/The
Nephilim were in the Land) in those days; and also after that,
when  the  sons  of God  came  in  unto the daughters  of men,
and they  bare  [children] to  them,  the  same  [became] mighty
men(ha’gibborim/the mighty heroes) which [were] of old, men
of renown(an'shey ha’shem).

Also during this period of time, giant people (Nephilim) roamed the earth.
Many a  would-be-scholar  concludes  the Nephilim were  the offspring of
the sons of Elohiym and daughters of ha'adam unions. But the text does
not say this.
It identifies the Nephilim as a third species.  The offspring
between  the Elohiym sons  and  ha'adam  daughters  were  men (an'shey)
[of] the name (ha'shem). [SHR#582,#8034]
Note that in this context, name is
considered one of fame, reputation, and renown. 

You probably also  noticed the English  word 
“men” replaced  a  Hebrew
word  that is  not adam, ha'adam, or iysh.
This  is  a  one-time  used new
word  for  men; the Hebrew“an'sheiy[m]”.
This  word  actually refers  to  a
specific group of men; the descendants of Enosh (Enos), the son of Seth,
the son of ha'adam (Adam) as recorded in Genesis 5:6-11:

And Seth  lived  an  hundred  and five  years,  and begat Enos...
And Enos  lived  ... eight  hundred  and fifteen  years,  and begat
sons and daughters.

And as the genealogy states, Enosh spent 815-years producing offspring.
In essence, he had dozens upon dozens of daughters.
So, it is possible 
that this  specific line of daughters of men (Enosh) were chosen to mate 
with the Elohiym sons. There is speculation that the sons of Enosh were 
considered to be wicked.
This is based on the fact that the very name,
Enosh, is  derived from“anash (ahNASH),” which means (among a few
other things) to be "desperately wicked".

In Genesis 18, the LORD, with two of his Elohiym homies, paid Abraham
and Sarah a visit in the plains of Mamre. They entered the tent, washed
up a little and had dinner and conversation. Traditional school- of-though
might argue, they have  the ability to  transform themselves  into  human
form; serpents that can mimic humans.
I suppose at this point, just about
anything is possible.

In  Genesis  18:14, the LORD (before  he departed  from  the tent) says  to 
Abraham... 

At the time appointed I will return unto thee, according to  the time
of life, and Sarah shall have a son”. 

Now mind you, Abraham was 100-years old and Sarah, 99, and incapable
of bearing children. Regardless, the LORD made a promise. 

In Genesis 21:1-2, the LORD fulfilled his promise. The text continues...
And the LORD VISITED SARAH as he had said, and the LORD
DID UNTO SARAH as he had spoken.  For Sarah conceived, and
bare Abraham a son in his  old age, at the  set time  of which  God
had spoken to him.

The LORD paid Sarah a private visit. According to the Gesenius Lexicon
(that precedes the Strong's Concordance), the Hebrew "asah (ah-SAH)",  
translated  "did" can also  mean:  procreate.
And according to  ancient
Hebrew law, if Sarah was impregnated by the mail man, the child would  
belong to Abraham.
At any rate, the LORD did something to/with Sarah
that resulted in  Sarah  conceiving a  son (Isaac) nine months later.
And
according to custom, Abraham was the father.

Notice the text never mentions 
Abraham knowing Sarah in order for her to
conceive  him a  son.
At this  point, Elohiym had  a  history of mating and
procreating with  female  humans.
Is  there  no wonder Abraham  had  no
problem when  it came  to  sacrificing Isaac  on an altar  (Genesis  22)?
Abraham  actually fathered a  son, Ishmael, with  his  Egyptian  servant,
Hagar (in Genesis 16) long before his 100th birthday.

The Tower

Genesis 11:1: 

And the whole earth was of one language, and of one speech.
The first thing you must  realize  about the above  text is  that it is  very
misleading.
One might imagine the entire planet earth as it exists today
spoke one language.
This was not the case.
The text“the whole earth”
replaced  the Hebrew code,  kal-ha'aretz (KHAHL  hah'ah-RETZ), which 
more accurately translated means: all the land.

This is all the land that manifested after metric-tons of ocean water was 
siphoned up into the storage compartment of the firmament to make the
dry land  appear.
To  my knowledge, no one  knows  exactly how much
land  mass  this  endeavor  produced.
Suffice  it to  say, the text is  not
referring to  the entire planet  which  was  still mostly water.
Humans
evolved on this  land  mass, lived together, worked together, and  spoke 
together; one language.

Genesis 11:2: 

And it came to pass, as they journeyed from the east, that they
found a plain in the land of Shinar; and they dwelt there.
Verse-1 is a stand-a-lone verse, providing general information and verse2 is the beginning of the actual story about“they”. 

Genesis 11:4:
And they said, Go to, let us build us a city and a tower, whose top
[may reach] unto heaven; and let us make us a name, lest we be
scattered abroad upon the face of the whole earth.

As the story goes, they decided to get organized, unified, and settled so
the people  would not scatter into  different directions.
According to
traditional school-of-thought, they, for some  reason out of the blue,
wanted to build a structure that reached all the way up into outer space.
When we read Genesis, or any other book of the Bible, you must realize, 
it has its own definitions.
And it will share said definitions with you.
For
example,  Genesis  1:8,10  defined  "earth" as  synonymous  with  the dry
land. It also defined "heaven" as synonymous with the firmament.

Do  you honestly think these  people  tried to  build  a  structure  that would
reach  all the way  into  outer space?
Why would  anyone  ever  dream  of
doing such  a  thing?  These people  were  primitive... not stupid.
On  the
other hand, if there was a wondrous marvel that stretched across the sky
that everyone could look up and see, why not try to reach it?  But would 
they be doing it just to be doing it?

Verse-1 says  they journeyed from the east.
Could  they have  originated
from the territory that suffered a  catastrophic  flood?
Then  at  this  point
after the flood,  the firmament is  still up there.
Howbeit, perhaps  not
serving its original purpose.
This time around (according to Genesis 8),
the waters assuaged into the depths of the earth.

Is  it a  mere  coincidence that even today the earth  is  two-thirds  water?
And even National Geographic  says  there's  as much as  five  times  the
amount  of
water
beneath  the
earth  than  there  is  on
the
surface.
Theoretically, if all the water came to the surface, there would be no dry 
land; the original state described in Genesis 1:2.

Genesis 11:5-8:
(5)
And the LORD came down to see the city and the tower ... and
now nothing  will be  restrained  from them,  which  they  have
imagined to  do. (7)Go  to,  let us  go  down,  and there  confound
their  language,  that they  may not understand one  another's
speech.  (8)So the LORD scattered them abroad from thence upon
the face of all the earth ...

The text begins, 
“And the LORD came down ...” But from where? It was 
believed at the time, Elohiym dwelled on top of the firmament. Ergo, this
is  where  the idea  of God dwelling in  heaven originated; he originally 
dwelled on the firmament/heaven. Interestingly, Revelations 4:6 says:

And before the throne [there was] a sea of glass like unto crystal.
Could  this  describe the place where  Elohiym dwelled on top of the
firmament?  The crystal depicting the texture of the firmament's surface;
which was the floor of heaven.

And Psalms 148:4 says: 

Praise him, ye heavens of heavens, and ye waters that [be] above
the heavens. 
Some  conclusions  could  very well be the result of optical illusions.
Primitive humans didn't understand much about science and engineering. 
When they looked up, the sun, moon, and stars appeared to be affixed to  
the firmament, as described in Genesis 1. Standing below the firmament
looking up, the water within it appeared to be above it.

Ezekiel 1:22:
And the likeness of the Firmament upon the heads of the living
creature [was] as  the  colour  of the terrible crystal, stretched
forth over their heads above.

We keep coming back to the crystal analogy.
And there's a little known
reason why that might be.  Job 38:29-30 adds:
Out of whose womb came the ice? and the hoary frost of Heaven
(the  Firmament),  who  hath  gendered  it?  The  waters  are hid  as
[with] a stone, and the face of the deep is frozen.

It is  very possible  the waters  within  the firmament  were  frozen at some
point. Thereby, giving the appearance of a crystal-like substance.
And here is one of my personal favorites, Isaiah 40:21-22:
... have ye not understood from the foundations of the earth?  [It
is] He that sitteth upon the circle of the earth ... that stretcheth
out the Heavens (Firmament) as a curtain ...

We can reasonably conclude, the tower builders in our story believed the
Elohiym dwelled atop the firmament.
Ergo, their reasoning for building a
structure that could reach that high.  Be that as it may, the LORD came 
down (from off top of the firmament?) to see the city and the tower.
Long
story short,
the LORD
destroyed
the
unity of
the
people  by 
confounding their language.
In the end, the people found themselves in 
the state they so desperately tried to avoid; scattered.

Adam’s Family Values

The debate regarding the color of Adam is nothing new.
Was he white?
Was he black?  Does it really matter?  Many a white scholar has gone to
great lengths to claim the man in the garden was white.
However, there
is no debate the garden of Eden's geographic location was somewhere in
the heart of what is now the continent of Africa.
For every other reason,
we think of black people when we think of Africa.
But when it comes to
the guy in  the garden, we  have  to  alter  that perception and think white
people were the first people in Africa.

The noun
 “adam (ahDAHM) [mankind]” is derived from the Hebrew verb,
adam (ah-DAHM): to  be red. [SHR#119]
The first occurrence  of the word 
“red” in  biblical scripture  is  Genesis  25:25, the  birth  of Esau.
The
adjective  admoniy (ad-moh-NEE) describes  the  red hair that covered
Esau's  body at  birth. [SHR#132]
But  Esau was  named after  his  hairiness;
not after his redness. A few verses later (Genesis 25:30), we find the text
red [pottage], from the adjective  adom (ah-DOHM).
[SHR#122]
The text
ends  with  Esau's  name changed to Edom (ed-OMHE), meaning:  red
man.  How do some  scholars  imagine all this  redness  actually means
white (complexion)?
Perhaps,  because  white  people,  under certain
conditions (i.e., anger, pain, bruising) turn reddish.

