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Foreword

Only a few years after I became serious about my faith, I was made aware of the teachings of the Serpent Seed Doctrine and Kenite Myth. At the time, I was a novice when it came to the Bible. I had the general concepts down and probably had more knowledge concerning the New Testament than I did regarding the Old. To me, the Old Testament was an intimidating array of genealogies, ceremonial, and cultural practices. I simply did not have enough information concerning the Old Testament to say for sure that these notions were unbiblical.
Over time, however, I began hearing more and more strange ideas from the Kenite Myth camp, ideas that I knew, even as a young Bible student, were biblically inaccurate. This prompted me to look into whether the Kenite Myth was true. One disturbing aspect of this search was discovering that these concepts were identical to the beliefs of the Christian Identity Movement, a group that has undeniably anti-Semitic and racist motivations.
The teachings of those involved in the Kenite Myth were often presented as if they did not belong to any particular group. When I discovered this was not the case, I was more motivated to find the truth. This book is the product of that search. What was intended to be a few bullet points published in a brochure or several entries on a website has turned into a full-scale book. Such is the life of a writer.

A Few Words on Racism and Anti-Semitism
I do not believe that everyone ensnared by these beliefs has racist or anti-Semitic aims. Leaders of this system do a good job using Old Testament ignorance and persuasive techniques to draw in new or uninformed Christians. They also do not blurt out their beliefs. If they did, perhaps new believers would see the untruthfulness and ungodly intentions in them. Instead, these ideas are vaguely revealed over time, demonstrating a strategy behind the teaching.
Throughout this book, readers who are unfamiliar with these ideas will no doubt be tempted to throw their hands up and say these beliefs are simply racist or anti-Semitic. But if all we do is assert that a notion is racist or anti-Semitic and do nothing more—particularly now when these terms have been overused to such a degree they have lost much of their meaning and sting—we have done nothing to advance the truth. If all you say is, “You are being anti-Semitic when you preach these beliefs” to someone, where has it gotten you? Either the person will deny it or won’t care. Either way, you have gotten nowhere with the individual.
For some, these beliefs are simply “God’s truth”. The concepts they represent are “how things are” or “how God intended them to be”. For this reason, my focus for this book is to demonstrate that these views are not God’s truth. After all, the goal, with the help of the Holy Spirit, is to bring people out of falsehoods and into the truth.

Tall Tales
As I began my search, it became apparent that another reason many are attracted to these beliefs is that they are entertaining. The sacred biblical text, which is full of spiritual lessons and understanding, is turned into a Friday night sci-fi movie in which supporters search and search for Kenites and other general hybrids. In presenting an argument against these ideas, I began to understand I would be attempting to take away this entertainment, this biblical lore, and the myths that people very much enjoy. Because of this, I would be met with a great deal of resistance.
People love their mythologies.* They love them not only because they are fun, engrossing, and, many times, sexier than the ordinary truth, but they also find pleasure in them because they provide another important element in a person’s life: answers. Take away a person’s myths and—poof. Questions are left unanswered. This is not only worrisome for the Christian who possesses the strongest of faith; it is downright deadly for the one who has a weak faith. Unanswered questions become the perfect soil for laying the seeds of doubt. For this reason, throughout this analysis, when the myth’s response has been shown, at the very least, to be questionable, and, at the very most, false, I have provided some alternatives for the reader to consider which stay true to what the Bible teaches.
As I journeyed on in my research, I began to see not only how utterly fictionalized some of these beliefs were but also how easy they were to prove false. A simple reading of the biblical text was usually all that was needed in most cases. This led me to question why people would choose the entertainment factor over the actual words on the page.
One reason, I think, is that many people sitting in the pews today are educated, if not highly educated, and yet the pastor often talks down to them, repeating the same point over and over again, as if they were unable to get it the first hundred times. It becomes like consuming manna in the desert: year after year of eating the same thing. The longing for something new, exciting, and entertaining becomes very tempting. This creates a conundrum for some. When faced with a choice between believing a provocative commentary rather than accepting a clear-cut verse that is evident in its meaning, the person’s preference becomes the engaging analysis. Proof of this can be seen all over Christian television, where one can dine on the teachings of the most misguided teachers, all providing entertaining nourishment for an audience that is hungry for the newest bizarre or diverting teaching. But sadly, in the end, these teachers leave their viewers hungry for stranger and stranger meals until, at last, nothing satisfies them at all.

The Purpose of This Book
Wherever possible, I have supplied the address of the home/content website page or the exact website address if the content is too troublesome to access from the main page. This will allow readers to locate a text more easily, read it for themselves, and come to their own conclusions. I see this book as a sort of catalog where readers can jump in and start their search. In today’s world, Christians have no excuse for not finding truth more readily. With just a few clicks, a person can read original documents and end their dependency on the secondary analysis of someone else who may have an underlying, presupposed ideology. I also made an effort to find online sources for the opposing side’s arguments to allow the reader to see those viewpoints firsthand.
The downside to providing online sources is that websites and articles can be deleted, revamped, or moved for aesthetic, personal, or financial reasons, resulting in broken links. Of course, an author or publisher can also remove a book from publication, so any source is somewhat tenuous. Online sourcing, however, is far more so. The solution to this problem is that readers can search for the topic at hand if they should come across broken links within the footnotes of this book. In doing so, they will undoubtedly find Christian Identity Movement sources professing the searched-for subject matter. The hope is that one day, repented hearts will delete these sites, but until then, readers have this option of a general topical search if they come across broken links within this book’s footnotes.
My sincere desire is that this work will be a blessing to readers who have found themselves or their friends, family, or church members involved in these teachings. In particular, this book will be most beneficial to those who have begun to question this system. Even for those inquisitive readers, my words will not do the difficult surgery of severing the connections to these beliefs. Only the work of the Holy Spirit will be able to draw you or your loved ones away from such ideas. Hopefully, in some small way, this book will aid in that departure.


*Of course, some people say that the entire Bible is a myth, but I do not believe that these individuals are the audience for this work. Those who will read this book will have a real interest in knowing what the Bible truly says about this subject matter. They see the Bible as their ultimate authority in this age. They see it as the Word of God.
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[bookmark: Chapter1]Chapter 1
Non-Biblical Sources for the Serpent Seed Doctrine

“And they shall turn away their ears from the truth, and shall be turned unto fables.”
2 Timothy 4:4

In the misty early days of human history, an encounter supposedly took place that forever shaped a specific portion of humanity. Those who believe in it contend that the episode was so dark and nefarious that those in leadership purposely hid and denied it. For some, this event is so central to their Christian faith that all other beliefs are filtered through it. This occurrence is the alleged sexual encounter between Eve and Satan, referred to as a serpent in the biblical text. Supporters claim that Eve became pregnant through this incident and gave birth to Cain, the “Serpent Seed.” Several non-biblical sources contain this doctrine: the Babylonian Talmud, Midrashic work, Targums, the Zohar, and the Gospel of Philip.[footnoteRef:1] [1:  A text referred to as Four Maccabees hints at a sexual episode occurring between Satan and Eve. Four Maccabees was never included in the Hebrew Canon. It draws much of its descriptions from 2 Maccabees, a manuscript contained in the Apocrypha. Thought to have been written during the first century AD or as early as the first century BC, Four Maccabees is considered a Jewish homily, a sermon on the subject of reason winning over passion. The suggestion of a sexual affair between Satan and Eve is found in Four Maccabees 18:8, which reads, “No man who takes advantage of women ever tempted me to have sex in an isolated field. The destructive, lying snake didn’t ruin my innocence either.” This work does not show support for the Serpent Seed Doctrine, however. The manuscript merely suggests there was a sexual encounter. ] 


Babylonian Talmud
The Babylonian Talmud is comprised of two main parts: the Mishnah and the Gemara. The Mishnah is the Jewish oral law, or Oral Torah, written down about AD 200. For those within Rabbinic Judaism, the Oral Torah is believed to be a verbal explanation provided by God to Moses on how to interpret the Torah, the written law.
The Gemara was developed later. It is a commentary on the Mishnah, the Jewish oral law. Two versions of the Gemara exist. One version developed in Israel and another in Babylonia. Out of this, two different Talmuds formed: the Babylonian Talmud and Jerusalem Talmud.
As a commentary on the Mishnah, the Gemara within the Babylonian Talmud contains “Whatever utterances had for centuries dropped from the lips of the Masters.”[footnoteRef:2] Due to the indiscriminate manner by which this material was collected, many items such as fables, tales, and pagan folklore became a part of the Gemara.[footnoteRef:3] [2:  Dr. J.H. Hertz, foreword to Seder Nezikin in The Babylonian Talmud, ed. Rabbi Dr. I. Epstein (London: The Soncino Press, 1952, 1961), www.come-and-hear.com/tcontents.html.]  [3:  Ibid.] 

Different sects within Judaism exist, and each has its view of the Talmud. For example, the Karaite Jews do not see the Talmud as having any authority. For those within mainstream Rabbinic Judaism, the level of authority varies from one Jewish denomination to another. For the Christian, the discussions and debates amongst the various rabbis within the Talmud can, at times, seem to veer into excruciating detail, even absurdity. If nothing else, reading the Mishnah and the Gemara within the Talmud can help a Christian be more appreciative of their liberty in Christ.
To illustrate this and to get a better sense for the Talmud, the following selection is provided from the Yebamoth, one of seven tractates that comprise the order of Nashim. The Nashim, which means “women or wives,” is one of six orders or sections that make up the Mishnah. The Nashim/Yebamoth includes a discussion on the Halizah, the ritual of a widow removing the shoe of her brother-in-law. 
The background for this is found in Deuteronomy 25:5–10 where it is explained that if two brothers were living together and one died without a son, the living, single brother was obligated to marry the widow of his brother in order to carry on his dead brother’s name. If the brother-in-law refused and the elders were unable to persuade him, then the public ritual of removing the brother-in-law’s shoe was performed by the widow. This custom was meant to shame the brother-in-law, but it also freed him from the obligation of marrying the widow. The Talmud adds to this ritual by providing rules not found in the biblical text.

“Mishnah. The Commandment of Halizah must be performed in the presence of three judges, even though all the three are laymen. If the woman performed the Halizah with a shoe, her Halizah is valid, [but if] with a sock it is invalid; if with a sandal to which a heel is attached it is valid, but [if with one] that has no heel it is invalid. [If the shoe was worn] below the knee the Halizah is valid, but if above the knee it is invalid.” [footnoteRef:4] [4:  Ibid., Yebamoth 101a, chap. 12.] 


Some critics believe Christians should not read the Talmud because it allegedly promotes anti-Christian sentiments due to the supposed negative references to Christ. These critics often cite censored verses. One such passage involves a man known as Ben Stada, who was hung on “the eve of Passover.”[footnoteRef:5] The identity of this individual’s father is debated within the Talmud. It has been suggested this feigned argument is a means by which to make fun of Christianity’s belief in Christ’s virgin birth. [5:  Ibid., Sanhedrin 67a, footnote 12.] 

Whether the Talmud is speaking of Christ when it refers to Ben Stada is of no real concern for the Christian. If this Talmudic identification is truly pointing to Christ, then it simply provides a rather dismal yet unsurprising view of Christ by those who rejected Him as their Messiah.
Another complaint concerning the Talmud is that it promotes immorality. Verses such as Yebamoth 63a are often quoted:

“What is meant by the Scriptural text, This is now bone of my bones, and flesh of my flesh? This teaches that Adam had intercourse with every beast and animal but found no satisfaction until he cohabited with Eve.” [footnoteRef:6] [6:  Ibid., Yebamoth 63a.] 


Some critics charge that this passage from the Talmud explains that Adam had sexual relations with every creature until he found satisfaction with Eve. Supporters of the Talmud argue that these critics have come to this conclusion because they have misread Yebamoth 63a and similar verses. For example, the word “intercourse” in Yebamoth 63a can mean “communication” or “interaction,” which gives this verse a completely different, nonsexual connotation.
Whatever your interpretation is for this example or verses like it within the Talmud, it is important to recognize that the Talmud contains an assortment of opinions, debates, and at times, fables by rabbis. Information within the Talmud is not equivalent to Scripture, at least for the Christian. This is essential to understand when we find support for the Serpent Seed Doctrine within the Talmud.
Rabbi Johanan is one such example who supported at least a version of the Serpent Seed Doctrine. He believed Satan instilled a kind of lust within Eve and contended that anyone not related to those who stood at Mt. Sinai still possessed this lust:

“When the serpent copulated with Eve, he infused her with lust. The lust of the Israelites who stood at Mount Sinai, came to an end, the lust of the idolaters who did not stand at Mount Sinai did not come to an end.” [footnoteRef:7], [footnoteRef:8] [7:  Ibid., 103b.]  [8:  Abodah Zarah 22b and Shabbath 146a contain the same idea as Yebamoth 103b; however, Shabbath 146a explains other rabbis held a different view concerning the lust Satan supposedly instilled in Eve. These rabbis believed this lust was in existence in the three patriarchs of Israel: Abraham, who had Ishmael, Isaac, who had Esau, and Jacob, who had the tribes of Israel. According to these particular rabbis, the Israelite tribes did not have any “taint whatsoever.” This idea is in complete opposition to the teachings of the Old Testament and the gospel as illustrated in Romans 3:9–18, and particularly Romans 3:23: “For all have sinned, and come short of the glory of God.” ] 


Within Judaism, there existed the false teaching that one’s ancestry saved you. We see evidence of this within the biblical text when John the Baptist rebukes this very idea in the Gospel of Matthew:

“But when he saw many of the Pharisees and Sadducees come to his baptism, he said unto them, O generation of vipers, who hath warned you to flee from the wrath to come? Bring forth therefore fruits meet for repentance: And think not to say within yourselves, We have Abraham to our father: for I say unto you, that God is able of these stones to raise up children unto Abraham. And now also the axe is laid unto the root of the tree: therefore every tree which bringeth not forth good fruit is hewn down, and cast into the fire. I indeed baptize you with water unto repentance: but he that cometh after me is mightier than I, whose shoes I am not worthy to bear: he shall baptize you with the Holy Ghost, and with fire.” [footnoteRef:9] [9:    Matt. 3:7–11.] 


Within these verses, John the Baptist is proclaiming a need for individual salvation, not communal redemption or salvation that rests on ancestral links. As Christians, if we are to believe the recorded words of John the Baptist, this so-called lust that Rabbi Johanan speaks of (which is a sin) could not be absolved by merely having a familial connection to those who stood at Mt. Sinai.
Something very significant occurred at Mt. Sinai: the Israelites received the law.[footnoteRef:10] By his statement, Rabbi Johanan seems to suggest that the law could save you, but in Romans 3:9–20, we find that the law is merely a device which makes us conscious of our sin. Rabbi Johanan obviously did not accept the good words of John the Baptist or the gospel—but we have. We know salvation is not based on ancestral links but on faith in Christ since believing non-Israelites were considered to be saved as well.[footnoteRef:11] We also know the law, in and of itself, cannot deliver us from sin. Therefore, the lust Satan supposedly gave to Eve could not have been done away with simply by hearing the law or by being a descendant of those who did. [10:  Ex. 19-20.]  [11:  John 3:16, Ephesians 2:12-13, 1 John 2:2, and 1 John 4:14. ] 

Those following the Talmud’s version of the Serpent Seed Doctrine believed only they were in good standing with God because of their familial links to the Israelites. Satan’s lust corrupted all others. This notion assisted in furthering the gulf between those within Talmudic Judaism and the gospel. While Christianity preached the idea that everyone was sinful and in need of Christ, some within Talmudic Judaism taught that as descendants of the Israelites, it was not necessary to look to Christ for salvation. They believed God already accepted them. Behind this lurks the Serpent Seed Doctrine.

Midrash
Midrash also contains support for the Serpent Seed Doctrine. Similar to the Gemara, Midrash is a kind of commentary on the Torah. There are two types of Midrash: Midrash Halacha and Midrash Haggadah. The focus of Midrash Halacha was to explain the law, seek answers on how to interpret the law for situations not directly illustrated within the Torah, and to connect existing practices to the Torah.[footnoteRef:12] For example, after the fall of the Second Temple, Midrash Halacha helped to establish Judaic customs by how it found verses within the Torah that supposedly supported those practices.[footnoteRef:13] Regarding Midrash Haggadah, it did not deal with questions concerning the law directly but went beyond what the Torah described to teach a moral lesson or highlight certain ethics. Divergent analysis exists throughout Midrash, particularly within Midrash Haggadah. [12:  “What is Midrash?” www.myjewishlearning.com.]  [13:  Ibid.] 

One Haggadic-Midrashic work referred to as the Pirkê de Rabbi Eliezer demonstrates the differing viewpoints concerning the Serpent Seed Doctrine. In this writing, Satan touches the tree in the garden of Eden. He informs Eve that he has done so and yet has not died, supposedly disproving God’s claim that Adam and Eve would perish. By this, Satan convinces Eve to touch the tree, which she does. When the angel of death appears to her, she not only realizes she stands a good chance of dying, but she also concludes God will make Adam another woman to replace her. This upsets her so greatly that she decides to give the fruit to Adam. She figures they will either die or live. Either way, they will do so together.[footnoteRef:14] [14:  Gerald Friedlander, trans., Pirkê de Rabbi Eliezer (London: Kegan Paul, Trench, Trubner & Co. LTD., 1916), p. 95, https://archive.org.] 

This particular commentary on the episode in the garden of Eden provides no support for the Serpent Seed Doctrine. The author of the work, Rabbi Eliezer, lived from AD 80 to 118. However, the manuscript we have today contains newer rabbinical quotations, illustrating that others added to the text after the time of Rabbi Eliezer. For instance, Rabbi Ze’era, a rabbi who lived and worked in the style of Baraitha[footnoteRef:15] in the third century is supposedly quoted as saying, “(Sammael) [Satan] riding on the serpent came to her, and she conceived.”[footnoteRef:16] Rabbi Ze’era later contends Eve conceived Abel by way of Adam. [15:  The Baraitha or Baraita is the oral law outside of the six orders of the Mishnah. There is less authority attached to these writings in comparison to the Mishnah.]  [16:  Friedlander, Pirkê de Rabbi Eliezer, p. 150.] 

Included in Midrash are other contradictory accounts concerning Cain. In the Genesis Rabba, Adam is mentioned as being Cain’s father.[footnoteRef:17] In addition, the Genesis Rabba claims Naamah, the sister of Cain’s descendent Tubal-cain was Noah’s wife.[footnoteRef:18], [footnoteRef:19] This implies that this piece of Midrashic work did not agree with the Serpent Seed Doctrine since Noah’s wife gave birth to Shem, the father of the Israelites. [17:  Rev. Samuel Rapaport, trans., “Genesis Rabba,” in Tales and Maxims from The Midrash (London: George Routledge & Sons Limited, 1907), p. 72, www.sacred-texts.com.]  [18:  Ibid., p. 73.]  [19:  The Bible makes no mention of the name of Noah’s wife.] 

For many of us, it’s difficult to accept these conflicting statements. If A and B contradict, then either A or B is correct, but both cannot be accurate. Perhaps in some instances where Midrash contains contradictory facts, one can take the middle-ground approach and attempt to reconcile these differences. In the case of the Serpent Seed Doctrine, Midrash presents that Cain was Satan’s son and that he was not. This is hardly a point that can be reconciled. Therefore, regarding the identity of Cain’s father, Midrash, as a whole, does not provide us with a consistent voice of authority.

The Zohar and the Kabbalist
The Zohar, a book considered sacred by Kabbalists, also holds some support for the Serpent Seed Doctrine. Kabbalists believe the teachings of the Zohar have forever existed. Consequently, they contend these teachings were present at the beginning of humankind. Even though the Zohar is considered a Jewish text, there are Kabbalists who consider themselves Christians. According to some of these Kabbalists, when Moses received the law, he also received the secret oral wisdom and the decoder of Christianity: the Zohar.[footnoteRef:20] [20:  “History of the Zohar,” www.zohar.com/article/history-zohar.] 

Some Kabbalists assert the teachings of the Zohar were an oral tradition until Rav Shimon Bar Yochai, who lived in the second century AD, scribed them, thus creating The Book of the Zohar.[footnoteRef:21] Critics of the Zohar, on the other hand, argue Moses de León (c. 1250–1305), a Spanish Kabbalist, was the actual composer. These critics base this on the Sefer Yuhasin by Abraham Zacuto. [21:  “Author of the Zohar,” www.zohar.com/article/author-zohar.] 

The Sefer Yuhasin provides an account of a Kabbalist named Isaac of Acre. In AD 1305, Isaac travels to Spain to discover the origins of the Zohar. Upon his arrival, he has a chance encounter with Moses de León, who tells him the Zohar was gained from an ancient manuscript. De León insists this manuscript still exists and offers to show it to Isaac back at his home in Avila. Unfortunately, De León passes away before Isaac has an opportunity to see this supposed ancient work. Eventually, Isaac finds out, through a bit of intrigue, that De León’s widow claimed that the document her husband allegedly copied from never existed. She explains his assertions for an ancient origin were merely for financial gain.[footnoteRef:22] [22:  Arthur Green, A Guide to the Zohar (Stanford, California: Stanford University Press, 2004), p. 164, https://books.google.com.] 

Kabbalists generally dismiss this account. Even in Isaac’s day, some argued that while it was true De León did not draw from an ancient manuscript, he did, in fact, write the Zohar “through the power of the Holy Name.” It has been suggested this may reference the occultic practice of automatic writing, which consisted of concentrating on God’s name, entering a trance, and writing whatever one was led to scribe. Another idea offered concerning this form of writing was that De León was the reincarnated Rav Shimon Bar Yochai.[footnoteRef:23] A more pragmatic explanation given was De León copied the Zohar from an ancient manuscript, and he merely told his wife what she wanted to hear: that all his toil and effort was merely for the money.[footnoteRef:24] [23:  Ibid.]  [24:  Ibid., p. 165.] 

Explanations that assert that the Zohar contained ancient information or that some mystical intervention brought it into existence were and are attempts to turn the Zohar into a much earlier work. The fact that no early Kabbalist writings make mention of the Zohar usually provides enough evidence for most outside of this belief system to conclude that the Zohar did not exist as far back as Rav Shimon Bar Yochai’s lifetime in the second century AD. Kabbalists tend to counter this criticism by saying the information contained in the Zohar is ancient because it was passed down orally through the centuries from teacher to student. Nevertheless, it is still difficult to believe not one early Kabbalist thought it important enough to scribe a single reference of the Zohar. This makes it difficult to concede the Zohar is an ancient work.
Most scholars today believe De León, who lived in the thirteenth century AD, played some part in creating and editing the majority of the Zohar. However, due to the stylistic differences found throughout the Zohar, scholars contend De León was not its only author. Instead, it is believed the Zohar is the product of a multigenerational school of Kabbalists.[footnoteRef:25] [25:  Ibid., 166.] 

Through the adventures of its main character, Rav Shimon Bar Yochai, the Zohar provides its take on the first five books of Moses (the Torah). In many cases, the Torah serves as a jumping-off point for these imaginings.[footnoteRef:26] This is evident in how the Zohar explains the events surrounding the first human family. During a discussion amongst several rabbis, one explains that after Cain murdered Abel, Adam separated from Eve for a hundred and thirty years, at which time he had relations with “two female elementals” who bore demons. After repenting, Adam returns to Eve, and she gives birth to Seth. Demonstrating the influence of Eastern religions, one particular rabbi named Rabbi Jehuda claims Seth was actually the reincarnation of Abel since it states in the Torah that Seth replaced Abel. [26:  Daniel C. Matt, Zohar: Annotated & Explained, Fifth Printing (Woodstock, Vermont: Skylight Paths Publishing, 2009), xxi.] 

Also during this discussion, another rabbi is mentioned as having a similar belief to what is found in the later version of the Pirkê de Rabbi Eliezer. This rabbi taught that Somoal (Satan) came to Eve riding on the back of a serpent. Dissimilar is how he contended that both Cain and Abel came from Somoal.
In contrast to the Genesis Rabba too, is this chapter’s description of Tubal-cain’s sister, Naamah. Here she is portrayed as an erotic character, seducing both humans and angels, and who, along with Lilith,[footnoteRef:27] infects children with disease.[footnoteRef:28] [27:  The KJV translates Lilith (lîylîyth-3917) to screech owl (i.e., a demon) in Isaiah 34:14. Whether Isaiah is confirming the existence of this demon or using the mythology concerning her as a poetic illustration of evil and decay is debatable. Jewish mythology portrays Lilith more creatively as Adam’s first wife who left him and ended up with Satan. Some have identified Lilith as being illustrated on the Burney Relief, a Babylonian plaque. Today, scholars do not believe this to be Lilith but a representation of the goddess Inanna later known as Ishtar to the Akkadians.]  [28:  H.W. Percival, ed., The Sepher Ha-Zohar (New York: Theosophical Publishing Company, 1900-14), chap. 32, pp. 231–233, www.sacred-texts.com.] 

The Zohar provides direct support for the Serpent Seed Doctrine in Chapter 31, “A Further Symposium of Rabbi Simeon’s Students,” where Rabbi Eleazar speculates why Cain murdered his brother:

“Said Rabbi Eleazar: ‘The probable cause of their great dissimilarity of nature arose from coitions of the being termed the serpent, and Adam with Eve who thus brought forth two sons, one of which, Cain, was from an impure, the other, Abel, from a pure progenitor; hence the difference in their lives and actions. As Cain was the issue from the death angel, he killed his brother who issued from the right side of the tree of life. And through him has come all the evil generations of demons and elementals now in the world.’” [footnoteRef:29] [29:  Ibid., chap. 31, p. 229.] 


In this passage, Rabbi Eleazar seems to be scratching his head, wondering why Cain became a murderer. Why this is such a mystery to the rabbi is a rather curious thing since sin can easily explain the occurrence.[footnoteRef:30] [30:  Rom. 3:9-13.] 