The scriptures are not referring to someone who turns red under certain 
conditions.
On the contrary, if redness had anything to do with it, the guy
had redness without even trying. Besides, the biblical word for whiteness
is “fair”.
The Hebrew equivalent is yapheh (yah-FETH). [SHR#3303]
The
first biblical indication  of a  person with  a  yapheh  complexion is  Noah's 
son, Japheth (Yapheth).
But  most Christian references  erroneously
suggest the name has something to do with“wideness” or “openness”.

The main biblical word that identifies white people is 
gentiles.
This word
is  first found in  Genesis  10:5  where  it describes  the territory of the
descendants of Japheth.

By these were the isles of the GENTILES divided in their
lands; every one after his  tongue,  after their families, in
their NATIONS.

In  addition, the word 
“gentiles” is  of Latin  origin.  That's  Latin; the first
official language of the Roman empire.
Why do we find it right smack in
the middle  of Hebrew scriptures that preceded the Roman  empire  by a
few thousand years?  It (gentiles) replaced the Hebrew“gowy (gohEE)”,
used to describe non-Hebrew nations. [SHR#1471]

that“gowy” appears  twice  in  the above  verse.

“gentiles” and once it is translated, "nations".

But the curious thing is 

Once it is  translated 

To get a better idea of Japheth, take a closer look at Genesis 10:1-4:
Gomer 
- progenitor of the Cimmerians of Caspian Sea

Ashkenaz - progenitor of Germanic races

Riphath - progenitor of Celtics; the Riphaean mountains

Togarmah - Armenians

Magog
 - progenitor of the land of Gog (Russia); Scythians

Madai - progenitor of the Medians; Medes

Javan - progenitor of the Ionians (Greece), Rome/Italy (in Hebrew, the Javanim)

Elishah - progenitor of the Aeolians (of Greece)

Tarshish - progenitor of the Spaniards, Spain; Mediterranean Sea (Tarshish) 
Kittim - descendants settled on the island of Cyprus; modern Larnaka Dodanim Trojans; worshipped “Jupiter Dodonaeus (Japheth-Dodanim)”

Tubal 
- Scythian tribe of Tybareni (eastern Russian capital, Tubolsk)
Meshech - progenitor of the Scythian tribe of Muscovites (Moscow)
Tiras - progenitor of ancient Tiracians (Thracians); worshipped as Thor, god of

war; city of Troy and Trojans; Turkey; Bulgaria; Sweden
By these were the isles of the gentiles (Europe, beginning with the Greek 
Islands) divided. So biblically speaking, the word “gentiles”refers to the
descendants  of  Japheth  (i.e., Europeans).  But why  did  the European
translators  deem it necessary  to insert the Latin  word  "gentiles"into
these Hebrew scriptures?
Some might speculate it was because in Latin
"gentiles" means: special clan;privileged family.  And this is opposed to 
all the descendants of Noah's other two sons, Ham, and Shem; who were
all at the time black people. However, many of the races today have fair
complexions compliments of the Greek and Roman empires.

The Curse of Canaan

Genesis 9:20-21:
And Noah  began
 [to  be] an  husbandman,  and he  planted  a 
vineyard: (21)And he drank of the wine, and was drunken; and
he was uncovered within his tent. 

This is one of the main biblical texts used to justify African slavery from a 
religious  perspective.  In  essence, biblical scriptures  could  be distorted
and used to justify just about anything.
Noah's son, Ham (whose name  
means: burnt, hot), is  the  progenitor of Africa. [SHR#2526]
As  a  matter of
fact, before  the continent  was  called, Africa (after  the name  of Roman
General Scicipio  Africanus), it was  originally called the land  of  Ham.  
Some  of Ham's descendants  became  Egypt, Ethiopia,  Babylonia,  Libya,
and Sumer (the oldest civilization discovered).

Let me point out one thing.
It is often said that the continent of Africa is
named after a white man; the Roman General Scipio Africanus. But what
is  even lesser known  is  the name  Africa  is  actually Egyptian.  It is  from
the Egyptian  word  "Afruika", which  means: Motherland.  It is  more  likely
the Roman  General named himself after  Africa/Egypt.
The European 
languages  of Greek  and  Latin,  as  well as  their cultures, are  heavily 
influenced by Egyptian.
So, is it ironic that a European with an Egyptian 
surname, named the black continent Africa?

In Ethiopian, the word "apraka (africa)" means "sunny land". Granted the
name  "Africanus" is  Latin  but it is  derived from "Afrikanu", common in
many of the Hamitic  languages.
Longer  story short, the Roman  name
Scicipio Africanus can easily be translated in Hamitic languages to mean:
Scicipio of Africa. Hence, the general was named for being from Africa.

In the raw Hebrew code of Genesis 9:20 begins: 

For now, I left a  bunch of ?s  in  the place of translating this particular
Hebrew verb.
The verb root is "khalal" (some spell it "chalal").
The KJV
translates  it
"began".
Other definitions  of
khalal include:  profaned,
defiled, polluted, violated,  desecrated, and debased.
How could  a  verb
with these very similar definitions also mean "began" which sticks out like 
a sore thumb?

As  it turns  out, the Hebrew verb khalal can mean  began (in  any tense)
when it is followed by a verb. For example:
-
 Genesis 11:6: begin to do

- Duet 2:24: begin to possess

- Duet 2:25: begin to put

- Duet 16:9: begin to number

- Joshua 3:7: begin to magnify

- Judges 10:18: begin to fight

- 1Samuel 22:15: begin to inquire

Now notice in Genesis 9:20 how the verb "[to be]" looks like this because
it has been inserted in the text to force a change in how khalal is used. In
the original Hebrew text, khalal is a standalone verb that means: to treat
(sacred things) with contempt (disrespect); or to improperly use.
Hence,
the raw translation says something like:

And Noah
, a man of the ground, profaned (acted in contempt);
and he planted a vineyard.  And he drank of the wine, and was 
drunken; and he was uncovered within his tent.

The text might be suggesting how after an ordeal as  traumatizing as
building an ark, loading it with hundreds of animals plus immediate family,
then  sailing on the brink of death  for 40 days  and  nights, Noah  finally 
snapped. If he did, it is perfectly understandable.

Genesis 9:22-25: 

(22)And Ham,  the  father of Canaan,  saw the  nakedness  of his 
father, and told his two brethren without.
(23)
And Shem and Japheth took a garment, and laid [it] upon both
their shoulders, and went backward, and covered the nakedness of
their  father;  and their  faces [were] backward,  and they saw not
their father's nakedness.

Many a  Bible  scholar tramples  across  the above  text misinterpreting it.
The immediate assumption is to take the text at face-value. Ham saw his 
father naked and  told  his  two  brothers  about it.
What would  be the big 
deal since back in  those  days, everybody saw everybody naked at  one
time or another. These ancient societies were not as body shamed as we
are in modern societies. The text is speaking metaphorically; not literally.

Leviticus 18:7-8
(7)
The  nakedness of thy  father,  or  the  nakedness of thy mother, 
shalt thou not  uncover:  she [is] thy  mother;  thou shalt not
uncover her nakedness. (8)The nakedness of thy father's wife shalt
thou not uncover: it [is] thy father's nakedness.

One might immediately think people ran around back then snatching the
clothing off their parents.
But  that would  be absurd.
The text defines,
"the nakedness of thy mother" and "the nakedness of thy father" as one in 
the same or belonging to each other. Once again, the text is metaphoric;
it pertains to sexual intercourse.

Try replacing the text
 "nakedness  of  thy  father" with  "sexual intercourse
with  thy father" and the  text "nakedness of thy  mother" with  "sexual
intercourse with  thy  mother".
Subsequent verses  include  other family 
members, as well. In other words, incest was a forbidden practice.
Hence, the text in Genesis 9 is not to be taken literally.
When Ham saw
his father’s nakedness (figuratively speaking), he had sexual intercourse
with his mother (literally speaking). Did you think Noah was getting stupid
drunk all by himself?  Mrs. Noah  was  there too.
She drank herself into
oblivion, as well. Ham entered the tent and took sexual advantage of his
mother while both parents were unconscious.

Ham's  two  brothers, Shem  and  Japheth,  respectfully entered  the tent
backwards to cover the nakedness of their father (figuratively speaking), 
but literally to see after their mother.

Genesis 9:24-25:
(24)
And Noah awoke from his wine, and knew what his younger son
had done unto him. (25)And he said, Cursed [be] Canaan; a servant
of servants shall he be unto his brethren.

Notice in verse-22, Ham is identified as the father of Canaan.
However,
no one seems to notice that Canaan is not yet born.
When Noah woke 
up from  his  drunken stupor, he immediately knew what Ham  had  done.
So  why would he curse  a  child that does  not exist yet?  Because once
you realize what Ham  actually did  (i.e., rape  his  mother), the logical
conclusion would  be she has  now been impregnated.
Ham was  indeed 
the father of Canaan but Ham's mother, Noah's wife, was the mother of
Canaan.  This enraged Noah enough to curse the unborn child.

The Curse of Japheth

Genesis 9:27: 

God shall ENLARGE Japheth, and he shall dwell in the tents of
Shem; and Canaan shall be his servant. 

As mentioned earlier, Japheth was the progenitor of the Gentile nations,
commonly known as Europe. Let's refresh. 

Genesis 10:2-5
The sons of Japheth
; Gomer, and Magog, and Madai, and Javan, and
Tubal,  and  Meshech,  and  Tiras.  And  the  sons of Gomer;  Ashkenaz,
and  Riphath,  and Togarmah.  And  the  sons  of Javan;  Elishah,  and
Tarshish, Kittim, and Dodanim.