Aramaic Translations
Genesis 4:1 puts an end to any discussion found in the Zohar on whether Cain came from Adam and Eve. Due to the plainness of Genesis 4:1, supporters attempt to show someone, somewhere altered it to hide the supposed truth that Eve participated in a sexual liaison with Satan. Supporters point to a little-known manuscript called the Targum Pseudo-Jonathan (Targum Yerushalmi), an Aramaic Targum probably written in the seventh or eighth century AD, or even as early as the fourth century AD, although supporters date it to the first century AD. Some present this Targum as if it held the same authority as that of the Bible.[footnoteRef:31] A Targum, however, can be quite different from the actual biblical text. At its best, a Targum is a translation of the Old Testament into Aramaic. At its worst, it can be an explanation or an expansion of the biblical text. [31:  “Two Seedline Taught in Dead Sea Scrolls #1,” https://emahiser.christogenea.org/.] 

Providing an oral Aramaic Targum became popular when Aramaic developed into the common language of the Israelites during and after their years of exile. When the Hebrew Old Testament was read aloud, it became customary to have a professional translator provide the passages in Aramaic.[footnoteRef:32] Problems developed later, however, when translators began inserting their commentaries over a strict word-for-word translation.[footnoteRef:33] [32:  “Targum,” https://www.britannica.com.]  [33:  Ibid.] 

The Targum Pseudo-Jonathan is one of these later Targums. It was scribed not as a close reproduction of the original Hebrew Old Testament but as a work with a mass quantity of commentary, fable, and paraphrase. We see the result of this commentary in the Targum Pseudo-Jonathan, where, depending on the translation, Genesis 4:1 is rendered:

“Adam knew his wife Eve who had conceived from Sammael [Satan], the angel of the Lord. Then, from Adam her husband she bore his twin sister and Abel.” [footnoteRef:34] [34:  Michael Maher, trans., Targum Pseudo-Jonathan: Genesis, vol. 1, pt. 2 (Collegeville, Minnesota: The Liturgical Press, 1992), p. 31. “She bore his twin sister,” meaning Abel’s twin sister, not Cain’s twin sister.  ] 


This type of Serpent Seed Doctrinal thinking should not come as a surprise to us since similar ideas are found within the Talmud and the Zohar. For Christians who want to claim that this particular Targum holds some authority for us, they should take heed to how this Targum alters other portions of the biblical text. Genesis 3:15 is one such example:

“And I will put enmity between you and the woman, between the offspring of your children and the offspring of her children. And when the children of the woman keep the commandments of the Law, they will take aim and strike you on your head. But when they forsake the commandments of the Law you will take aim and wound them on their heels. For them, however, there will be a remedy; but for you there will be no remedy; and they are to make peace in the end, in the days of the King Messiah.” [footnoteRef:35] [35:  Ibid., pp. 27–28.] 


This version of Genesis 3:15 not only illustrates the author’s emphasis on and preference to the law, but it also eliminates the prophetic witness of Christ’s death and resurrection. A reasonable conclusion can be drawn that by doing this, the Targum Pseudo-Jonathan all but attempts to dissolve the New Testament outlook on this particular verse, which consequently would make sense for someone following Judaism.
Other Targums, such as the Targum Onkelos written sometime in the first or second centuries AD, provide evidence to the varied perspectives found amongst these writings. Unlike the Targum Pseudo-Jonathan, the Targum Onkelos’s Genesis 4:1 is nearly identical to the Masoretic Text, which is the Old Testament text we have today:

“And Adam knew Hava his wife, and she conceived, and gave birth to Kain; and she said I have acquired the man from before the Lord.” [footnoteRef:36] [36:  John Wesley Etheridge, trans., The Targums of Onkelos and Jonathan ben Uzziel on the Pentateuch with the fragments of the Jerusalem Targum from the Chaldee, vol. 1 (London: Longman, Green, Longman, and Roberts, 1862), chap. 4, vs. 1, targum.info.] 


The Gospel of Philip
Outside of Judaism, another source for the Serpent Seed Doctrine is found within the Gospel of Philip:[footnoteRef:37] [37:  Other Gnostic writings containing a sexual liaison occurring in the garden of Eden include The Apocryphon of John where a spirit-being seduces Eve. From that union, Eve gives birth to both Cain and Abel. In The Hypostasis of the Archons, the authorities of the darkness desire Eve and begin to pursue her. She laughs at them and turns herself into a tree. The authorities then unknowingly sexually assault merely a reflection of Eve. This work contends that Cain came from Adam. ] 


“First, adultery came into being, afterward murder. And he was begotten in adultery, for he was the child of the serpent. So he became a murderer, just like his father, and he killed his brother. Indeed, every act of sexual intercourse which has occurred between those unlike one another is adultery.” [footnoteRef:38] [38:  Wesley W. Isenberg, trans., “The Gospel of Philip,” in The Nag Hammadi Library in English, fourth edition, ed. James M. Robinson (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1996), p. 146, https://books.google.com.] 


In contrast is the biblical text, which describes Cain as coming from Adam and Eve:

“And Adam knew Eve his wife; and she conceived, and bare Cain, and said I have gotten a man from the LORD.” [footnoteRef:39] [39:  Gen. 4:1.] 


Of course, a choice can be made here as to which text provides a truer account, but the Gospel of Philip falls short of one essential element: it lacks authority. Most scholars date it from the second to the third century AD.[footnoteRef:40] The apostle Philip died in the first century. Gnostics erroneously label it as a gospel, and by doing so, imply that at some point, the church-at-large considered it as such. This is inaccurate. When it is dealing with the book of Genesis, the Gospel of Philip is merely a commentary on that book. It is an opinion piece from a Gnostic author explaining how he viewed Genesis. [40:  “Gospel of Philip,” www.earlychristianwritings.com.] 

There were many schools of Gnosticism, but its main belief contended there was a malevolent intent or an error in creating the world. Due to this, Gnostics believed everything spiritual and nonmaterial was good, while everything material was evil. One can see how the Serpent Seed Doctrine complemented the Gnostic’s concept of creation. If the physical world was evil and Satan is evil, then Satan must be physical in some way. Due to this, Satan must possess the ability to reproduce as the rest of the material world.
In addition to their concept of creation, Gnostics also believed they held hidden knowledge. With this knowledge in hand, they could gain salvation from this material world and pass through the seven spheres: the sun, the moon, and the five planets, visible at the time, to the pleroma. Often, this knowledge was simply a secret password they uttered to move on to the next sphere. When Christianity began to spread, many Gnostics combined their idea of salvation through hidden knowledge with the Christian concept of salvation through Christ. To these Gnostics, Christ was merely a messenger sent to remind only His favorite disciples of their divine nature and provide instructions on how to get to the pleroma.[footnoteRef:41] [41:  Justo L. González and Catherine Gunsalus González, Heretics for Armchair Theologians (Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 2008), pp. 32–36.] 

In contrast, the biblical text provides a very different path of salvation as described in John 3:16. The Gnostic’s image of creation also stands in contrast to the book of Genesis and God’s approval of His creation.

“And God saw every thing that he had made, and, behold, it was very good.” [footnoteRef:42] [42:  Gen. 1:31.] 


Specifically, the Gospel of Philip’s displays its Gnostic roots in how it supports the notion of the world being made in error. The reason we supposedly ended up with a perishable world was that a perishable being created it. “How could a perfect God create such a world?” is the question hanging over the text. The Gnostic answer was a perfect God didn’t make the world:

“The world came about through a mistake. For he who created it wanted to create it imperishable and immortal. He fell short of attaining his desire. For the world never was imperishable, nor, for that matter, was he who made the world.” [footnoteRef:43] [43:  Isenberg, “Gospel of Philip,” p. 154.] 


This stands in conflict with the very first sentence of the Bible:

“In the beginning God created the heaven and the earth.” [footnoteRef:44] [44:  Gen. 1:1.] 


There are other well-known Gnostic texts such as the Gospel of Thomas. Gnostic writings also existed among those who followed Judaism. Some argue that these writings did not make it into the Canon of the Bible due to corrupt rabbis or a corrupt council of the Catholic Church. Supposedly, according to this theory, the church or the rabbis wanted to conceal the truth. For this reason, they kept these texts from consideration. Unfortunately, this theory completely disregards how the Bible came to be. The early church had already generally accepted the books of the New Testament before any council of the church. The canonization process only stated its approval of the books the church was already using. As for the Old Testament, Christ makes known His approval of the Hebrew Canon as recorded in Luke 24:44.

Biblical Commentary
“All scripture is given by inspiration of God, and is profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for instruction in righteousness.” 2 Timothy 3:16

The texts containing support for the Serpent Seed Doctrine are commentaries on the biblical text. It is common practice today to utilize commentaries to study one’s Bible. The most helpful commentaries provide historical or traditional information that enhances the understanding of the text. Other commentaries only offer the author’s viewpoint. This point of view may have its basis in actual events, or it may exist just within the commentator’s own imagination.
Many modern Bibles contain commentaries beneath actual Scripture. It is essential to examine these commentaries and to make sure they are of value. It is also vital to make a distinction between these commentaries, either ancient or modern, from the divine, inspired Word of God. If we do not see this difference, then it is similar to believing that the writings of David Jeremiah or Jeremiah Wright—two men who have two very different views on the Bible—should stand right next to the authority of the Bible.
In addition, in reading commentaries, particularly those of ancient origin, some mistakenly believe they are more likely to hold the truth since they were written much closer to the events described in the Bible. However, this is not always the case. The age of a commentary does not mean it holds any particular monopoly on accuracy. People were just as likely to be misguided in ancient times as they are today in their attempts to commentate on the biblical text, and possibly even more so, since, unlike today, we as Christians have the indwelling of the Holy Spirit who will guide us into all truth.[footnoteRef:45] [45:  John 16:13.] 

We should identify far more important aspects than merely knowing the age of a commentary. For example, the councils canonized the Gospels because they met specific standards. The identity of the author was an essential measure of the text’s worth. For the New Testament, the author needed to be an apostle or someone backed by an apostle. In other words, the author had to be someone who had a close relationship with the source of the truth of the gospel, which was Christ. Another necessary standard was the evaluation of the text’s content.
These same high standards would serve us well when we read commentaries and writings outside of the Bible, not to place them on the same level as the Bible, but to decide if the analysis is of value in understanding the more confusing areas of the biblical text. Knowing who the commentary’s author is and what influences he or she may have been under, will help us do this. When we scrutinize these commentaries carefully and find that their content does not get right the clear teachings of the Bible, then we should be suspicious of how these commentaries explain what is supposedly vague within the Bible. With the texts shown already, we have seen this occur, and it calls into question the very Serpent Seed Doctrine these texts support.
Again, it is helpful to use commentaries to assist in one’s Bible study. What we need to be careful of is allowing those commentaries to become our ultimate authority. For the Kabbalist, their final authority is the Zohar. For the Gnostic, it is the supposed “Lost Gospels” and other Gnostic writings. Hopefully, for the Christian, it is not the commentaries on the biblical text but the Bible itself that is our final authority.



[bookmark: Chapter2]Chapter 2
The Old Testament and the Serpent Seed Doctrine

If we can agree as Christians that the Bible is our ultimate authority,[footnoteRef:46] then we can move on to how followers of the Serpent Seed Doctrine attempt to use the Bible to support their belief that a sexual encounter occurred between Satan and Eve. Even though some fringe Judaic groups use the Serpent Seed Doctrine, most American Christians will more than likely encounter this idea online through a person who is knowingly or unknowingly following some, many, or all of the teachings from a group referred to as the Christian Identity Movement. Due to this, as we go through the following verses in the Bible, the focus will be on how those who fall into this category view these areas of the Bible. [46:  2 Tim. 3:16.] 


The Twin Theory
After reading the following verse found in Genesis, “And Adam knew Eve his wife; and she conceived, and bare Cain, and said, I have gotten a man from the LORD. And she again bare his brother Abel,”[footnoteRef:47] one may wonder how anyone could get around the explicitness of this verse, which clearly tells us Cain was from Adam and Eve. However, Serpent Seed Doctrine supporters believe they have found such a path. They explain the text does not describe a sexual encounter before Abel’s birth, as it does later, concerning Seth’s birth. Due to this, supporters conclude this verse is telling us Cain and Abel were twins.[footnoteRef:48] [47:  Gen. 4:1–2.]  [48:  “Who is Cain’s Father? Part One,” www.theopenscroll.com/sitemap.htm.] 

Supporters go on to distinguish what type of twins Cain and Abel were. They believe they were dizygotic twins.[footnoteRef:49] This type of pregnancy occurs when two separate sperm fertilize two different eggs.[footnoteRef:50] In most cases, the two separate sperm originate with the same man. However, there have been cases, although extremely rare, when the sperm has come from two different men. By pointing out this type of pregnancy, supporters assert both Satan and Adam had relations with Eve, which resulted in Satan being the father of Cain and Adam being the father of Abel. [49:  Ibid.]  [50:  “Dizygotic twin,” https://www.britannica.com.] 

The idea of Cain and Abel being twins is interesting. It is of no real consequence, however, to a non-supporter of the Serpent Seed Doctrine. One can just as easily believe Cain and Abel were twins but twins from the same father: Adam. Plus, if we are looking for patterns within the text, then the idea of Cain coming from Adam and Eve fits the twin theory since Adam and Eve’s sexual union is described right before Cain’s birth. The pattern begins with the couple’s sexual encounter, followed by a birth announcement of their child. This same pattern is repeated with Cain and his wife in Genesis 4:17, and yet supporters do not question that the Enoch of Genesis 4:17 was Cain’s son.

Conception and Birth
	Let us look at another pattern within the text. The Bible informs us that Adam and Eve had relations and she conceived. Eve did not conceive before this. It is only after Adam knew her that she was with child. The text does not say Eve conceived, then Adam knew her, and she conceived again. This is what would have occurred in a dizygotic twin situation. The text, however, does not provide any evidence for this type of pregnancy.

Date Night
	Let us also remember that Adam and Eve were driven from paradise before their sexual encounter with each other occurred. The text does not tell us how much time elapsed, but we can assume some time passed before the couple felt comfortable enough in their new surroundings. Forced out of paradise, Adam and Eve had no shelter or food. They did have ground to till,[footnoteRef:51] but we do not know the condition of this land. In such a circumstance, you would set out to find the essentials of food and shelter. You would not be interested in having a date night. Therefore, in the midst of all this uncertainty and fear, it is difficult to believe Adam and Eve immediately had sex after being pushed out of paradise. This makes the dizygotic twin idea even less probable since an egg has only twelve to twenty-four hours to be fertilized.[footnoteRef:52] This would not have provided enough time for Abel to be the dizygotic twin. [51:  Gen. 3:23.]  [52:  “Understanding Ovulation,” www.americanpregnancy.org.] 


“From the Lord”
As mentioned previously, Midrash records the beliefs of Rabbi Ze’era, who asserted the Serpent Seed idea. This rabbi’s commentary so twists Genesis 4:1 beyond recognition that he renders it:

“As it is said, ‘And Adam knew Eve his wife’ (Gen. iv. 1). What is the meaning of ‘knew’? (He knew) that she had conceived.” [footnoteRef:53] [53:  Friedlander, Pirke de Rabbi Eliezer, p. 151.] 


By distorting Genesis 4:1 in such a way, the rabbi was free to claim Satan got to Eve first and Adam knew of it. The need to contort the original text in such a way demonstrates its original message does not promote what the rabbi wanted it to endorse. Therefore, it was necessary for him to alter it.
Rabbi Ze’era also had a bad habit of changing words within verses to suit his needs. He alters Genesis 4:1, “I have gotten a man from the LORD,” to “I have gotten a man with the Lord.”[footnoteRef:54] Unfortunately when commentators begin to rearrange words or simply change one word within the Bible without offering an explanation as to why they are doing so, such as saying the modification will draw us closer to the original Hebrew meaning, then, frankly, they are no longer viewing the text as the final authority. Instead, they are placing themselves in the seat of authority. This alteration provided by Rabbi Ze’era allows him to claim Eve conceived Cain with Satan (a supposed lord). [54:  Ibid.] 

The original translation provides what Eve is trying to convey in this verse, which is that she is praising God: “I have gotten a man from the LORD.” There is no great mystery here or underlying meaning. How many mothers have said the very same thing after the birth of their child? “Praise God! I have gotten a child from the Lord!” Or, in other words, “The Lord has blessed us with a child.”

Cain, the Ignored
In Genesis 4:25, Eve continued her celebration at the birth of her third son, Seth. Her joy was two-fold since Seth became a substitute for Abel, whom Cain murdered. “For God, said she, hath appointed me another seed instead of Abel, whom Cain slew.”[footnoteRef:55] Because Eve made no mention of Cain being replaced by Seth as Abel was, the suggestion is made by some that this is a hint that Cain was never Adam’s son.[footnoteRef:56] However, the focus of this verse is on Seth replacing Abel. It also would make no sense to mention Seth replacing Cain since Cain was not murdered and did not need replacing. [55:  Gen. 4:25.]  [56:  “What Really Happened in the Garden of Eden?” p. 5, (listed in index as “Garden of Eden”),  https://swift.christogenea.org/wesley-swift-pdf-library.] 

Supporters also try to assert Cain was not from Adam by pointing out that Cain was not listed in Adam’s genealogy found in Genesis 5:1–32.[footnoteRef:57] The fact is Cain may not be found in Adam’s genealogy that follows Seth’s line, but Adam is found in Cain’s lineage, which begins at Genesis 4:1 and ends at verse 24. Some stories are mixed in with this record of lineage[footnoteRef:58] that separates Cain’s birth from the rest of his genealogy, but having stories interlaced with a genealogical record is a practice found elsewhere in the Bible (see 1 Chronicles 4:9–10 and 5:18–22). In the book of Genesis, this record describes Cain’s origin from Adam and Eve and then later describes Cain’s descendants. Supporters use Genesis 4:1–24 as a genealogical account when it comes to Abel but deny it as such when it comes to Cain. This is a nonsensical viewpoint. [57:  Ibid.]  [58:  The fact that the story of Abel’s death is intermixed with Cain’s genealogy adds some credence to the idea that Cain and Abel were twins from Adam and Eve. ] 

Another area of the Bible that supporters look to is a portion of Genesis 5, where Adam begets Seth in his likeness and image. Supporters focus on how the text never describes Cain in this way. To supporters, this means Adam was not Cain’s father. However, if we read the first part of Genesis 5, it becomes clear that the Holy Spirit is simply contrasting between what God created and what Adam “created.”

“This is the book of the generations of Adam. In the day that God created man, in the likeness of God made he him; Male and female created he them; and blessed them, and called their name Adam, in the day when they were created. And Adam lived an hundred and thirty years, and begat a son in his own likeness, after his image; and called his name Seth.” [footnoteRef:59] [59:  Gen. 5:1–3.] 


Supporters believe the phrase “And Adam lived an hundred and thirty years, and begat a son in his own likeness, and after his image; and called his name Seth”[footnoteRef:60] is the text telling us Adam finally had a son of his own since Cain was of Satan. Supporters see this verse as expressing something positive. However, it is not a positive thing that Adam made a son in his image; it is a negative thing. This area of text tells us God created man in His image. In other words, Adam and Eve were sinless when God formed them. After the fall, Adam made a son in his likeness who, unfortunately, inherited a sin nature due to the fall. The text compares what God created with what Adam produced. Adam’s creation was made in his sinful image. It was no longer in God’s perfect image. [60:  Ibid., v. 3.
] 

This comparison between what God and Adam created becomes extremely important later in the New Testament where it tells us all who are from Adam (which is all of us) carry his sin nature and are in need of Christ. Notice how the text calls Adam and Eve “Adam” in Genesis 5:2 to set up the explanation later provided in 1 Corinthians 15:22 and 15:45, which reinforces this point. If you do not support, or if you know nothing of the New Testament, you are going to have other explanations for why Genesis 5:1–3 describes Seth as being made in Adam’s image. This is why the Serpent Seed Doctrine originated with those within Judaism. They did not accept the New Testament or its teachings.
Beyond the spiritual meaning of this area of text, the technical reason Genesis 5 does not mention Cain is that this chapter begins Adam’s genealogy through Seth. There was no reason to mention Cain at this point since Genesis 4:1–24 already covered Cain’s genealogy. Cain was not the subject or the focus of Genesis 5. Due to this, supporters attempt to take advantage of Cain’s absence in these verses by trying to turn it into something it is not.
To illustrate this point further, imagine you have two sons, Ed and Bruce. Now picture yourself writing a biography about your two sons. You first write a paragraph about Bruce, and then you go on to write another paragraph about Ed. Midway through writing about Ed, you note, “Oh, by the way, I also have a son named Bruce.” It would make no sense to do this since you’ve already covered Bruce in the preceding paragraph. This is exactly what supporters of the Serpent Seed Doctrine are requiring these verses to do for Cain and Seth. They want an additional proclamation of Cain being Adam’s son. But a previous verse has already explicitly explained he was his child. Genesis 4:1 could not be any clearer on the subject of Cain being Adam’s son. Adam knew his wife, and she gave birth to Cain. This is a clear, simple reading of the text, and it is the meaning God wants to get across to us.
This faulty reasoning of the absence of Cain equating to him not being Adam’s son continues with such verses as Luke 3:38 and 1 Chronicles 1:1.[footnoteRef:61] Luke 3:38 is the tail end of Christ’s genealogy, and the last part states: “Seth, which was the son of Adam, which was the son of God.” It is clear why Luke 3:38 does not include Cain. This verse, as well as 1 Chronicles 1:1, deals with Adam’s line through Seth. Since Cain murdered Abel and God drove Cain away, Seth needed to carry on the line. This genealogical line ultimately led to Christ. This is why the Holy Spirit was interested in recording Seth’s genealogical record and not Cain’s record. [61:  “What Really Happened in the Garden of Eden?” p. 5.] 


Trees Symbolize Men
Since the text is explicit in its meaning of Cain being Adam’s son, one may ask where supporters get the idea of Eve even having relations with Satan in the first place. According to supporters, this took place in the third chapter of Genesis:

“Now the serpent was more subtle 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? And the woman said unto the serpent, We may eat of the fruit of the trees of the garden: But of the fruit of the tree which is in the midst of the garden, God hath said, Ye shall not eat of it, neither shall ye touch it, lest ye die. And the serpent said unto the woman, Ye shall not surely die: For God doth know that in the day ye eat thereof, then your eyes shall be opened, and ye shall be as gods, knowing good and evil. 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.” [footnoteRef:62] [62:  Gen. 3:1–6.] 


Some supporters of the Serpent Seed Doctrine tell us the “tree which is in the midst of the garden” referred to as “the tree of the knowledge of good and evil”[footnoteRef:63] was Satan. They reach this conclusion because the biblical text sometimes symbolizes men as trees.[footnoteRef:64] An example of this is found in Matthew 3:9–10 where John the Baptist warned the Pharisees and Sadducees that the “trees” that do not produce “good fruit” will be cut down with an ax, which was already at their roots. Because supporters view the tree in the garden as Satan, they believe when Adam and Eve ate from it, they were actually having a sexual encounter with Satan. [63:  Ibid., 2:17.]  [64:  “Men as Trees: The Miracle of Seeing,” https://www.theseason.org/trees.htm.] 

Outside the biblical text, Rabbi Ze’era provides an early foundation for equating Satan with “the tree of the knowledge of good and evil.” According to this particular rabbi, Eve was the garden itself. He borrows this imagery from Song of Solomon, where Solomon depicts a Shulamite woman as “a garden inclosed.”[footnoteRef:65] Rabbi Ze’era then goes on to explain the tree in the garden was not just a tree. Combining these ideas, he concludes the text was hinting at an episode of sexual intercourse.[footnoteRef:66] [65:  Song 4:12.]  [66:  Friedlander, Pirke de Rabbi Eliezer, p. 150.] 

At this point, the reader may be a bit confused since the name of doctrine is the “Serpent Seed Doctrine,” and for some, it may imply that through the form of the serpent, Satan impregnated Eve. This idea was apparently held by some who went on to explain that in nature, two different species could result in an offspring, such as in the case of mules. In one of his writings, Wesley Swift, a former Methodist preacher turned apologist for the KKK[footnoteRef:67] and one of the leading promoters of the Christian Identity Movement, seems to be combating this type of literalism which promoted the idea of Eve having sex with an actual snake.[footnoteRef:68] One wonders if perhaps in dealing with this idea that Swift saw his views as being more rational. [67:  “Christianity and the KKK,” https://swift.christogenea.org/wesley-swift-pdf-library.]  [68:  “What Really Happened in the Garden of Eden?” p. 5.] 

The commentary of Eve having relations with an actual snake seems to be too bizarre for most and has found little support today. Others have held to the perspective that the serpent represented Satan, and in this role alone, Satan had a sexual encounter with Eve. However, the idea that Satan is not only the tempter, symbolized as the serpent, as well as the object of temptation, “the tree of the knowledge of good and evil,” appears to have much more of a following.[footnoteRef:69] The question as to why God would signify Satan in two different “roles” within the text, giving it a rather confusing mix of imagery, remains a problem for supporters. Nonetheless, the title the Serpent Seed Doctrine still holds true for these particular supporters, if only indirectly, since they point out that Satan is described as a serpent in the biblical text. [69:  “Genesis Chapter 3: The Fall of Mankind,” https://www.theseason.org.] 

As a side note, Wesley Swift saw things a bit differently from these modern supporters. He contended “the tree of the knowledge of good and evil” was not Satan but rather, pre-Adamic non-white races.[footnoteRef:70] To Swift, the real sin in the garden of Eden was Adam and Eve having sex with a non-white human and then with Satan. Swift somehow managed to squeeze in two sexual episodes into the garden of Eden. [70:  “What Really Happened in the Garden of Eden?” p. 3.] 

For modern supporters, the reason the tree symbolism argument fails is that Satan and men are two different types of beings. In the book of Ezekiel, the text informs us that Satan is an angel of the cherubim order:

“Thou art the anointed cherub that covereth; and I have set thee so.” [footnoteRef:71] [71:  Ezek. 28:14.] 


In Ephesians 6:11–12, we are told Satan is not flesh and blood:

“Put on the whole armour of God, that ye may be able to stand against the wiles of the devil. For we wrestle not against flesh and blood, but against principalities, against powers, against the rulers of the darkness of this world, against spiritual wickedness in high places.” [footnoteRef:72] [72:  Eph. 6:11–12.] 



Psalm 8:4–5 explains humans are not angels and angels are not humans:

“What is man, that thou art mindful of him? and the son of man, that thou visitest him? For thou hast made him a little lower than the angels, and hast crowned him with glory and honour.” [footnoteRef:73] [73:  Ps. 8:4–5. This description is applied to man and Christ in Hebrews 2:5-9.] 