By these were the isles of the GENTILES divided in their lands; every
one after his tongue, after their families, in their nations.
In  the above  verses, Japheth  and  his  descendants  leave  Africa  via  the
Mediterranean Sea and settle in the Isles of the Gentiles (i.e., the Greek 
Islands).
The word  Gentile is  Latin  in  origin inserted among  Hebrew
scriptures.
In  Latin, the  word Gentiles originally meant: master clans;
distinguishing the Romans  from  the Jews.
The Hebrew text uses  the
neutral ha'goyim (the nations).
Christian scholars  reverse  Gentiles to
mean: non-Jewish nations.

One of the more  popular  Greek deities  was 
 Iapetus - this  is also  the
Greek pronunciation of Japheth. Later the Romans worshipped the same 
deity but calling him, Iupater; the English pronunciation, Jupiter. A few of 
Japheth’s  sons  were Magog (Russia), Javan (Greece  and  Rome), and
Tiras (Turkey). A few of his grandsons were Tarshish (Spain), Ashkenaz
(Germany). In verse 27, Noah says three things about Japheth:

1) God shall enlarge Japheth

2) Japheth will dwell in the tents of Shem

3)Canaan shall be Japheth’s servant

Christian  reference materials  use this  text to define
 Japheth to  mean:
wide, open, spacious because the Hebrew word  translated  enlarge is
pathah.
However, only  when the subject  is  land,  fields,  meadows, or
countryside, does pathah mean: wide, open, or spacious.
But when the
subject is  a  person (e.g., Japheth)  or people,  pathah means: deceived,
enticed, persuaded, gullible, naive, and simple-minded. Not too flattering 
for the descendants of Japheth.

As a result, Japheth will dwell in the tents of Shem. In other words, have
to  depend on Shem for  basic  survival.
Today, the descendants  of
Japheth  have  to  depend heavily  on the crude  oil produced  by the
descendants  of Shem and will apparently go  to war  on Shem’s  behalf.
And last but not least, Canaan would become Japheth’s servant, as well.

So as it appears, Shem was blessed; Japheth depends on and defends
Shem (the actions  of a  servant) and  Canaan  is  also the servant to 
Japheth. This is why European scholars distort the text and claim all the
descendants  of Ham (blacks)  are the  servants  of Japheth (whites).
But
as  we  now know, Canaan was  cursed  to  be the servant of a  clan who
themselves were servants, Japheth.

The upside is the fact that the race of Canaan; the Canaanites are extinct.
Thanks  to  Moses, he made  sure  to  exterminate all the Canaanite  tribes 
that were living on the land the Israelites claimed God promised to them.
At times like this, I can't help but to wonder... homosexuality is a sin... but
genocide is perfectly OK?

Flat Earth?

I've  been hearing mention of the flat earth  off and  on for  two  or  three
decades.  My immediate assumption was that it was absurd. This is what
came to mind.

A cube earth made absolutely no sense to me.  Nor should it. I assumed
because  a  cube  earth  has flat  sides, it was  the flat earth.  I wasn't until
after I did my own investigation into this phenomena was I astonished.

The first thing I came to realize is that the flat earth is not a cube-shaped 
earth but rather a disc-shaped earth; flat like a pancake. 

Well, this  disc-shaped  earth  was  more  believable  than  a  cube-shaped
earth. But I was not really convinced the earth was nothing other than the
globe-shape that's  been taught to  me  since kindergarten.
I didn't stop
there. Further investigation revealed the flat-earth looked more like this:

This version immediately caught my attention. It forced me to consider a
previous  notion that I brushed aside.
While  researching the ancient
Hebrew code for earth, aretz (land), I discovered it comes from the root,
ratz, meaning: fragment. Hence, what we call earth is suggested to be a
mere fragment of something else.
My research revealed that something 
else was an ancient no-longer in existence planet called Tiamet.
At this 
point I was hooked on learning more about the flat earth concept.

Samuel Birley Rowbotham
In 1865, 
Samuel Birley Rowbotham published a book titled: Earth Not A
Globe.
Hence, the flat-earth theory is really nothing new.
His book was 
based on experiments that began as early as 1838.
His most significant
experiments were conducted in  Cambrigeshire, England  on a  six mile
stretch  of
the
Old  Bedford  River  (on
the
Bedford  Level
of
the 
Cambridgeshire Fens) to measure the curvature of the earth; or not.

Rowbotham used a telescope 8-inches above the water to watch a boat
(with a flag three feet above the water on its mast) row slowly down the
river.  Rowbotham observed the vessel remain constantly in his view for
the full six miles to Welney bridge. Had the water surface been curved by
the circumference  of a  spherical earth,  the top of the mast would have
been 11-feet below his  line of  sight behind the curve.  In 1849, he 
published this observation in a 16-page pamphlet  under the pseudonym
Parallax prior to expanding it in his book, Earth Not a Globe.

However, another leading scientist, Alfred Russell Wallace, came along in
an attempt to refute Rowbotham's claims. Wallace set a sight line 13-feet
above  the water to  reduce the effects  of atmospheric  refraction;  the
deviation of light (or other electromagnetic waves) from a straight line as it
passes  through  the atmosphere  due  to  the variation in  air density as  a
function of height.
In  addition, he also  planted a  pole  mid-distance that
could be used to see the hump caused by the earth's curvature.

Since atmospheric refraction near the
 ground produces mirages, Wallace
concluded the image  that  Rowbotham claimed he saw in  a  straight line
was  actually
a  mirage.
This argument might have  had  some  credibility 
had the experiments been performed on a flat plane out in the middle of a
desert but they were  performed atop  water.
Do mirages  appear  above 
water?  And if they did, it is further argued that said image would appear 
to be upside-down. In the end, no one other than Wallace witnessed the
results of his experiment. Ergo, his conclusion was hearsay.

Aside from 180-year old experiments, there are by now dozens of clues
that stare you in the face. For example, since the 1940s there have been
countless  films  about futuristic  space  travel.
Humans  blast  off from the
earth and travel through space to reach distant planets. Some ships even
travel at speeds so fast they reach other galaxies in a matter of minutes.
Such films imbed in our minds space travel is something the human race
has to look forward to.

Apollo Missions
On  that note,  I've  always  wondered why we  never  traveled any further
than  the moon. 
From 1969 to  1972 there  were  six Apollo  manned 
missions to the moon.  Other than hanging out in orbit, humans have not
space traveled too far.
But the flat-earth society believes because there
is  an invisible  indestructible  dome  over  the earth (the firmament is  still
there?), no one has ever been to the moon.

In essence, the flat-earth society believes those six moon landings were 
faked. If these six dynamic moon landing events actually happened, why 
are there no movies about them?  Doesn't Hollywood specialize in making 
movies  based on true events? 
The flat-earth society suggests if the
government allows  Hollywood  to  make  movies  about the Apollo  moon 
landings, it would become more obvious said moon landings could easily 
be faked.
If Hollywood  can fake  the Apollo  moon landings  in  a  movie, 
one could easily argue the original missions were faked, as well.

Richard E. Byrd
Rear Admiral Richard  Evelyn  Byrd  Jr.,
 an American  naval officer  and
explorer, was born October 25, 1888 and died March 11, 1957.  He was a 
recipient of the Medal of Honor.
This  is the highest honor for valor
awarded by the United States. In addition, Byrd was a pioneering aviator,
polar explorer, and he organized polar logistics.

If you research 
Richard E. Byrd, you will discover he accomplished quite
a few fascinating feats.
The last of which occurred after WWII.
It was a
military operation to the south pole, called: Operation High Jump. Admiral
Byrd  commanded an entire  aircraft carrier  group with  twelve  support
ships; totaling 4700 men. The operation sent three task forces in different
directions to report back in 6-months. They all returned in 6-weeks.  After
the mission was over, Admiral Byrd toured the States and interviewed on
television. He described having discovered land mass beyond Antarctica.
In  other words, the further out the expeditions  traveled, they did  not
journey on a curvature and end up on the other side of a globe.  Instead,
the world just  kept on going on a  flat plane.  In  addition, Admiral Byrd
described  a  plateau  that is  two miles  high  and  as  big as  (or  bigger in 
mass  than) the United States.
These regions  were  super  rich  with 
untapped  natural resources  (i.e., coal, oil, uranium) and  no indigenous
populations to claim them.

One would think governments  from all over  the world would  scurry and
take advantage of all the free resources. You know, like they have been
doing to  each  other throughout human history.
After his  tour, Byrd  led
another military mission called Operation Deep Freeze (1955-1956).
But
a curious thing happened.  All of a sudden the governments of the world
agreed  Antarctica  is  off-limits.
No  one  is  allowed to  tap into  those 
unlimited free resources.
There  is  even a  military presence to  prevent
anyone from going beyond the Antarctica walls.

What happened that scared  everyone  so  bad  that they made  Antarctica
off-limits  to  the entire  world?  Remember (in  Operation  High  Jump), the
expeditions  went exploring in  different directions  with  the intention of
traveling so far that it would take three to four months in one direction but
they all returned  in  about six weeks  (meaning one  direction  in  three 
weeks).
What forced all three expeditions to return?  Each expedition in
different directions  ran right smack  into the edge of the doom.
The last
military mission was to make confirmations and run tests.

Antarctica is a vast region of ice, snow, and cold temperatures that runs
along the edges of the flat-earth. 

Azimuthal Equidistant
The USGS (The
 United States  Geological Survey of the Department of
the
Interior)
are  responsible  for
producing
the  maps
of
the
world.
Unfortunately, the world map is not the most accurate map. For example,
the map below shows Greenland (top, center) enormous in size.  Its land
mass dwarfs the United States.
In addition, it's almost the same size as 
the Africa continent.

In  reality, Africa  is  about fourteen times  larger  than  Greenland.
Hence,
Greenland's  size  is  inflated.
Brazil is  more  than  five times  larger than
Alaska.
The world map shows  Alaska  larger than Brazil.
It also  shows 
Scandinavian countries than India. In reality, India is three times the size
of all Scandinavian countries  combined. 
Shockingly, Russia  is  not as
huge as depicted.
The continent of Africa is actually larger than Russia;
not smaller. Europe is also depicted as larger than North America. But of
course, in reality the reverse is true.

One would  think that's  enough  inaccuracies  for one  world map.
Get
ready for  the big shocker.
The world map that we  all know and  love  is 
actually upside down.

North  should  actually be at  the bottom of the map, making  south at  the
top.
East and west are also on opposite extremes.  On the MacArthur's
Universal Corrective  Map,  Africa  is  actually at  the top of the world and
Europe is at the bottom. Can you imagine why everything is reversed on
the standard maps of the world?

From the moment we start school, we are introduced to the globe of the
standard world map. These globe models are in every classroom. By the
time we reach adulthood, it never occurs to us to even question the globe
or  the world map.
They've  been seared into  our subconscious  since 
kindergarten. If anyone ever mentions the notion that the globe and world
map are wrong, you immediately think they're crazy.
But to be fair, you
were  never  once  shown any actual proof that the  globe  and world map
are accurate depictions. This is why they're seared into our subconscious
from the moment we start school.

European cartographers thought it was important to show Europe at the
top of the world; thereby implying its prestige and importance.
In  1979,
Stuart McArthur challenged that notion and produced his corrective map
of the world.
This  showed Africa,  Australia,  and Brazil at  the top of the
world; and Europe at the bottom.
Be that as it may, both versions show
questionable land masses.

The most accurate  land mass  map is  called the
 Azimuthal Equidistant
projection. This format was used as far back as the ancient Egyptians for
star maps. Many modern star chart planispheres continue to use it today
for the same purpose.
In modern astronomy, a planisphere (a star chart
analog computing instrument in  the form of two  adjustable  disks  that
rotate on a common pivot) can be adjusted to display the visible stars for
any time and date.

The Azimuthal Equidistant is used by the USGS in the national atlas of
the United States. It is also used as the emblem of the United Nations. 

The Azimuthal Equidistant is  an aerial view of  the world showing the
continents  in  the center surrounded by an unbroken ring of ice. 
Oddly
enough, this is also the flat-earth map.
Why would the flat-earth be the
symbol of the United Nations if there is no truth to it?

Abu Ray
ḥan Muhammad  ibn Ahmad  al-Biruni (973-1050) was  regarded 
as one of the greatest Persian scholars of his era; schooled in astronomy,
mathematics, physics, and the natural sciences.
Al-Biruni theorized the
existence  of  the land  mass  known  today as  the Americas over  onethousand years  ago.
Africans  and  Arabs  had  made  journeys  to  the 
Americas long before Christopher Columbus. As a matter of fact, (and as
previously mentioned) when Columbus finally arrived to the Americas, he
found (mostly) Africans (black people) already there.

Al-Biruni is  also  reputed for creating the Azimuthal Equidistant flat-earth
map over one-thousand years ago.
However, not too many people ever
even heard  of him.
But he is  well known  in  the science  community.
In 
fact, so well known that NASA named a moon crater after him.

Is it a coincidence that the Azimuthal Equidistant flat-earth map is used by
the USGS as an official reference and as the official symbol of the United
Nations, and also as the official 1945 Air Map of the World?

The fact of the matter is the Azimuthal Equidistant map is used because it
is  accurate.
Regardless, the authorities who it in  an official capacity do
not announce it is the map of the flat-earth.
The scholar Al-Biruni knew
this over ten centuries ago.

The Ends of the Earth
After hearing all of this flat-earth mumbo jumbo, the next logical question
might be, "Where  is  the  edge?"
As  the aerial view map shows, the
continents are in the middle surrounded by oceans.
As fate would have
it, most of the water on earth is ocean water and is undrinkable.
This is
the first barrier that prevents the average land dwelling human from ever
reaching the edge.  What about ships and planes?
They will run out of
fuel and supplies before you ever reached the edge.

Let's say you hoped on a ship and sailed across the ocean with the hope
of reaching the edge  of the world.
The closer you got, the colder it will
get. At some points, it will reach below freezing temperatures. You better
dress real warm and bring enough food and water. That is, until you run
into ice bergs and ice.
At a certain point, you would have to forsake all
everything mechanical because  it will freeze  and  stop working.
The 
weather and  the temperatures  will be unforgiving.  You better  be very 
determined to reach the edge.

Let's say you are very determined.  Once you reach the ice, you will have
to cross a seemingly endless desert made of ice and snow. Welcome to
the Antarctic.
The average bear would run out of food and supplies long 
before  they reached  the edge.
But  let's  say you survived this long and 
reached the end of the ice desert.
You would finally run into an ice wall
that stretched upwards a few miles, minimum. After all that walking in the
cold, get ready to do some serious climbing. This won't be like climbing a
mountain. The wall will go straight up.

This  wall of ice  stretches  around the edges  of the flat-earth.  Hence,  it
does  not matter which  direction  you go,  you will run into  the ice  wall.
Now, let's say you managed to reach the top of the ice wall. There is no
telling how many more miles of ice, snow, and cold you'll have to endure
before  you finally reach  the edge.
But let's say you finally reached  the
edge. Will you fall off?  No.  You will be in a state of shock staring at the
lower  extremities  of the dome.
However, thousands  of years  ago  it is
believed Antarctica was not always ice, snow, and below zero.

According to flat-earth philosophy, the earth is flat like a pancake or table 
top.  The disc is surrounded along its parameter by the Antarctic; a huge
impassable wall of ice. Finally, it is protected by a massive indestructible
dome. 
It  is  not hurtling through  space  at  a  great speed but is  an
anchored immovable mass: the epicenter of the universe.
So why don't
we go up and at least see if we run into the top of the dome?

The higher you go, the thinner the air. It would get very hard to breathe.
In addition, it will get very cold.  But these challenges can be overcome
with technology.
So the only thing preventing us from blasting off is the
state and federal governments. The average person is not allowed to go 
straight up.
Provided you have the resources, we're not allowed to build
our own rocket ship and blast off. Shouldn't this tell you something?

Job 28:24: 

For he looketh to the ends of the earth, and seeth under the
whole heaven;
There are 29 verses in the Bible that use the text
 "ends of the earth". But
based on the context and the word (ends) used, the text may refer to the
"parameters  of  where  certain  territories  end".
Otherwise,  in  the above 
verse  the Hebrew  noun "qatsah (kaht-SAH)" means: edges.
The verse 
continues,  "under the whole  firmament".
This  verse  describes  the flatland  mass  beneath  the  firmament
that
stretched  across  the
sky.
Remember, the words  "heavens" and  "firmament" are  one  in  the same.
The Old Testament uses them interchangeably.

Isaiah 40:22:
It
is
he  that
sitteth  upon
the  circle
of
the  earth,  and
the 
inhabitants  thereof are as  grasshoppers; that stretcheth  out  the
heavens as a curtain, and spreadeth them out as a tent to dwell in:

On first look, one might conclude this verse contradicts the previous one.
On  the contrary, this  verse  is  describing the firmament.
It is  a  solid 
transparent dome upon which Elohiym was known to dwell atop. The text
"circle  of the earth" describes  the  dome.
Only the ancient Hebrews  did 
not have the word "dome" in their vocabulary.
When this was the case,
they resorted to descriptions.

The people below the firmament could look up and see Elohiym walking
atop  the firmament.
But from below the firmament looking up all they 
could see was the bottom of Elohiym feet; walking to and fro.
To them,
this phenomena looked like "grasshoppers" hopping.
The text continues
to  describe the "circle  of the earth" as  it "stretched  out (across) the
heavens as a curtain" and "spread out like a tent".

There  is  the argument that science  has  proved  the earth  is  round, a
sphere, a  globe. 
On the contrary, science has  produced  no such
evidence.
Science  has only told you the earth  is  a globe,  etc.
They've
been telling you this all your life. You've been believing it for so long that
you assume there is proof where there is none.

Nicolaus Copernicus 

Matthew 4:8-9:
Again, the devil taketh him up into an exceeding high mountain, 
and sheweth him all the kingdoms of the world, and the glory of
them; And saith unto him, All these things will I give thee, if thou
wilt fall down and worship me.

I was around fourteen or fifteen years old when I first heard this text in a
sermon.
The pastor's  message  aside,  I immediately wondered how a
person can be on a mountain top and see the entire world.
Granted, at
the time  in  my mind the world was  a  globe. 
Even atop the highest
mountain on the planet, one could not see the other side of the globe.

A few decades later, it occurred to me it could be possible for a person to
be atop  an extremely high  mountain  and  see all the kingdoms  of the
world, if the world were flat. The flat earth below the solid firmament was 
a  common-place belief in  biblical days.
never  entered  the psyche of the time.
years  old;
popularized
by
Nicolaus  Copernicus,  a
Renaissance-ear
mathematician and astronomer.

The notion the earth  is a  globe
The notion the earth  is a  globe

Copernicus did the math and concluded that the sun, not the earth, is the
center of the universe. The earth is a sphere that travels around the sun 
and the moon travels around the earth.  Personally, I've always wondered
why the gi-normous sun (about 109-times larger than earth) and the teeny
weenie moon (about 4-times smaller than earth) are the same size during
an eclipse.
Based on Copernicus math, the sun is 93-million miles away 
from the earth.
This  puts  the sun at  the perfect distance  for it and  the
moon to appear the same size during an eclipse.

Is  this 
 "proof" or  is  it merely reverse  engineered  math to  answer  a 
question? Everything about globe earth is reverse engineered math. For
example, Copernicus math  concluded the globe  earth must rotate on its
axis for 24-hours to make the sun rise, set, and rise again (one day). The
fact that we've  been taught this theory since the first grade makes  it
second nature  to  us.
We only assume  it's  true  for lack of an alternate
explanation. It never occurs to us there could be an alternate reason.

Without going into  a  long-winded explanation, the flat-earth  logic  deems
the earth  and sun are  about  the same  size  and  almost equal distances
from the earth.  The earth  is  fixed and  the sun and  moon  travel around
the earth. When I first heard this, I was almost astonished that my eclipse
question had  been answered  with  such simplicity; and  I never  asked.
I
just  came  across  this  information while learning about the flat-earth
concept; the question resided in the back of my mind.