Because Satan is an angel, it follows he is a spiritual being since the text describes all angels as spiritual beings in Hebrews 1:13–14:

“But to which of the angels said he at any time, Sit on my right hand, until I make thine enemies thy footstool? Are they not all ministering spirits, sent forth to minister for them who shall be heirs of salvation?” [footnoteRef:74] [74:  Heb. 1:13–14.] 


Due to these biblical references, we can conclude that Satan is not a human being. Satan is an angel. Perhaps this is an elementary point to make, and it is probably a position some supporters of the doctrine hold as well. However, when the text describes human beings as trees, supporters erroneously conclude Satan was the tree in the garden of Eden because the Bible refers to men as trees. This is a faulty connection to make since Satan is not a man.
Nevertheless, supporters contend that Ezekiel 31:1-9 provides a direct link to Satan being portrayed as the tree in the garden of Eden.[footnoteRef:75] They believe the Assyrian depicted in these verses should be seen as an individual. However, in viewing these verses in their full context, this area of text is addressing the Pharaoh of Egypt and telling him to consider the country of Assyria. The KJV has it as the Assyrian. However, the Bible is not describing one individual. Rather, it is speaking of all Assyrians or the country of Assyria.[footnoteRef:76] The same would be understood if someone said, “When the American drives his car, he enjoys the freedom of the open road.” The statement is not speaking of one American in particular but all Americans when it states, “The American.” The verse referring to the Assyrian should be viewed in this same way. [75:  “Men as Trees: The Miracle of Seeing.”]  [76:  James Strong, Strong’s New Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible (Iowa Falls, Iowa: Word Bible Publishers, Inc., 1986), ’Ashshûwr, 804.] 

It is also clear that these verses in Ezekiel are speaking of all Assyrians or the country of Assyria due to verse 3, which points to Assyria’s history which “was a cedar in Lebanon.”[footnoteRef:77] At this time, Assyria no longer existed. It had been devastated by the Babylonians. The text is informing the Pharaoh to consider how beautiful Assyria once was. In fact, the trees in the garden of Eden could not compare to its beauty. [77:  Ezek. 31:3.] 

Because the text refers to the garden of Eden, supporters contend that these verses are alluding to Satan being the Assyrian. They believe he was the tree, more beautiful than all the other trees in the garden of Eden. However, there is no context to tell us to view these verses in this way.
Compare this set of verses to those found in Ezekiel 28 where the first half of the chapter is speaking of a human ruler. In verse 11, the text switches its focus to Satan and describes him as a cherub, once perfect, and created. These descriptions indicate that Satan is the subject. A human ruler could not be portrayed in this way since a human king could not be a cherub and at this point, could not be described as being perfect and created directly by God. Ezekiel 31 has no such markers directing us to think it is referring to Satan.
The assertion that Satan is symbolized by trees in the Bible does not work. One might be able to make a compelling argument that Satan was represented by the serpent in the garden of Eden, but there is no evidence that Satan should be viewed as the tree in that account.

100% Real Fruit
Because supporters believe Satan is “the tree of the knowledge of good and evil,” they go on to claim that the eating of the fruit of the tree was Eve having sex with Satan. Supporters highlight what Eve partook in Genesis 3:1–6. They call attention to how these verses tell us Eve did not eat an apple, as many pieces of art represent, but that she ate fruit.[footnoteRef:78] One could argue that the Bible does not say it was not an apple since an apple is a kind of fruit, but it is understood why this is such a big deal to supporters. What they are trying to establish is the idea that the biblical text uses eating fruit as a metaphor for sexual intercourse. They claim Song of Solomon employs this symbolism when the Shulamite woman shares her thoughts about Solomon: [78:  “The Original Sin (1/3),” www.biblebelievers.org.au/teachx.htm.] 


“As the apple tree among the trees of the wood, so is my beloved among the sons. I sat down under his shadow with great delight, and his fruit was sweet to my taste.” [footnoteRef:79] [79:  Song 2:3.] 


As we look closer at the context of the book of Song of Solomon and the progression of its story, we realize Song of Solomon 2:3 could not be referring to sexual intercourse since Solomon clearly tells us the Shulamite woman was a virgin, a maid on the night of their wedding:

“A garden inclosed is my sister, my spouse; a spring shut up, a fountain sealed.” [footnoteRef:80] [80:  Ibid., 4:12.] 


The verse with the clearest connection within Song of Solomon is found in Chapter 4, where Solomon and his new bride consummated their marriage on their wedding night:

“Awake, O north wind; and come, thou south; blow upon my garden, that the spices thereof may flow out. Let my beloved come into his garden, and eat his pleasant fruits.” [footnoteRef:81] [81:  Ibid., 4:16.] 


According to supporters, Proverbs 30:20 also supports their view of things. They believe eating symbolizes sex in this verse. Supporters rely heavily on this area of text to say the Bible is hinting at a sexual encounter between Eve and Satan in Genesis. Supporters assert Eve is the adulterer described in these verses:

“Such is the way of an adulterous woman; she eateth, and wipeth her mouth, and saith, I have done no wickedness.” [footnoteRef:82] [82:  Prov. 30:20.] 


Supporters are so heavily invested in the eating aspect of Proverbs 30:20 that they overlook how the woman is described as having no shame. And because she has no shame, she just keeps sinning, not believing she’s done anything wrong. In contrast, Eve knew she did wrong, so much so that she hid from God:

“And they heard the voice of the LORD God walking in the garden in the cool of the day: and Adam and his wife hid themselves from the presence of the LORD God amongst the trees of the garden.” [footnoteRef:83] [83:  Gen. 3:8.] 


In fact, when God asked Eve what she did, she confessed:

“And the LORD God said unto the woman, What is this that thou hast done? And the woman said, The serpent beguiled me, and I did eat.” [footnoteRef:84] [84:  Ibid., v. 13.] 


In other words, Eve was the kind of woman you’d take home to meet your parents. The Proverbs woman was the kind you wouldn’t.
Due to the verses in Proverbs and Song of Solomon, supporters believe the Bible exclusively uses fruit or eating fruit to mean sexual intercourse. From this narrow viewpoint, they conclude a sexual episode must have taken place in the garden where similar imagery is used. But as in the case with Song of Solomon 2:3, and practically the entire New Testament, which uses the imagery of fruit to mean spiritual maturity or new believers, “fruit” and “eating fruit” do not exclusively mean sexual intercourse within the text.
There are additional examples of this. One is found in Daniel, where the subject concerns Nebuchadnezzar’s dream:

“I saw, and behold a tree in the midst of the earth, and the height thereof was great. The tree grew, and was strong, and the height thereof reached unto heaven, and the sight thereof to the end of all the earth: The leaves thereof were fair, and the fruit thereof much, and in it was meat for all.” [footnoteRef:85] [85:  Dan. 4:10–12.] 


Daniel’s interpretation of this dream is found in Daniel 4:22. As you read his interpretation, notice how the text provides no sexual connotation concerning the tree or even the fruit that everyone was eating from the tree:

“It is thou, O king, that art grown and become strong: for thy greatness is grown, and reacheth unto heaven, and thy dominion to the end of the earth.” [footnoteRef:86] [86:  Ibid., v. 22.] 


Supporters also fail to mention the verse found in the book of Revelation, which uses the same symbolism Genesis employs. Notice again, there is no sexual connotation being used here in regard to eating from the tree of life which is Christ:

“He that hath an ear, let him hear what the Spirit saith unto the churches; To him that overcometh will I give to eat of the tree of life, which is in the midst of the paradise of God.” [footnoteRef:87] [87:  Rev. 2:7.] 


Tactic #2
Another tactic supporters use is to question why God would punish and separate Himself from mankind simply because Adam and Eve ate a piece of fruit.[footnoteRef:88] They argue that eating fruit is not a sin; therefore, it must have symbolized Eve having sex with Satan.[footnoteRef:89] [88:  “The Two Laws of Eden-Part 3,” www.thecontender.org/wordpress/index.php/contender-index/.]  [89:  “The Original Sin (1/3).”] 

This argument overlooks the fact that God gives commands to individual believers. One thinks of Numbers 20:8–12, where God instructed Moses to tell the rock to bring forth water. Instead, Moses struck the rock twice, which was how the Israelites normally obtained water. Retrieving water in this way was not a sin, but God ordered Moses, in this situation, to tell the rock to bring forth water, which would have been a miracle for the people to see. Moses disobeyed, and the consequence for his defiance was God not allowing him to enter the promised land.
This may seem like a harsh punishment, but Moses demonstrated, with this single act of disobedience, that he was not fully trusting God. Similarly, God did not punish Adam and Eve merely because they ate a piece of fruit. God punished Adam and Eve because He told them not to eat a piece of fruit, and they did.
This idea that God punished the entire world because of what Adam and Eve did in the garden is also somewhat misleading. Specific punishments were given to Adam,[footnoteRef:90] Eve,[footnoteRef:91] and their corresponding sexes throughout the ages; however, the sin they let loose on the world caused much more damage than just those two punishments. The first act of disobedience led to the next and then to the next. That is just how it is with sin. The world and everything in it became what God did not intend due to Adam and Eve’s waywardness.[footnoteRef:92] Sin, in and of itself, was the main punisher and separator. [90:  Gen. 3:17.]  [91:  Ibid., v. 16.]  [92:  This is not to say that we are totally depraved since God did make us, and His mark of creation is on us. ] 


Tactic #3
Another issue that supporters bring up concerning the fruit in the garden of Eden is how they claim the knowledge of good and evil could not have been obtained simply by eating a piece of fruit from a tree. The truth is we could turn this argument around to supporters. The simple act of intercourse could not have caused the knowledge of good and evil to just sweep into Adam and Eve’s minds.
When supporters argue this, they are once again attempting to take the reader’s attention away from Adam and Eve’s disobedience and place it solely onto the objects of the tree and the fruit. When we correctly focus on the sin of defiance, it becomes clear. Rebelliousness caused Adam and Eve to understand evil.
By contrast, they were then able to understand good. Before the act of defiance, God held their existence in a state of neutrality. They did not understand good or evil because they did not have either concept to compare with one another. That is why God called the tree they were not to eat from “the tree of the knowledge of good and evil.”[footnoteRef:93] [93:  Gen. 2:17.] 

Furthermore, the physical piece of fruit was simply a vehicle for physical beings to act on or not to act on. God could just as easily have said, “You can open all the doors in the garden except that one over there.” The door merely serves as a kind of physical symbol of obedience. If it remains closed, His people have obeyed Him. If it is opened, they have not.
Now, you may be thinking the door example is lacking something, that it is missing a seductive nature. Apart from perhaps the curiosity of what would happen if you did open it, the door could pretty much be left alone in this example. In like manner, if Eve had been tempted with eating a grasshopper, for example, she would probably have responded, “Thanks, but no thanks,” and walked away. But the piece of fruit was appealing and tempting on its own. It looked juicy and tasty. This seductive nature of the fruit itself leads supporters to think the scene is about sex. But sin, disobedience, and simple temptations are seductive in and of themselves.

Why a Tree and a Piece of Fruit?
It’s not difficult to understand why God used a tree and a piece of fruit to measure Adam and Eve’s obedience. God often uses the physical world to make spiritual matters clear. For example, take water baptism. By using the earth’s water, we proclaim our commitment as believers. God could have used something else, one supposes, but He chose to utilize an element of the earth to convey a spiritual notion. Another example would be Christ’s crucifixion. Certainly, God could have said, “Well, Christ did so and so in heaven, and I took it as the ultimate sacrifice.” But He did not. Christ came to where we were, to explain the event in terms we could understand, and to die on a real tree. Therefore, as in these examples, it is reasonable to believe the tree and the fruit in the garden were just that: a real tree and a real piece of fruit that, behind them, stood the symbolism for humankind’s disobedience or obedience to God.[footnoteRef:94] [94:  Another tactic some supporters may try to use is to point out how a serpent can be seen as a phallic symbol. From a biblical perspective, a snake or a serpent is generally symbolized as an object of evil, not one of sex. The idea that a serpent should be viewed as signifying fertility or sex within the Bible is a pagan interpretation on the Bible.] 