Caught On Camera?
If the earth is a flat disc, how do you explain the dozens of pictures taken
from space that show the earth is a globe? The fact of the matter is there
are no pictures of the earth taken from space.  The pictures you saw were
computer generated  photos produced  by the National Aeronautics  and
Space  Administration  (NASA).
NASA compiles  a  bunch of data  (from
multiple partial images taken by satellites and stitched together) and the
end  results  are photos  of the globe  earth.
These  composites are  what
NASA speculates the earth should look like from space.

Over  the decades,  NASA has  produced  dozens  of
 Big  Blue Marble
composites of the globe  earth.
Thing is,  they all look different.
Even
pictures  taken from
the  moon's
surface
have  the
NASA
composite
photoshopped on the background. But there are never any stars.

Many
of
the
conclusions  about
fake
moon  landings
are  based  on
photographs  that contain  discrepancies. 
For example,  in  the below
picture, there is no crater below the lunar module that the rocket engines 
should  have  made  during its  descent.
The scene is  presumed  to  have 
been staged.
Another discrepancy is  the fact there  are no stars in  the
background of the photo. And these are just the beginning.

I came  across globalist material that claimed to 
debunk the flat-earth.
I
checked them out until I realized they all had the same pattern.
Not one 
ever  directly challenged any of the material we just  covered.
They use
different logic  to suggest the earth is  a  globe; while  at  the same  time,
belittle the notion the earth  is flat.
They then  claim to debunk the flatearth.
I must admit, the  flatearthers  have  more  compelling arguments.
You now know about 15% of what flat-earth teaches. What do you think 
so far?  I must admit, they're not as crazy as I thought they were.

Trees

Trees are as common place in life as breathing.
As a matter of fact, we
would not be able to breathe if there were no trees. Trees are so much of
our daily lives that they go unnoticed most of the time. We nonchalantly 
pass trees on a daily basis. But once upon a time in human history, trees
were very different. They were enormous in size.  In comparison to trees
today, ancient trees  rivaled the highest skyscrapers.
There  are  even
some smaller specimens in existence today.

You might ask, "What's the big deal?"
As enormous as the trees in the 
above  photographs  appear, they stile  pale  in  comparison  to  earth's 
ancient trees. Unfortunately, none of such trees exist today. Regardless,
they left behind a lot of evidence that they once were here.  The ancient
trees left stumps.
People  see this  tree stump  evidence all the time  but
mistake them for mountains.  Yes. The trees were that enormous.
In the above pair of photographs, the one on the left is an actual modern
day tree stump; the one on the right is a similarly shaped prehistoric tree
stump the size of a mountain.  This tree must've stretched upwards into
the clouds.  Still not convinced? Neither was I at first. But as it turns out,
the earth is covered with these ancient mountain-sized tree stumps.

Monument National Park is an ancient giant tree stump forest.
The one thing most of these  specimens have  in  common is  that they're
flat on the  top.
In other words, these enormous  mountain-sized trees
were cut down.  Our puny human brains cannot fathom who or what could
have cut down trees that big.

I
remember
watching
a  movie  several
decades  back
titled,
"Close
Encounters of the Third Kind". In it a group of strangers from all walks of
life  were  being drawn  to  a mountain,  "Devil's Tower".
I though  the
mountain odd because it had a flat top. At any rate, the movie ended with
an enormous  UFO landing atop the mountain.  Who (besides  the aliens 
knew) the Devil's Tower is actually an enormous prehistoric tree stump?

Daniel 4:10-12:
(10)
Thus  were the  visions of mine  head  in  my  bed;  I  saw,  and
behold a tree in the midst of the earth, and the height thereof was
great.(11)The  tree  grew,  and was strong,  and the height thereof
reached  unto  heaven,  and  the  sight  thereof to  the end  of all the
earth: (12)The leaves thereof were fair, and the fruit thereof much, 
and in  it was meat for  all: the  beasts  of the  field  had shadow
under it, and the fowls of the heaven dwelt in the boughs thereof, 
and all flesh was fed of it.

Nephilim

Genesis 6:4a:
There were giants in the earth in those days; and also after that, 
when  the  sons  of God  came  in  unto the  daughters  of men,  and
they bare children to them, the same became mighty men which
were of old, men of renown.

For the longest, this  passage  has  fascinated many a Bible scholar.
At
first glance, it might seem impossible.  Or perhaps, a  figure  of speech.
After all, the text is all of a sudden shoved in-between completely different
topics; God expressing his  displeasure  with  the world, the mating and
procreation of the sons of God and daughters of men, and God planning 
to destroy everything. Why not just toss in a mention of the giants.

These particular giants were called Nephilim. 
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The Nephilim are the first race of giants to that are mentioned in the Bible.
They existed prior to the great flood and also after that.
misdiagnosed because of how the English text is written.
think the Nephilim were the offspring of the sons of God and daughters of
men. But the text is saying the Nephilim were around before the sons of
God came  in  unto  the daughters  of men, as  well as,  afterwards.
The
offspring of these two species were mighty men of fame, not Nephilim.
They are often

Some readers 

Giant races after the flood are mentioned throughout the Old Testament. 

Genesis 14:5:
And in the fourteenth year came Chedorlaomer, and the kings that
were
with  him,  and
smote  the  REPHAIMS
(reh-phah-EEM)
in
Ashteroth Karnaim,  and the  ZUZIMS (zu-ZEEM) in  Ham,  and the
EMIMS (ay-MEEM) in Shaveh Kiriathaim.

Deuteronomy 2:10-11:
The  Emims dwelt therein  in times  past, a people great,  and many,
and tall, as the ANAKIMS (ana-KEYM); Which also were accounted
giants, as the Anakims; but the Moabites call them Emims.

Deuteronomy 2:20-21:
(That also was accounted a land of giants: giants dwelt therein in 
old  time; and the  Ammonites  call them ZAMZUMMIMS (zam-zuMEEM); A people great, and many, and tall, as the Anakims...

1Samuel 17:4:
And there  went out a  champion  out of the  camp  of the  Philistines,
named GOLIATH (goh-li-ATH), of Gath, whose height was six cubits
and a span.

1Chronicles 11:22-23:
(22)
Benaiah the son of Jehoiada, the son of a valiant man of Kabzeel, 
who had done many acts; he slew two lionlike men of Moab: also he
went down and slew a lion in a pit in a snowy day. (23)And he slew an
EGYPTIAN,  a  man  of great stature,  five  cubits  high; and in  the
Egyptian's hand  was a spear  like  a weaver's beam; and he went
down to him with a staff, and plucked the spear out of the Egyptian's 
hand, and slew him with his own spear.

UFOs

If you believe in the UFO phenomena, you might be wondering how they
get here if there  is  an indestructible  transparent dome  enclosing all the
earth's  inhabitants.
After all, if this  thing really exists, that would  mean
those old missions to the moon had to be faked. That is provided the sun
and the moon are on the other side of this firmament.
Hence, the same
reason there  are  no actual pictures  of the earth  taken from space; we 
can't get high enough to take such photos. This is also why NASA has to
produce composite photos.  They can't get high enough, either.

Most of those UFO documentaries only show you that the UFOs are here;
never  how they actually arrived.
We're  left to  assume  they all just
dropped in from outer space. It is no big secret that if UFOs are real, the
occupants  of such vehicles  are  thousands  (perhaps  millions) of years 
more  technologically advanced than  the human  race.
What are  the
chances  in  addition to  having highly advanced flying vehicles,  they also 
have portal technology?  Or perhaps, they simply just know where such
portals are located.

If you search real hard online, you might be able to find footage of UFOs
in  flight entering the top of an active  volcano.  It is  believed the UFOs 
have  a  way to  turn this phenomena  into  a  portal.
You might also  find
UFOs rising out of the ocean or diving into the ocean. For the longest, it
was  believed there's  a  possible  UFO  base  somewhere  at  the bottom of
the ocean. More recent speculation is that there are portals down there.

Wait, wait... There's more.  There is footage of UFOs flying into the sides
of mountains and magically vanishing.
It is believed there are portals in
the sides of some mountains that are not visible to the naked eye.  There
is no crash or debris; the UFOs just vanish.  Search around on your own 
and see what you come up with.

Mind Slave

Genesis 3:6-7:
And when the woman saw that the tree
 was good for food, and
that it was pleasant to the eyes, and a tree to be desired to make
one wise, she took of the fruit thereof, and did eat, and gave also 
unto her husband with her; and he did eat.

And the eyes of them both were opened, and they knew that they
were
naked;
and
they  sewed  fig  leaves together,  and
made
themselves aprons.

Although the text does not say this, we are taught at very young ages that
a  demon possessed  snake  circumvented garden  of Eden  security and 
deceived Adam and Eve into eating the fruit that God told them not to eat.
However, the result of this action was THEIR EYES WERE OPENED. In
other words, prior  to  this  action,  their eyes  were  closed;  they were 
ignorant. They were told what to do and not do, as well as, not to think.

As a matter of fact, you were in this same boat prior to reading this book.
You were told what to think and what to believe which prevented you from
thinking on your own.  This book merely introduces you to the material it
contains. On every subject, there is much more you can discover on your
own now that your eyes are open. You have the internet!

The
traditional
school-of-thought  suggests
eating
from
the
tree
of
knowledge was  a  bad  thing.
It was  so  bad  that  sin entered the world.
Although, the story makes no such claim, we are led to believe the human
race would be much better off had it remained in ignorant bliss.

The truth of the matter was the people were living in ignorance but they
did  not live  in  bliss.
According to  Genesis  2:5,  man(kind) was  made  to
work.
And since this  work did  not involve  a  paycheck, they were  slave
status. Once again, what is the best way to keep a slave a slave? Forbid 
them from eating from the tree of knowledge.

Let traditional school-of-thought  tell it, ignorance is  good, knowledge  is
bad.  If that's the case, why do we have a brain?
Bible-skeptics believe 
tradition has the story backwards.
The LORD God wanted to keep  the
humans ignorant by withholding education.
The serpent saw potential in 
the humans and wanted them to become more than ignorant slaves.

What traditional school-of-thought  won't tell you is  that the LORD God
and  the serpent that spoke to  Eve  were  Elohiym.
Put another way, the
LORD God was the ruler of the serpent class.

Remember how the LORD God accepted Abel's  animal offering and
rejected Cain's veggie offering?  The LORD God was carnivorous. There
is another, much older, version of the Cain and Abel story where Cain did 
not murder Abel. On the contrary, Cain sacrificed Abel on an altar to the
LORD God. Similar to how Abraham would later treat (his son) Isaac the
same  way.
And even though  Abraham's  hand was  stopped  from killing
Isaac, that human sacrifice ritual existed.

If you have a problem with this second version of the Cain and Abel story,
think of it this  way.
Combine the names  "Cain" and  "Abel" (i.e., CainAbel) and say them three times real fast. What do you get?  It sounds a
lot  like  the word, "cannibal", a  person who eats  human flesh.
And if
you're a practitioner of any one of the numerous Christian religions, you
probably had communion at one time or another. This is a symbolic ritual
of eating Christ's body and drinking Christ's blood.  Doesn't this practice
sound a  lot  like  cannibalism?  Now who's  to  say the LORD God (of the
serpent class) did not literally eat Abel's flesh and drink Abel's blood?

There  is  a  very good  possibility that the ancient Hebrews  got much of
what they believed from Egypt.
what they believed from Egypt.

years living among the Egyptians.  And unlike the TV and movies that reenact  this  story, the Hebrews  did not practice  Judaism during that time.
They were slaves of the Egyptian government. If anything they practiced
Egyptian  culture  and religion.
When Moses  finally showed up the
Hebrews  he wanted to  free asked him which  god  sent him.
God had
previously told Moses (in Exodus 3:14) to tell them, "I AM" sent you.
On 
that note, Moses had no idea who he was talking to via the burning bush.

The ancient Hebrews  believed in  multiple  deities  just like every other
ancient
culture  of
that
time. 
However,
they  eventually  singled-out
Yahweh (Jehovah) after learning this  deity saved  them from Egypt.
Be 
that as  it may, while  Moses  was  on the mountain top receiving the ten 
commandments, many of the Hebrew children returned to their Egyptian 
ways and made a golden calf to worship.

Actually, the original text says 
 "young bull" instead  of "calf".
Moses 
arrived at the end of the age of Taurus, the Bull and the beginning of the
age of Aries, the Ram.
Hence, during the age of Taurus, bull symbolism
could be found in religion.  During the age of Aries, ram symbolism could
be found in the Hebrew religion. For the record, Jesus arrived in the New
Testament age of Pisces, the Fish.
This is  why fish  symbolism can be
found in Christianity. Like reading and writing, ancient Hebrew follows the
zodiac from right to left.

One last thing.
I always wondered why the burning bush told Moses his
name was "I AM". This never made much sense to me. That is until I did 
a little more studying.
As it turns out, "I AM" is the Egyptian deity "IAO".
Remember the Hebrew roots in Egypt. The ancient Hebrews grew into a
numerous bunch (outnumbering the Egyptians) while they lived in Egypt.
Is there no wonder much of their knowledge comes straight out of Egypt?
Anyway, in Egypt, IAO was the god of the moon (some say sun).

I don't know why  the English  translation says  "
I AM".
Unless,  the point 
was to hide the fact this is a deity worshiped in Egypt. The Egyptian IAO
is pronounced, I (ee), A (ah), O (ooweh); ee-AH-ooweh.
Sometimes it's
written like this: IAUE or ΙΑΩ. Either way, this is the same phonics as the
Hebrew version,  YHWH (or YaHWeH).
As  you can see, the ancient
Hebrew is written without any vowels. Prior to now, I often wondered how
the translators knew which vowels to add; "YaHWeH" and not "YeHWaH".
Now, I know it's because of the original Egyptian pronunciation.

Good Vs Evil

Genesis 6:5-8:
(5)
And GOD saw that  the  wickedness  of man  was great in  the
earth,  and that every  imagination  of the  thoughts  of his heart
was only  evil continually.(6)And it repented  the  LORD that  he
had made man on the earth, and it grieved him at his heart.

(7)
And the LORD said, I will destroy man whom I have created
from the face of the earth; both man, and beast, and the creeping
thing, and the  fowls of the  air; for  it repenteth  me  that I  have
made them. (8)But Noah found grace in the eyes of the LORD.

We spend most of our lives in a religious environment that cultivates two 
opposing forces; good and evil. Would it surprise you to know the ancient
Hebrews  did  not believe in  this  concept?
Like  every other culture  back
then,  they believed in  multiple  deities.  They did  not judge  whether the 
actions of said deities were good or evil.

For instance, when  Elohiym sent a  massive  flood to  wipe out mankind,
those who survived did not claim to worship a wicked, evil, or cruel god.
Perhaps, those who did not survive the catastrophe would have.

2Peter 2:5:
And spared not the old world, but saved Noah the eighth 
person, 
a preacher of righteousness, bringing in the flood upon the world
of the ungodly;

Because of the above verse, some  evangelicals  teach Noah  was  a
preacher of righteousness; he  spent  years warning the masses  that a 
flood was coming.  To be honest, I can't find anywhere in the Noah story
where Noah told one single person a flood was coming.

According to the story in Genesis (chapters 6, 7, and 8), God told Noah 
he was planning to destroy his creation; God gave Noah  instructions  on 
how to build an ark; God told Noah to get on board with his family and a 
bunch of animals; God sealed the door  shut; God sent the flood  to  kill
everyone else.

Genesis 9:20-21:
(20)
And Noah  began  to  be an  husbandman,  and he  planted  a
vineyard: (21)And he drank of the wine, and was drunken; and he
was uncovered within his tent.

The fact remains, after the flood ordeal, Noah planted a vineyard, grew a 
bunch of grapes, made some wine, and got stupid passed out drunk. If it
were  me,  I would  have  loaded  enough  wine aboard  the ark  and not
waited to  find dry land  before  I got  stupid  passed out drunk.
Can you
imagine being aboard  an  ark made  of wood  during a 40-day flood  that
destroyed the known world?  Forget wine. Bring on the drugs!

The ancient Hebrews  believed good  and  bad  came  from the same
source, Elohiym. They did not believe the serpent in the garden was evil
by nature; nor did  they believe  it was  a  demon-possessed  snake.
The
following Bible verses might shed a little more light on this mindset:

Genesis 6:6-7a:
And it repented  the LORD that he  had  made  man on  the  earth
,
and  it grieved  him at his  heart.  (7a)And  the  LORD said,  I  will
destroy man whom I have created from the face of the earth ...

Genesis 11:6-8:
And the LORD said
, Behold, the people [is] one, and they have all
one language; and this they begin to do: and now nothing will be
restrained  from them,  which  they  have  imagined  to  do.  (7)Go  to, 
let us go down, and there confound their language, that they may 
not  understand  one  another's  speech.  (8)So  the  LORD scattered
them abroad from thence upon the face of all the earth: and they
left off to build the city.

Exodus 4:21:
And the LORD said unto Moses
, When thou goest to return into
Egypt, see that thou do all those wonders before Pharaoh, which I
have put in thine hand: but I will harden his heart, that he shall
not let the people go.

Isaiah 45:7: 

I  form the  light,  and create  darkness:  I  make  peace,  and create
evil: I the LORD do all these [things]. 

Job 1:21:
And  said
,  Naked  came  I out  of my  mother's womb,  and  naked 
shall I return thither: the LORD gave, and the LORD hath taken
away; blessed be the name of the LORD.

In  the Hebrew mindset,
 the LORD was  responsible  for  so  much that
resulted in pain, misery, and human suffering, they didn’t need a Satan to 
blame.
And if the LORD and  Satan  were  in the same  business, how
would anyone know who was responsible for what?  Speaking of Satan,
who was that character in the first chapter of Job?

Job 1:6-7:
(6)
Now there  was  a  day  when  the  sons  of God came  to  present
themselves before  the  LORD and  Satan came  also  among  them.
(7)And  the  LORD said  unto  Satan,  Whence comest thou?  Then
Satan answered the LORD, and said, From going to and fro in the
earth, and from walking up and down in it.

The Satan  that I learned  about growing up in  Sunday school was  pure
unadulterated evil. He and God were not at all on speaking terms; nor he 
did casually stroll into God's domain. Hence, the Satan I learned about in
Sunday school is not the same Satan mentioned in the above text.

Job 1:9,11-12:
(9)
Then  Satan  answered  the  LORD,  and said,  Doth  Job  fear
God for nought? ... (11)But put forth thine hand now, and touch 
all that he hath, and he will curse thee to thy face. (12)And the
LORD said  unto  Satan, Behold,  all that  he  hath  is in  thy
power; only  upon himself put not forth  thine  hand.  So  Satan
went forth from the presence of the LORD.

Contrary to Christian theology, the
 Satan in the above text is pronounced
"sah-TAHN"
[SHR#7854]... not "SAY-tan".
This  Satan  (sah-TAHN) is  an 
entity whodoes God’s biding; nothing more and nothing less. He follows
God’s instructions to the letter. He isalso God’s conscience.

In  Hebrew, the name
 Satan means: the Adversary.
In  a sense, he 
challenges God’s decisions; keeps God on his toes.
Just like he does in 
chapter-1  of Job. God mentions  Job’s  loyalty. Satan counters, Job is
loyal because you blessed him with riches.

In the end, God and Satan made a wager at Job’s expense. And I was 
always told in Sunday school that gambling is a sin.
Finally, Satan was 
given parameters (lines he could not cross) in dealing with  Job to prove 
his loyalty to God.