The Apple Delusion
Supporters often express a great deal of anger for those who teach that Adam and Eve ate an apple in the garden of Eden. They call it the “apple delusion.” One can see how this could lead to a sense of betrayal in some when supporters of the Serpent Seed Doctrine point out that the Genesis story does not even contain the word apple.
Supporters certainly capitalize on this fact. They take this sliver of truth and lead people into assuming everything else the doctrine espouses is true. However, if you were someone who truly believed the text actually contained the word apple and you have gone on to believe in the Serpent Seed Doctrine, then the question you should be asking yourself is, “If I was deceived once, what makes me think I am not being deceived again?” The fact that the apple thing got past you is an indication that you were not even doing the simple step of reading the text for yourself. Instead, you were taking another person’s word for it. What else are you not reading or are just taking for granted as the truth?
Those who are not dogmatically taught it was an apple in the Genesis story are usually not persuaded by the Serpent Seed Doctrine. Because supporters are so focused on arguing against the idea that Adam and Eve ate an apple, they don’t recognize (or perhaps even consider) most adults understand there is an underlying meaning being relayed in Genesis other than a woman just biting into a piece of fruit. However, the meaning behind the symbolism is not sex. It is disobedience. Due to this, the apple argument becomes irrelevant for most.
This narrow view that supporters have of non-supporters causes them to believe their perspective on the text is much more sophisticated and mature. However, this is not the case. One must believe Satan had and has genitalia and sperm,[footnoteRef:95] and that “he” was willing to procreate with Eve, even though it is obvious from the text that Satan despised Adam and Eve due to Satan tempting them in the first place. In general, this view of angels is not advanced but earthly and pubescent. [95:  Some try to combat the odd idea of Satan supposedly possessing the ability to reproduce by claiming there was a kind of DNA transfer that occurred between Satan and Eve which caused her to become pregnant. However, this response provided by some supporters fails to answer the question of how a spiritual being could impregnate a physical being. DNA is a physical thing. By saying that Satan, a spiritual being has DNA, supporters are merely returning to the idea that Satan is a physical being with physical DNA. ] 

This author does agree with one aspect of the supporter’s viewpoint. As touched on previously, sensuality is present in the symbolism of the text, and it is there for a reason. Sin is sensual. Sin feels good. One of the main reasons we sin in the first place is because a component of it makes us feel good, if only for a time. Supporters focus on the sensuality that is present in the story and go too far by thinking the account is about the physical act of earthly sex. But sin, no matter what it is, usually has a sensual component to it. Ask a bank robber why he robs banks. No doubt, he will tell you it is for the money, but beneath this motivation is the thrill he gets from it. The act makes him feel powerful and perhaps manlier. All of these are very sensual notions, and this is just from robbing a bank. Imagine the allure of wanting to be as a god.
On a side note, these types of discussions are meant for a more mature audience. When you were younger, this incident recorded in Genesis was more than likely explained to you in terms of the simple actions and facts that happened within the story. The deeper meaning, which was concerning disobedience, not sex, would come later as you matured and could recognize the story’s importance as it related to the Bible’s overall themes of sin and salvation.

A Touchy Subject
Those who believe there was a sexual incident between Satan and Eve in the garden of Eden often point out that God commanded Adam and Eve not to touch the fruit of “the tree of the knowledge of good and evil.” Supporters look to how the word nâga̕, translated into English as “touch,” can have a sexual connotation.[footnoteRef:96] To them, this command is God telling Adam and Eve not to have sex with Satan. The problem with this is God never instructed Adam and Eve not to touch the fruit of the tree. This “don’t touch” rule is an add-on made by Eve in Genesis 3:3. God only tells Adam and Eve not to eat of the fruit of the tree. He never said not to touch it. [96:  “Men as Trees: The Miracle of Seeing.”] 

Now, one may argue that God did, in fact, tell Adam and Eve not to touch the fruit, but it was only until verse 3 that the writer of Genesis revealed this to the reader through Eve. If this is the argument, then the idea that touch can mean sex still does not work. The word translated to “touch” has many meanings. Strong’s Concordance’s definition of this word is “to touch, i.e., lay the hand upon (for any purpose; euphem., to lie with a woman); by impl. to reach (fig. to arrive, acquire); violently, to strike (punish, defeat, destroy, etc.).”[footnoteRef:97] The KJV translates the word nâga̕ as “to touch” about thirty-three times. All these incidents should not be defined as “to lie with a woman” or to mean an occurrence of general sexual contact. Due to the different definitions of this word, we must examine the context of the sentence to decide which meaning best suits a particular verse. In other words, just because the word nâga̕ can mean “to lie with a woman,” does not necessarily follow that this is the definition we should use in Genesis 3:3. [97:  Strong, Strong’s New Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, nâga̕, 5060.] 

One of the reasons a sexual connotation is not a good fit for Genesis 3:3, “Ye shall not eat of it, neither shall ye touch it, lest ye die,”[footnoteRef:98] is that if we are to believe that both touch and eat are a warning against having sex with Satan, then God ends up repeating Himself in a rather awkward way. It would be like God saying, “You shall not have sex with Satan; You shall not have sex with Satan.” This understanding creates a very odd reading of Genesis 3:3. The words “touch” and “eat” spoken of by Eve in this verse were two different instructions: 1. Don’t eat. 2. Don’t touch. The word “neither,” which separates these two commands, further attests to this. Therefore, attempting to say both touch and eat are instructions against having sex with Satan simply does not work when we follow the sentence structure of Eve’s answer in Genesis 3:3. [98:  Gen. 3:3.] 


The Bad Seed vs. the Good Seed
Supporters claim that evidence exists of a sexual encounter between Satan and Eve in other areas of the book of Genesis as well. One such verse is Genesis 3:14–15, where supporters believe a supposed purposeful division began between Cain’s descendants and Seth’s descendants.[footnoteRef:99] [99:  “What Really Happened in the Garden of Eden?” p. 4.] 


“And the LORD God said unto the serpent, Because thou hast done this, thou art cursed above all cattle, and above every beast of the field; upon thy belly shalt thou go, and dust shalt thou eat all the days of thy life: And I will put enmity between thee and the woman, and between thy seed and her seed; it shall bruise thy head, and thou shalt bruise his heel.” [footnoteRef:100] [100:  Gen. 3:14–15.] 


Supporters believe the serpent symbolizes Satan. Revelation 12:9 and 20:2 provide evidence for this, where John describes Satan as “that old serpent.” Supporters apparently understand the eating of dust and going about on the belly in Genesis 3:14 as a poetic, figurative punishment God gave to Satan. The division spoken of in the next sentence is between the woman’s seed, which, to supporters, means Seth’s descendants, and Satan’s seed, which refers to Cain’s descendants.
Some non-supporters claim that the serpent-creature was a real, physical animal that Satan talked through in order to tempt Eve into eating the fruit. These non-supporters take the verses in Revelation figuratively and view the punishment literally, which ultimately caused this animal to take on the appearance of serpents we see today. These non-supporters view the division between the woman’s seed and the serpent’s seed as being between Christ and those who follow Satan’s ways in a spiritual sense. The phrase found in Genesis 3:15, “It shall bruise thy head, and thou shalt bruise his heel,” is considered a prophecy about Christ’s death and resurrection and ultimate victory over Satan.
How non-supporters view the serpent and how they see its punishment is of no real consequence. Non-supporters could just as easily believe the Bible uses a serpent as a metaphor for Satan and the punishment received of going about on the belly as being merely figurative. The true division between these two views rests on how one describes the two different seeds. If we are to believe Genesis 4:1, which clearly tells us Cain came from a union between Adam and Eve, then the answer becomes apparent. The serpent’s seed should not be taken as the actual, physical descendants of Eve and Satan. If it were, then the phrase describing the conflict, “thy seed” and “her seed,” would make no sense since both seeds would actually be from Eve.

“I’m Naked!”
One of the main arguments of the Serpent Seed Doctrine is how supporters focus on the action taken by Adam and Eve after they sin. The Bible tells us they made aprons for themselves. By covering what is essentially their genitals, supporters declare the sin they committed was sexual in nature.[footnoteRef:101] [101:  “The Original Sin (1/3).”] 


“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. And they heard the voice of the LORD God walking in the garden in the cool of the day: and Adam and his wife hid themselves from the presence of the LORD God amongst the trees of the garden.” [footnoteRef:102] [102:  Gen. 3:7–8.] 


Let us recall, that prior to the fall, our first couple was in a state of neutrality. Some people suggest at this point that Adam and Eve were like children. However, this is not an accurate analogy since Adam and Eve were in a much stranger state then this, perhaps a condition we can hardly fathom. They knew neither good nor evil. Serpent Seed Doctrine supporters forget that the couple was unaware of what good meant. Did this good include the notion of marital sex? The text suggests it did—that the couple knew nothing of sex. Whether God was going to explain this to them or let them figure it out for themselves is not recorded.
What people seem to imagine for Adam and Eve, before the fall, is a married couple rolling around under the trees enjoying their sexuality in the midst of paradise. But the text never once suggests Adam and Eve had sex or even understood what sex was before the fall. Their understanding only occurred after they realized they were naked and figured out from the good knowledge how it all worked together. Satan did not fully lie to them in the garden. He informed them that they would know good and evil.[footnoteRef:103] This much was true. Satan lied about the fact that they would not experience death,[footnoteRef:104] which did not happen instantly but did eventually occur.[footnoteRef:105] [103:  Ibid., v. 5.]  [104:  Ibid., v. 4.]  [105:  One could argue this was referring to a spiritual death.] 

This notion of Adam and Eve knowing the concept of sex seems to begin with a misunderstanding of Genesis 2:21–23, where God created Eve from Adam. Apparently, people believe that when Adam saw Eve for the first time, he uttered something like, “Wow, you’re hot! Come here often?” But Adam said nothing of the kind. His statement was only about Eve coming from him. He said, “This is now bone of my bones, and flesh of my flesh: she shall be called Woman, because she was taken out of Man.”[footnoteRef:106] No sexual enlightenment was going on here. [106:  Gen. 2:23.] 

The text goes on to tell us both Adam and Eve were naked and knew no shame.[footnoteRef:107] At this point, the couple did not even realize they were naked until Genesis 3:7, when they finally comprehended it. Due to this, the question must again be raised as to how Adam and Eve were able to have sex with each other if they were not even aware of their nakedness. Certainly, they would need to know this to perform a sexual act. At least one member of the couple would have to understand the general mechanics of sex. Either one or the other would certainly need to be conscious of their sexuality, which is a good kind of knowledge. However, Adam and Eve knew nothing of this until after they sinned. [107:  Ibid., v. 25.] 

Amid this lack of knowledge, it is ridiculous to assert that God would command Adam and Eve not to have sex with Satan. Supporters want us to believe this is precisely what God ordered when He said not to eat of the tree. But this would have made no sense to demand of a couple who knew nothing of sex in the first place. Furthermore, it is only after the couple disobeyed God that the act of disobedience granted them the knowledge of themselves. They saw evil due to their disobedience. They gained the good knowledge because they could compare it to evil. The couple also came to understand the good of sex within marriage. And what occurred sometime later after they received this good knowledge concerning sex within marriage? “And Adam knew Eve his wife.”[footnoteRef:108] [108:  Ibid., 4:1.] 


A Shameful Episode
If we can agree that Adam and Eve knew nothing of their sexuality until after the fall, then let us return to why they covered themselves once they ate from “the tree of the knowledge of good and evil.” Out of shame, supporters believe that Genesis 3:7 explains that Adam and Eve covered their genitals. This shame, according to supporters, originated from the sexual sin they supposedly committed with Satan. However, the text does not tell us Adam and Eve felt shame. We assume they felt ashamed in being naked since Genesis 2:25 explains how the couple felt none before the fall. From this, we can guess they did feel ashamed after the fall.
Nevertheless, Genesis 3:7 does not mention this shame. Instead, the text’s focus is on Adam and Eve realizing they were naked. Their realization and the act of covering themselves demonstrated how Adam and Eve obtained knowledge of who they were and who they were in comparison to the person next to them. In turn, this knowledge created emotions of embarrassment.[footnoteRef:109] [109:  The Hebrew word translated to ashamed in Genesis 2:25 is bûwsh (954) and does mean ashamed. The English word ashamed, in some cases, can be defined as embarrassed.] 

To illustrate further that the couple’s act of covering themselves was due to gained knowledge and embarrassment and not from having relations with Satan, we find that when “the voice of the LORD God” was present in the garden after the couple had eaten from the tree, they were once again in a state of undress. God asked where Adam was, and Adam responded, “I heard thy voice in the garden, and I was afraid, because I was naked; and I hid myself.”[footnoteRef:110] God replied, “Who told thee that thou wast naked?”[footnoteRef:111] Apparently, some time had passed between Adam and Eve initially covering themselves and this exchange with God. At this point, the couple had seemingly grown accustomed to being naked in front of each other. However, when it came to being in such a state in front of God, they hid. [110:  Gen. 3:10.]  [111:  Ibid., v. 11.] 

The jig was up, however. In attempting to conceal their nakedness by hiding from God, they unwittingly showed that they had eaten from “the tree of the knowledge of good and evil” and gained the knowledge of being naked. It reminds one of a child who insists he hasn’t eaten a candy bar when all the while, he has chocolate smeared all over his face. Adam and Eve covered themselves because they became aware that they were naked and were embarrassed. Covering themselves had nothing to do with a supposed sexual encounter with Satan.

Crime and Punishment
Genesis 3:16 is another verse in which supporters claim they’ve found evidence of a sexual incident occurring between Eve and Satan:

“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.” [footnoteRef:112] [112:  Ibid., v. 16.] 

Supporters believe Eve’s reproductive organs were punished due to her sexual encounter with Satan and because she conceived Satan’s child.[footnoteRef:113] The Bible does not record why God gave Adam and Eve their specific punishments. However, in viewing the biblical text as a whole, we can conclude why God gave Eve the particular consequence of increased childbearing pains. There is a spiritual message here that supporters overlook. God cursed the childbearing process not because Eve produced a child with Satan but because she disobeyed God and, along with Adam, brought sin into the world. Every child going forward would thus have a sin nature, which would be passed along from mother to child. [113:  “The Two Laws of Eden-Part 3.”] 