Longer story short, Job realized the same God responsible for giving him
everything was also responsible for taking it all away. In modern religion,
God does all the good and  the Devil does  all the bad.  Although, I was 
often confused every time I was told "God is testing me".

Those God tests felt no different than the times when I was told the devil
was attacking me. I often wondered how anyone could tell the difference
or was sure which was which.

Mazzaroth

Job 38:32: 

Canst thou bring  forth  Mazzaroth in  his season? or  canst thou
guide Arcturus with his sons?
The above  text has bewildered many a  would-be Bible  scholar.
What
does this scripture mean?  What is a Mazzaroth? Unbeknownst to most,
the Hebrew "Mazzaroth  (mahz-zah-ROTH)" [SHR#4216] is the twelve signs
of the Zodiac.
As a matter of fact, the other word  "Arcturus" is from the
Hebrew "Ayish (AHSH)"
[SHR#5906] is  the constellation  Ursa  Major, the
Great Bear, the Big Dipper.

The ancient Hebrew text respect  the Zodiac  and  its  36 associated 
constellations.  As  previously mentioned, Hebrew reads  (or  follows) the
constellations from right to left. Also previously mentioned, Moses arrived
at  the end  of the age  of Taurus (the Bull).
This  is  indicated  with  bull
symbolism in  religion (i.e., the golden  bull/calf some  of the Hebrews 
fashioned and  worshiped  while  Moses  was  atop  mount  Sinai receiving
God's commandments). Mental note: Fashioning a young bull to worship
was Egyptian religion; which followed the constellations.

The reign of Moses began the
 age of the constellation Aries (the Ram). If
you do a little research, you will find ram symbolism (i.e., ram skins, ram
horns) throughout the Hebrew religion/rituals.
If we  go further back into
the age of Gemini (the Twins) that preceded Taurus, we'll find the birth of
the twins,  Esau and  Jacob in  the Hebrew line.
Other cultures  had  their
own sets of twins or symbolism based on twins.

The Hebrew messiah appeared at  the  end  of the age  of Aries  and the
beginning of the age  of Pisces (the Fish).
This is  why one  can find the
symbolism of fish in Christianity.

John the Baptist practiced immersing
 converts in water. Hence, converts
were  born  in  the water like fish.
When the Messiah appeared, he
gathered disciples  who were  fishermen by trade; he promised to  make
them fishers  of  men.
One of the Messiah's  most famous  miracles  was
feeding 5,000 people with two fish and five loaves of bread.
In the early development of Christianity, disciples were persecuted by the
Greek and Roman governments. The symbol of the fish became a secret
form of communication  among the persecuted Christians. 
The Greek 
word for“fish” is "ichthus".
Each letter represented a specific word.
For
instance,  I (Iesous/Jesus), CH (Christos/Christ), TH (theou/of God), U
(huios/son), S (soter/savior).
Hence, the Greek word for fish spelled out
the code, "I believe Jesus Christ is the Son of God, my Savior".

However, many other religions (considered pagan by Christians) used the
fish  symbol before  Christianity emerged.
This was  because  they all
recognized the fact they were living in the age of Pisces.

Creationist Hoax

Genesis 1:21a: 

And God created GREAT WHALES,  and every living creature
that moveth, which the waters brought forth abundantly...
Many modern  day scholars  find it hard  to believe  the ancient Hebrews
had knowledge of what lived out in the middle of vast oceans when they 
themselves  were  nomads  spending their entire  lives  in  the vast  desert.
Let me point out the fact that the above text is thousands of years before
Noah  was  instructed  on how to  build  an ark.
In  addition, thousands  of
years  before the Hebrew race came into  existence.
Sailing the ocean
blue was one of the furthest things from the ancient Hebrew mind.
They
were too busy conquering on dry land and trying not to be conquered.

In  the above  text, in  the text
 “great whales” the adjective “great” is
redundant.
Was  there  a  mini-whalewe  don’t know about?  The word
“whale” standalone does not need any help from an adjective to describe
size.  It (size) is already assumed.
As a matter of fact, the noun“whale”
can be used as an adjective (e.g., That was a whale of a story).

In  the book of Jonah, dated about 530  BCE, we  are  told  in  1:17  the
prophet Jonah was swallowed by a “great fish”. But what we immediately
imagine is  a  whale.
Suppose  this  great fish  was  in  fact, describing a 
whale.  That would  mean  the actual word “whale” was  not a  part of the
ancient Hebrew vocabulary in  530  BCE.
A whale  was  something that
required a description (e.g., great fish).
But a good 370-years  earlier  in
the text of Genesis, dated about 900  BCE, all of a  sudden  the word
“whale” exists.

The Hebrew text actually says,“ha’taniynim ha’gedolym”, [SHR#8577, #1419]
which more accurately means:  magnificent (in size) dragons.
When the
ancient Hebrew text was  being translated  into  European  languages, the 
word “dinosaur” did not exist.
The KJV was produced  in  1611 and  the
word dinosaur was not coined until 231-years later in 1842.
Ergo, words
like whales, dragons, sea monsters, and serpents were used to describe
the magnificent taniynim. Today, we would simply call them, dinosaurs.

Ezekiel 29:3:
Speak, and say, Thus saith the Lord GOD; Behold, I 
am against
thee, Pharaoh king of Egypt, the GREAT DRAGON that lieth in
the  midst of his  rivers,  which  hath  said,  My  river  is mine  own,
and I have made it for myself.

Isn't it curious how the exact same two words in Genesis 1:21 that were
translated "great whales" are found in Ezekiel 29:3 and translated "great
dragon"?  As  a matter of fact, the word  "tanniyn" is  found a total of 28
times in the Old Testament and is translated  dragon (21x), serpent (3x),
whale (3x), and sea monster (1x).
The translators dabbled with different
words because the word they were looking for (dinosaur) did not yet exist.

Job 40:15-18:
(15)
Behold  now BEHEMOTH,  which  I made  with thee; he  eateth 
grass as an ox. (16)Lo now, his strength is in his loins, and his force
is in the navel of his belly. (17)He moveth his tail like a cedar: the
sinews of his  stones  are wrapped  together.(18)His bones are  as
strong pieces of brass; his bones are like bars of iron. 

The creature  (or beast) described  in  the above  verse  is  the mighty
Behemoth (beh-hay-MAH). Some Bible references and translations claim
this  word  refers to an elephant or hippopotamus.
Rest assured, this  is
because they do not believe dinosaurs ever existed.
However, there are
those  that do believe dinosaurs  existed and  they speculate  this  word 
refers to a Diplodocus or Brachiosaurus.

Isaiah 27:1:
In  that day the  LORD with  his  sore and great and strong  sword
shall punish LEVIATHAN the piercing serpent, even leviathan that
crooked serpent; and he shall slay the dragon that is in the sea. 

The ancient sea dragon,
 Leviathan (liv-yah-THON) [SHR#3882], is thought to
have terrorized the ancient world. He is described as piercing (a fugitive)
[SHR#1281] and  crooked (tortuous) [SHR#6129].
This is  how Leviathan  was 
perceived by people. 
He  appeared, making their lives  miserable,  and
then he fled, couldn't be caught. The people were at his mercy. The only 
thing they could do is pray that the LORD would slay the sea dragon.

Leviticus 11:20-21:
(20)
All
fowls  that
creep,
going  upon  all
four,  shall
be
an
abomination  unto  you.  (21)Yet these may  ye  eat of every  flying
creeping  thing that goeth upon  all four,  which  have  legs above
their feet, to leap withal upon the earth

The above  text describes  four-legged creatures  with  wings.
These are
thought  to  be among the  family of pterosaurs (winged lizards).
These
were  the first (non-insect) creatures to successfully populate  the skies
during the late Triassic period. We're talk'in hundreds of millions of years
ago. Contrary to popular belief, the text of Genesis, chapter 1, goes back 
millions of years.

The First Day 

Genesis 1:4-5:
(4)
And God saw the light, that [it was] good: and God divided the
light from the darkness. (5)And God called the light Day, and the
darkness he called Night. And the evening and the morning were
the first day.

When  reading the above  text, we  often  leave  out one  vital detail; the
evening and  the morning only consists of 12-hours.
How exactly could
they be considered an entire day?
The English word “day” replaced the
Hebrew "yowm (YOHM)". [SHR#3117]
Based on the context used, it could 
mean, one 24-hour day, or it could mean a long period of time, chronicles,
age,  era, or  lifetime.
In  verse  5,  the word  day is  found twice; once 
capitalized and once in small-case; both are from the Hebrew, yowm.
In 
the text,“God called the light Day”, day is another name for light.
But in
the text“the first day”, it is obviously an elapse of time.

The Fourth Day 

Genesis 1:14-19:
(14)
And God  said,  Let there  be  lights  in  the  firmament of the 
heaven to divide the day from the night; and let them be for signs,
and for seasons, and for days, and years: (15)And let them be for 
lights in the firmament of the heaven to give light upon the earth:
and it was so.

(16)
And God  made  two  great lights; the  greater light  to  rule  the
day, and the lesser light to rule the night: he made the stars also.
(17)And God set them in the firmament of the heaven to give light
upon  the earth,(18)And to  rule  over the  day  and over the  night, 
and to divide the light from the darkness: and God saw that it was
good. (19)And the evening and the morning were the fourth day.

Take a look at the first day (verses 4-5) where in summary, God divided 
the light  from the darkness, if you compare  the  text to  the fourth  day
(verses 14-19), you will find the details of the first day; the day and night
are  divided  and  the purpose  of the sun, the moon, and  all the stars.
In
the Hebrew mindset, day-1 and day-4 are the same day (or cycle of time).

The Second Day 

Genesis 1:6-8:
(6)
And God  said,  Let there be  a  firmament in  the  midst of the
waters, and let it divide the waters from the waters. (7)And God 
made  the  firmament,  and  divided  the  waters  which  were under
the firmament from the waters which were above the firmament:
and it was so. (8)And God called the firmament Heaven. And the 
evening and the morning were the second day.