Leviticus 12:1-8 brings this into focus. It records how after giving birth, a woman was seen as ceremonially unclean, and therefore, needed to make a sin offering. God was once again highlighting that with every birth, although a joyful event in many ways, a sin nature was passed on to the child. As mentioned previously, Genesis 5:1-3 and 1 Corinthians 15:22 support this spiritual concept. Supporters miss this important message, as well as many others, by covering the symbolism of the garden of Eden account with their sexual commentary.





[bookmark: Chapter3]Chapter 3
New Testament & Early Christian Writers Allegedly Supporting
the Serpent Seed Doctrine & The Supposed Corrupted Biblical Text

Paul the Apostle
Those who hold to the Serpent Seed Doctrine suggest Eve’s supposed adulterous encounter with Satan is finally revealed to us by Paul in 2 Corinthians.[footnoteRef:114] [114:  “The Original Sin (1/3).”] 


“For I am jealous over you with godly jealousy: for I have espoused you to one husband, that I may present you as a chaste virgin to Christ. But I fear, lest by any means, as the serpent beguiled Eve through his subtilty, so your minds should be corrupted from the simplicity that is in Christ.” [footnoteRef:115] [115:  2 Cor. 11:2–3.] 


In these verses, supporters focus on the word “beguiled,” which in Hebrew means, “to seduce wholly,” a definition provided in Strong’s Concordance.[footnoteRef:116] Due to this meaning, supporters immediately assume this verse is telling them Eve had a sexual encounter with Satan. This, however, is a misuse of a concordance. [116:  “Genesis Chapter 3: The Fall of Mankind.”] 

A concordance can be a helpful tool, but it has its limitations. Strong’s Concordance is comprised of an index and a dictionary. Although fine for general use, (as we have utilized it within this book) the Strong’s Concordance dictionary is not an in-depth dictionary.[footnoteRef:117] The Preface at the beginning of the dictionary of Strong’s Concordance explains this. [117:  Strong, Strong’s New Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, Preface to “A Concise Dictionary of the Words in the Hebrew Bible.”] 

To demonstrate this point, let us look at how supporters use the definition for the word “beguiled” in 2 Corinthians 11:3. The meaning of this Greek word, ĕxapataō in Strong’s Concordance is “to seduce wholly.”[footnoteRef:118] Supporters presume seduce means to persuade someone into having sexual intercourse. This is where the brief definitions that one encounters within Strong’s Concordance begin to show their limitations because seduce has many meanings. The American Heritage Dictionary defines it as “1. To lead a person away from duty or proper conduct; corrupt. 2. To induce to have sexual intercourse. 3. To entice or beguile into desired state or position. 4. To win over; attract.”[footnoteRef:119] [118:  Ibid., ĕxapataō, 1818.]  [119:  The American Heritage Dictionary, Second College Edition (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1985) “seduce.”] 

Now, one of the meanings for “seduce” is, in fact, to entice someone into having sexual intercourse, and if you are presupposed to the Serpent Seed Doctrine, you are going to choose that definition. However, the first definition works just as well for non-supporters of the doctrine since one could say Satan was merely leading Eve into disobeying God by eating from the tree.[footnoteRef:120] In other words, the act of beguiling someone does not necessarily mean your goal is to have sexual relations with that person. You could beguile someone into murdering another person for example. Furthermore, the Hebrew root word for ĕxapataō is apataŏ, which means “to cheat, i.e., delude,”[footnoteRef:121] and offers no sexual connotation whatsoever. [120:  In Genesis 3:13, the Hebrew word nâshâ’ is used to describe what Satan did to Eve. The KJV translates this word to beguiled. Nâshâ’ (5377) means in Hebrew, “to lead astray, i.e. (mentally) to delude, or (morally) to seduce.” ]  [121:  Strong, Strong’s New Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, apataŏ, 538.] 

Supporters see phrases in 2 Corinthians 11 such as “chaste virgin” and “serpent beguiled Eve” and claim Paul is affirming the Serpent Seed Doctrine. However, when we read these verses in their entirety, we see Paul describing the spiritual nature of the church through earthly means, which he desires to present as a chaste virgin. Paul is not talking about Eve’s body or even the church’s physical condition. He is simply making a comparison between Eve’s mind versus the church’s mindset. He is explaining his fear that, like Eve, the church’s mindset is going to be corrupted. In other words, if all believing couples got married and had sexual intercourse, God would still consider them chaste virgins if they remained uncorrupted in their minds. Therefore, these verses have nothing to do with anyone’s physical condition of being chaste or adulterous.

Early Christian Writers
The way in which supporters view 2 Corinthians 11:2–3 brings to light a pattern common among those who adhere to the Serpent Seed Doctrine. They confuse the physical with the spiritual. They take things literally, when they should be taken figuratively and vice versa. The doctrine has completely twisted their mindsets. They search for words like seed and virgin and attempt to make the verses that contain such words into a revelation concerning the doctrine.
They do this very same thing with the words of early Christian writers such as Justin Martyr; the writer of the Epistle of Mathetes, Ephrem the Syrian, and Tertullian in which supporters seek the word “virgin” and forgo investing the time into a close reading of the author’s words. Instead, supporters ascribe to these early Christian writings a meaning far from, and in some cases, the exact opposite of, what the writer intended.[footnoteRef:122] Below is such an example from Justin Martyr in his Dialogue with Trypho (c. AD 155-160): [122:  “Irenaeus and the Church Fathers in the first two centuries A.D. did not explicitly teach against this doctrine.” https://en.m.wikipedia.org/wiki/Talk:Serpent_seed.] 


“For Eve, who was a virgin and undefiled, having conceived the word of the serpent, brought forth disobedience and death. But the Virgin Mary received faith and joy, when the angel Gabriel announced the good tidings to her.” [footnoteRef:123] [123:  Justin Martyr, “Dialogue with Trypho,” in Ante-Nicene Fathers, vol. 1, ed., Alexander Roberts and James Donaldson, chap. C, www.sacred-texts.com.] 


In this quote, Justin is making a comparison between Eve and Mary, who were both virgins when they received revelations. Satan’s revelation or word led to death and disobedience. God’s word or revelation to Mary led to life through Christ. Justin is not claiming Eve lost her virginity to Satan.
In a manuscript referred to as Epistle of Mathetes to Diognetus (c. 2nd century AD), the anonymous writer of the epistle states:

“But he who combines knowledge with fear, and seeks after life, plants in hope, looking for fruit. Let your heart be your wisdom; and let your life be true knowledge inwardly received. Bearing this tree and displaying its fruit, thou shalt always gather in those things which are desired by God, which the Serpent cannot reach, and to which deception does not approach; nor is Eve then corrupted, but is trusted as a virgin; and salvation is manifested, and the Apostles are filled with understanding, and the Passover of the Lord advances.” [footnoteRef:124] [124:  Alexander Roberts and James Donaldson, ed., “The Epistle of Mathetes to Diognetus,” in Ante-Nicene Fathers, vol. 1, chap. 12, www.sacred-texts.com.] 


The author of this book believes that when godly fear, true knowledge, and the desire for the things of God combine, corruption will not invade a believer’s life. In such a Christian life, Satan does not corrupt even Eve, the path to salvation is obvious, and the apostles are full of understanding. When a supporter reads the phrase “nor is Eve then corrupted, but is trusted as a virgin,” he or she will most likely think the author is saying that in the perfect Christian life, it is as if Eve remained a virgin because Satan did not have his way with her. However, this is not what the author is conveying.
The writer is informing us that Eve, the virgin, remained trustworthy (“trusted as a virgin”). Another way of looking at this is that we can trust the president of the United States until he lies to us. After that, he can no longer be trusted; however, he is still the president. Eve was a virgin before Satan tempted her, and she remained a virgin after he tricked her (until she had relations with her husband, Adam). But because she was deceived and fell into Satan’s trap, she could no longer be considered a trusted virgin or “trusted as a virgin.” In the end, these arguments are somewhat futile concerning this particular writing since many scholars believe the last two chapters of this manuscript, in which this phrase is found, were not original but were added later.[footnoteRef:125] An early Christian writer probably did not pen these words. [125:  Ibid., “Introductory Note to the Epistle of Mathetes to Diognetus.”] 

Another writer thought to be a supporter of the Serpent Seed Doctrine is Ephrem the Syrian. One area of Ephrem’s commentary on Genesis reads: “On your belly shall you go, because you brought birth pangs upon the race of women.”[footnoteRef:126] Some believe this statement points to the Serpent Seed Doctrine since they interpret Ephrem as saying Satan caused Eve to have birth pangs. However, later on, Ephrem states his belief that God formed Cain in Eve’s womb,[footnoteRef:127] thus illustrating Ephrem did not believe Cain was produced from a supposed sexual encounter with Satan or even with Adam. This was Ephrem’s way of explaining why Eve proclaimed she had gotten Cain from the Lord. [126:  Edward G. Mathews, Jr. and Joseph P. Amar, trans., The Fathers of the Church: St. Ephrem the Syrian, Selected Prose Works (Washington D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press, 1994), p. 118, https://books.google.com.]  [127:  Ibid., p. 124.] 

Ephrem’s statement regarding birth pangs is a quick recap of the situation which summarized how the serpent’s temptation caused God to punish women with increased childbearing pains. Notice the statement is about women, in general, receiving greater birth pains. It is not specifically about Eve.
Supporters also believe Tertullian provided support for the Serpent Seed Doctrine in his writing called On the Flesh of Christ (c. AD 203-206):

“For it was while Eve was yet a virgin, that the ensnaring word had crept into her ear which was to build the edifice of death. Into a virgin’s soul, in like manner, must be introduced that Word of God which was to raise the fabric of life; so that what had been reduced to ruin by this sex, might by the selfsame sex be recovered to salvation. As Eve had believed the serpent, so Mary believed the angel. The delinquency which the one occasioned by believing, the other by believing effaced. But (it will be said) Eve did not at the devil’s word conceive in her womb. Well, she at all events conceived; for the devil’s word afterwards became as seed to her that she should conceive as an outcast, and bring forth in sorrow. Indeed she gave birth to a fratricidal devil; whilst Mary, on the contrary, bare one who was one day to secure salvation to Israel.” [footnoteRef:128] [128:  Tertullian, “On the Flesh of Christ” in Ante-Nicene Fathers, vol. 3, ed., Allan Menzies, D.D., chap.17, www.sacred-texts.com.] 


Just as in the case with Justin Martyr’s quote, Tertullian is making an analogy between the word Eve received and acted upon, which led to the sin nature found in Cain, and the Word Mary received, which led to Christ. Tertullian understands that others will take issue with his analogy since Eve did not bear a child from the word that “crept into her ear” as Mary had, so he focuses on the word/revelation of Satan which led to Eve’s sin nature that was carried on to Cain. Tertullian mentions both Eve and Mary’s sex and virginity to strengthen his analogy between these two women, but he is not claiming Satan impregnated Eve. In fact, he states the exact opposite.

The Corruption Argument
Because Genesis 4:1 is so evident in its meaning of Cain coming from a union between Adam and Eve, Serpent Seed Doctrine supporters attempt to find a means by which to chip away at the validity of this verse and the general story of humankind’s fall. For some, the argument seems to be that the original text illustrated an explicit sexual act between Satan and Eve, but, regrettably, some unnamed, prudish, medieval scribe switched out the original account and replaced it with the imagery of a nursery rhyme. Generally speaking, however, most supporters argue that it is not ridiculous to conclude someone could have altered the Genesis text since, after all, the Bible has been altered in other ways over the centuries.
It is true that certain biblical manuscripts do contain alterations. We know this because we have many manuscripts to compare with one another. In evaluating these manuscripts, it becomes evident where changes have occurred. The Samaritan Pentateuch is one such altered manuscript. This work differs from the Old Testament we use today. Some of the disparities are related to the specific beliefs of the Samaritans, including their views on the proper location for sacrifice. This variance in the Samaritan Pentateuch takes place in Exodus 20:17. A command has been added that a sacrificial altar should be built on Mt. Gerizim (Mt. Grizim).[footnoteRef:129] This command is not present in the text we use today, and it reflects the bias of the Samaritan writer, who saw Mt. Gerizim, and not the Temple in Jerusalem, as the true place of sacrifice. Interestingly, concerning which place of worship was correct, Christ puts this controversy in perspective in John 4:19–24. [129:  “Samaritan Pentateuch in English,” https://www.stepbible.org/version.jsp?version=SPE.] 

Some manuscripts of the New Testament also contain text which does not exist in older, more reliable manuscripts, providing evidence that scribes later added this material. These scribes usually inserted this material to express a known oral history or a notion found elsewhere in the New Testament. These add-ons are normally described in the notes within many of our modern Bible translations, such as in the case of John 7:53–8:11, which contains the story of the adulterous woman about to be stoned. The debate over the authenticity of these particular verses continues to this day. Whatever the outcome, the meaning behind the story in John is one of considering carefully and understanding the consequences of judgment on another person, which is reflected in Matthew 7:1–5.
After centuries of copying and translating, other unintentional variations occurred. These deviations are mainly missing words or differences in spelling or grammar. However, in learning that there are examples of unintentional or even intentional alterations among certain manuscripts, some may assert scribes intentionally tainted the story concerning the garden of Eden. However, as in the example of the Samaritan Pentateuch, because there are so many texts to examine—over ten thousand of the Old Testament[footnoteRef:130]—we know when something suspicious is going on with a particular manuscript. Due to this, there is simply no evidence to suggest someone distorted the story concerning the fall. Furthermore, if supporters believe someone corrupted the text so greatly, one wonders why they even bother with it in the first place. [130:  “Has the Old Testament been corrupted?” https://carm.org/old-testament-corrupted.] 