The Fifth Day 

Genesis 1:20-23:
(20)
And God  said,  Let the  waters bring forth  abundantly the
moving creature that hath life,  and fowl that may fly  above  the
earth  in  the  open  firmament of heaven.(21) And God  created
great whales, and every living creature that moveth,  which  the
waters brought forth  abundantly, after  their  kind,  and every
winged fowl after his kind: and God saw that it was good.

(22)
And God blessed them, saying, Be fruitful, and multiply, and
fill the  waters  in  the  seas,  and let fowl multiply  in  the  earth.
(23)And the evening and the morning were the fifth day.

Take a  look at  the second  day (verses  6-8)  where  the firmament was 
made  and  the waters  divided.  If you compare  the text to  the fifth  day
(verses 20-23), you will find the details of the second day; the firmament
(or the sky beneath  it) is filled with  flying creatures  and  the waters (that
remained below) were filled with sea creatures.
In the Hebrew mindset,
day-2 and day-5 are the same day (or cycle of time).

The Third Day 

Genesis 1:11-13:
(11)
And God  said,  Let the  earth  bring  forth  grass,  the  herb
yielding  seed,  and the  fruit tree  yielding  fruit after his  kind,
whose seed is in itself, upon the earth: and it was so. (12) And the
earth brought forth grass, and herb yielding seed after his kind,
and the  tree  yielding  fruit,  whose  seed  was in  itself,  after  his
kind: and God saw that it was good. (13)And the evening and the
morning were the third day.

The Sixth Day 

Genesis 1:24-31:
(24)
And God  said,  Let the  earth  bring  forth  the  living creature
after his kind, cattle, and creeping thing, and beast of the earth
after his kind: and it was so. ... (27) So God created man in his own
image,  in  the  image  of God  created  he  him; male  and female
created he them. ...

(29)And God  said,  Behold, I  have  given  you  every  herb  bearing
seed, which is upon the face of all the earth, and every tree, in the
which  is the fruit of a  tree yielding  seed; to  you  it shall be  for
meat. ...(31)And God  saw everything  that he  had  made,  and,
behold, it was very good. And the evening and the morning were
the sixth day.

Take a look at the third day (verses 11-13) where the dry land appears,
vegetation is  grown, and  the seas  are  defined.
If you jump  over  to  the
sixth  day (verses  24-31), you will find the continuation of the third  day;
the creation of mankind, mammals, and reptiles to dwell on the dry land
and eat the vegetation.
In the Hebrew mindset day-3 and day-6 are the
same continuous day (or cycle of time).

In the ancient Hebrew mindset six consecutive  24-hour days  of creation 
never  happened.
On
the
contrary,
they
believed
three
cycles
of
unspecified amounts of time did occur.
They were not caught up in the
specific  number of years  (howbeit totaling in  the  millions).
They were 
more  concerned  with  the events  that occurred that ended  on cycle  and
the events that occurred that began the next cycle.

The ancient Hebrews were influenced by great civilizations that preceded
their own;  Egypt, Babylon,  and  Sumer.
The most ancient (of the three)
Sumerian
text
contains
seven
tablets  of
creation.
The
first
tablet
describes how Tiamet (covered with water and no field/land was formed)
and Apsu (the asteroid) met in confusion and chaos and begot the earth.
It further describes how a race of serpent gods called, Annunaki, arrived
on the new earth  and occupied the dry land.
This is  where the book of
Genesis picks up the story that began the earth and human cycle.

Black or White

Many so-called "Christian" bigots make it loud and clear that they would 
not worship  Jesus  unless  he is  white.  So,  they go  to  great lengths  to
make him white.  I suppose at the same time, they expect people of color
to worship the white Jesus.  I must admit, growing up I couldn't care less
that Jesus was a white guy; so I thought.
But over the years, the more I
encountered the bigot element, the more I became curious.

Since I already had my black belt at researching different topics, I took on
the white  Jesus  challenge.
Granted, at  the time  I was  rooting for  the
white guy; a black Jesus was foreign to me.
But when I research, it's no
holds barred. It didn't take me long to come across this:

18th Century European Painting
of Jesus Christ 

17th Century European Painting
of Jesus Christ

13th Century Madonna

and Child (Poland)

15th Century Christ Child

16th Century Madonna

and Child (France)

14th Century Infant Jesus
Sculptures  and  paintings  of a  black Jesus, black Mary, and  black baby
Jesus  that are centuries  old  can be found all across Europe.
I was
surprised to discover the color-stigma is practically non-existent in many
European countries.

I'm inclined  to  think that sculptures  and  paintings  that are  centuries  old 
and  depict Jesus  as  a black  guy was  the first impression.
In  early
Christianity, all of the Christian  art depicted the biblical figures  as  black 
people.  I mean really black people.  After all, most of the people in the
Old  Testament are  black people.
I wasn't until the Greek  and  Roman
empires  started  conquering countries  of color  did  the race mixing start
producing offspring with lighter complexions.

In  the New Testament, the Jews  are  living under the rule  of the Roman
empire.
In  the book  of Acts  (of the Apostles), Paul, a  black man, was 
often mistaken for an Egyptian descendant of Ham (Acts 21:37-39).
Not
to be mistaken for the white Egyptians in Hollywood movies. The apostle
Paul was  a  half-breed; his  father was  Roman,  his  mother, Jewish.
Hence, Paul was a Roman citizen; a status not all the apostles shared.

Act 21:37-39:
(37)
And as Paul was to be led into the castle, he said unto the chief
captain,  May  I  speak  unto  thee?  Who  said,  Canst thou  speak
Greek?(38)Art not  thou that  Egyptian,  which  before these  days
madest
an  uproar,  and leddest
out  into  the  wilderness
four
thousand men that were murderers? (39)But Paul said, I am a man 
which am a Jew of Tarsus,  a city in Cilicia, a citizen of no mean
city: and, I beseech thee, suffer me to speak unto the people.

Every time Paul got arrested and thrown in prison, the first thing out of his
mouth  was  "My  father is  Roman".  He  would say something to  let  the
prison  guards  know he had  Roman  citizenship.
After  this, he  was
immediately treated different.

Act 22:28-29:
(28)
And the  chief captain answered,  With  a  great sum  obtained I
this
freedom.  And
Paul
said,  But
I  was  free
born. (29)Then
straightway they departed from him which should have examined
him: and the chief captain also was afraid, after he knew that he
(Paul) was a Roman, and because he had bound him.

The apostle  Paul was  a  dark-skinned Roman/Jew.
On  first glance,  he
was assumed to be an Egyptian. Hence, his features did not immediately
scream Roman or Jewish.
I use to wonder why Paul wrote nearly all the
epistles  in  the New Testament.
What happened to  the other eleven?  I
stumbled across this answer:

Matthew 28:16-20:
(16)
Then  the  eleven  disciples went away  into  Galilee,  into  a
mountain where Jesus had appointed them. (17)And when they 
saw him, they worshipped him: but some doubted.

(18)
And Jesus  came  and spake  unto them,  saying, All power is
given unto me in heaven and in earth. (19)Go ye therefore, and
teach all nations,  baptizing  them in  the  name  of the  Father,
and of the Son,  and of the  Holy Ghost:(20)Teaching  them to
observe all things whatsoever I have commanded you: and, lo,
I am with you alway, even unto the end of the world. Amen.

The above text is well-known as 
"The Great Commission".
The average
reader does not
realize the scope of what exactly is going on that made
some of the eleven doubt the Messiah. The first thing you must realize is 
that they are all full-blooded Jews with very dark complexions. That being 
the case, Jesus  reassured them that he had  been given all authority in 
heaven, as well as, on earth.

It was  the on earth part the eleven were  worried  about.
Jesus  tasked
them to  go forth  and teach  all nations and  make  them disciples.
He 
continued, "Don't be afraid, I'll be right there with you".
So what was the
big deal?
The English  text says,
"Go  ye  therefore,  and  teach  all
NATIONS". Howbeit, the Greek text reads slightly different. The English 
word "nations" replaced the Greek word "ethnos (ETH-nahs)", which more
accurately means: GENTILE (nations).

Biblically speaking, the word "gentile" does not refer to every non-Jewish 
race (or nationality). It specifically refers to the "European nations". This
word is defined in Genesis 10:2-5:

(2)
The  sons  of Japheth; Gomer,  and Magog,  and Madai,  and
Javan,  and Tubal, and Meshech,  and Tiras.(3)And the sons of
Gomer; Ashkenaz, and Riphath, and Togarmah. (4)And the sons
of Javan; Elishah, and Tarshish, Kittim, and Dodanim.

(5)By  these were  the  isles of the  Gentiles  divided in  their  lands;
every one after his tongue, after their families, in their nations.
The above  Genesis  text defines  all the descendants  of Noah's  son,
Japheth, as the Gentiles.  And by now you should know that Japheth is
the progenitor of all the white  races  (currently residing in  Europe).
However, when they first left Africa, Japheth and his descendants settled
in the Greek islands on the north side of the Mediterranean sea.

This is why some of the eleven were doubtful.
They were dark-skinned
Jews being asked to go among the Greek and Roman cities, preach the
gospel of Jesus Christ, and make converts. The eleven were not Roman
citizens. Hence, they would be viewed as second-class non-citizens and 
would not be respected. The apostle Paul's super power was his Roman 
citizenship status.
He could go places and get out of situations that the
original eleven could not.

In conclusion, practically nothing that you have been told since birth is as 
it seems.
The vale  has  been pulled over  your eyes  to  keep  your mind
enslaved. But hopefully, this book has lifted the vale just enough for you
to get a peek at (or a glimpse of) the real world.
At one time or another,
we all find ourselves in the same position as the man and woman in the
garden  of Eden.
If you take  the blue pill (don't eat from the tree of
knowledge)  nothing happens  and  you continue  in  ignorant bliss.
But  if
you take the red pill (eat from the tree of knowledge), I'll show you how
deep the rabbit hole goes.

"And the eyes of them both were opened"
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