It is remarkable that so many manuscripts exist today. Events such as war often destroyed them. Scribes also buried worn-out texts, thus leaving them to decay.[footnoteRef:131] However, we can have confidence in the text we use today by examining the less destructive practices of the scribes. One such group was called the Masoretes, who developed around AD 500. These scribes counted the number of letters, words, and verses as a kind of double-check on the text.[footnoteRef:132] The manuscript we use today is referred to as the Masoretic Text, which borrows its name from this group of scribes. [131:  Neil R. Lightfoot, How We Got the Bible, Second Edition (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Baker Book House, 1988), p. 90.]  [132:  Ralph Earle, How We Got Our Bible (Kansas City, Missouri: Beacon Hill Press of Kansas City, 1971), p. 46.] 

Of course, a scribe or a group of scribes could have ignored the good practices of the Masoretes as in the case of the Samaritan Pentateuch, but we can see the results of the careful work of scribes who lived even before the Masoretes by examining the Dead Sea Scrolls. For example, the nearly complete manuscript of Isaiah, produced about 100 BC, is nearly identical to the Masoretic Text we use today. And what variations do exist bear no doctrinal consequences.[footnoteRef:133] Unlike the Isaiah text, the Genesis text found among the Dead Sea Scrolls is not as complete. However, the surviving fragments provide no evidence for the garden of Eden story being altered. [133:  Lightfoot, How We Got the Bible, pp. 98–103.] 

The Israel Museum in Jerusalem houses many of the Dead Sea Scrolls, but some are in the hands of private collectors. Many of these texts and fragments have been published. In the following paragraph, a summary of the published verses of the Dead Sea Scrolls Genesis text is provided. More chapters of the Genesis text were found among the scrolls, but the description is limited to the area in question.
Genesis 2–3 is fragmentary, or very fragmented, meaning only parts of passages remain. In most cases, only a few letters exist. What remains is identical to our Masoretic Text, except for Genesis 3:11–14 which is fragmentary. Verse 11 contains a variance to the Masoretic Text. Genesis 4:2–11 is identical to the Masoretic Text.[footnoteRef:134] [134:  David L. Washburn, A Catalog of Biblical Passages in the Dead Sea Scrolls, vol. 2 (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2002), p. 12.] 

Genesis 4:1 did not survive among the other fragments and manuscripts of the Dead Sea Scrolls. However, because most of the text, surrounding the events in the garden, is identical to the Masoretic Text, we can be assured that Genesis 4:1 most likely follows suit. If it were discovered that this area of text was not identical, it would not mean an immediate acceptance of the Dead Sea Scrolls version. For example, there is a variance within the Dead Sea Scrolls concerning the giant Goliath, which supporters would probably not want to acknowledge.
In following the corruption line, supporters also fail to recognize texts outside the Bible that demonstrate the reliability of the imagery of the garden of Eden and the birth of Cain. Interestingly, one of these texts is not unfamiliar to supporters, for they use it as a foundation for their claim that a union supposedly occurred between human women and angels in Genesis 6.
One Enoch, or The Book of Enoch was written sometime between the fourth and third century BC with other sections added later. The text does not refer to the conception or the birth of Cain, but it does highlight and agree with the Masoretic Text as to the incident within the garden of Eden:

“That tree is in height like the fir, and its leaves are like (those of) the Carob tree: and its fruit is like the clusters of the vine, very beautiful: and the fragrance of the tree penetrates afar. Then I said: ‘How beautiful is the tree, and how attractive is its look!’ Then Raphael the holy angel, who was with me, answered me and said: ‘This is the tree of wisdom, of which thy father old (in years) and thy aged mother, who were before thee, have eaten, and they learnt wisdom and their eyes were opened, and they knew that they were naked and they were driven out of the garden.’” [footnoteRef:135], [footnoteRef:136] [135:  R.H. Charles, trans., The Book of Enoch (London: Society for Promoting Christian Knowledge, 1917), chap. 32:4-6, www.sacred-texts.com.]  [136:  Enoch 22:5–7 speaks of Abel making a kind of ongoing legal case against Cain because of his murderous act. Abel will not stop until all of Cain’s offspring are annihilated. The text says nothing of Cain’s seed needing to be destroyed due to it being from Satan. ] 


In addition, Flavius Josephus in his work Antiquities of the Jews (c. AD 93-94) writes the following:

“But while all the living creatures had one language, at that time the serpent, which then lived together with Adam and his wife, shewed an envious disposition, at his supposal of their living happily, and in obedience to the commands of God; and imagining, that when they disobeyed them, they would fall into calamities, he persuaded the woman, out of a malicious intention, to taste of the tree of knowledge, telling them, that in that tree was the knowledge of good and evil; which knowledge, when they should obtain, they would lead a happy life; nay, a life not inferior to that of a god: by which means he overcame the woman, and persuaded her to despise the command of God. Now when she had tasted of that tree, and was pleased with its fruit, she persuaded Adam to make use of it also.” [footnoteRef:137] [137:  William Whiston, trans., “Antiquities of the Jews,” in The Works of Flavius Josephus (1737), book 1, chap. 1:4, www.sacred-texts.com.] 


Josephus goes on to tell us “Adam and Eve had two sons: the elder of them was named Cain.”[footnoteRef:138] [138:  Ibid., book 1, chap. 2:1.] 

These early texts demonstrate how the medieval corruption theory is simply fictitious. We may disagree with the theological conclusions of the authors of the preceding texts, but the fact remains that the content of their writings shows that these authors were viewing a text identical to, or very similar to, the Genesis manuscript we use today.
To strengthen our case further for an uncorrupted Genesis text, we look to early Christian writers who alluded to the book of Genesis. A couple of examples follow. It is interesting to note how the previous works were from those within the Jewish faith while those that follow are from those within Christianity. These individuals were from two separate “worlds,” and yet both bear witness to the same text.

Justin Martyr (c. AD 155-160) - “For as Adam was told that in the day he ate of the tree he would die, we know that he did not complete a thousand years.”[footnoteRef:139] [139:  Justin Martyr, “Dialogue with Trypho,” chap. 81.] 


Revelation 2:7 (c. AD 96) - This verse, as was examined earlier, borrows from the symbolism found in the garden of Eden.

Adding to the validity of our Genesis text, Christ mentions the Hebrew Canon in Luke 24:44. In referring to this, He never once suggested someone corrupted the text, even though He points out how certain sects—mainly the Pharisees—erroneously added practices, or weren’t even willing to follow the text, despite the fact they expected others to do so.[footnoteRef:140] [140:  Matt. 23:1-6.] 


Closing Thoughts on the Serpent Seed Doctrine
As shown, the writings that contain the Serpent Seed Doctrine were scribed by those involved in Gnosticism, mysticism, and/or Talmudic Judaism. These groups were looking for answers outside the biblical text and away from the Christian perspective. For others, myths, legends, and other fictions, rather than the actual truth, filled their imaginations, resulting in such inventive stories as Satan riding on the back of a serpent.[footnoteRef:141] [141:  There is a long tradition in Judaism of telling tales based off biblical stories. ] 

In the case of the Talmud, rabbis guessed in the dark because they did not have or could not accept the revelation of Christ. Hence, alternate explanations were provided concerning ambiguous biblical verses, such as Genesis 5:1–3. Out of this understanding, doctrines such as the Serpent Seed Doctrine were formed. This is what the Serpent Seed Doctrine is: an explanation for evil provided by those outside of Christianity. This is why the early church rarely, if ever, discussed this doctrine within their writings. They didn’t need it. They knew where sin came from.
Compounding this idea were rabbis who perpetuated the belief that they were descendants of an inherited righteousness. However, since it was obvious that evil did indeed exist, they needed to provide an explanation for why it existed. The Serpent Seed Doctrine provided a means by which to explain how evil was the result of “them, not us,” hence, further separating those within Judaism from the Christian message, which told them, “Yes, it’s us, but it’s you too.”
The Serpent Seed Doctrine was never widely accepted, even among those within Judaism. It was mainly left to the fringes. Nonetheless, with the denial of the very crucial notion of a universal sin nature, an idea fundamental to Christianity[footnoteRef:142] and denied by those within Judaism, it no doubt became much easier to accept the Serpent Seed Doctrine and in turn, discount Christianity. For those who had a propensity for such imaginings, it was not a leap to believe angel-human hybrids, not of Israelite descent, were the cause of evil. For the Christian, the problem of sin did not begin with a hybridized human being named Cain but with human beings named Adam and Eve,[footnoteRef:143] of whom we are all descended. [142:  Luke 18:19, Rom, 3:10, 5:12, 19, 1 Cor. 15:22, and Gal. 5:16–25.]  [143:  Rom. 5:12 and 1 Cor. 15:22.] 

For those within the Christian Identity Movement, the doctrine has become a useful tool to show who is supposedly with God or who is against God from a purely physical (bloodline) standpoint. For some, this idea goes even further, allowing personal salvation to become less important or viewed as altogether fictitious. An example of this can be found in an online article titled, “The Insane Doctrine of Personal Salvation vs. Covenant Theology.”[footnoteRef:144] In this writing, the author perpetuates a false version of John 3:16, ignores biblical passages pertaining to free will, and overlooks the reality of conversion of non-whites, such as blacks, and the biblical evidence for it,[footnoteRef:145] as well as the biblical genealogical narrative after the flood. The author furthermore promotes the idea that only the white race is of Adam. Due to this, the white race is the only race that will receive salvation. One might notice similarities to the inherited righteousness found among those within Judaism. Neither thought they needed Christ, for if race could save you, then there was and is no need for a savior. [144:  “The Insane Doctrine of Personal Salvation vs. Covenant Theology, #1,” https://emahiser.christogenea.org.]  [145:  Rev. 5:9.] 

This is the other unbiblical notion at the heart of the Serpent Seed Doctrine: the idea that there is something special about one’s bloodline. The New Testament understanding is that there is no such thing as an inherited righteousness or a special bloodline set apart for salvation since we are all fallen. If we put our faith in Christ, we will be saved.[footnoteRef:146] Other supporters may attempt to preach the gospel alongside the Serpent Seed Doctrine, but they are blind to how the gospel and the Serpent Seed Doctrine do not complement one another. This is evident in how those who invented it rejected the Messiah and the revelation He brought. [146:  John 5:24, 6:47, 50–71, Acts 4:12, Rom. 10:9, 2 Cor. 5:21, Eph. 2:8, and 2 Pet. 3:9.] 

Those who enjoy a good conspiracy theory are often followers of the Serpent Seed Doctrine. The conspiracy theory for supporters begins with the belief that those in leadership intentionally hid the truth in the early developing years of the church. All the while, supporters never once consider that early Christian writers examined these Judaic ideas and simply found them erroneous.
The conspiracy theorists have it wrong. The conspiracy is, in fact, the doctrine itself. This author cannot think of a better doctrine that turns followers’ eyes away from the realization of their sinfulness, which is the starting point for any believer and the main point of the gospel.
From a day-to-day Christian-living standpoint, the Serpent Seed Doctrine may seem benign to some. No doubt, this is why certain people just shrug their shoulders and say it is a possibility, but, unfortunately, there is yet another unintended consequence to it. As shown, the doctrine can lead believers down a path that teaches race can save. For those who may not be willing to go that far, the doctrine still results in damaging believers, whether they are aware of it or not. An alternate reality arises that stands in contrast to the sin/salvation theme found throughout the biblical text when one believes the descendants of Cain have only the deceitfulness of their father to act upon, and, due to this, have a lesser chance at salvation. This elevates those who do not have to deal with the hindrance of being in Cain’s bloodline. This consequence lurks in the shadows of the doctrine and plays into people’s self-righteous, self-important opinions of themselves that evil could not possibly be because of their sin, but is due to those over there—the supposed physical descendants of Satan.
Christ came to show us how we are all tainted by our sin and how we need Him to save us from sin. When we turn to the Serpent Seed Doctrine, we are turning to an alternative explanation for evil and consequently, lessening the revelation of our sin nature and the impact of what Christ did for us. For this reason, the Serpent Seed Doctrine is not harmonious with the biblical text or with the gospel but is an antithesis to it and should be rejected by anyone honestly seeking sound biblical doctrine and Christ Himself.
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If one is willing to accept the Serpent Seed Doctrine despite all evidence against it, then believing in the Kenite Myth is the next step. The Serpent Seed Doctrine creates a question: If Satan had a physical son named Cain, who are Cain’s descendants? The Kenite Myth explains Cain’s descendants are the little-known tribe within the biblical text referred to as the Kenites.[footnoteRef:147] Supporters believe this people group was and are the physical children of Satan, who walked the earth throughout the entire biblical narrative, during Christ’s ministry, and continue to do so today. [147:  “About us/In Answers to Critics,” https://shepherdschapel.com.] 

Those who adhere to this myth put forward a unique commentary. They claim Satan intended to corrupt the DNA of mankind when he supposedly had a sexual encounter with Eve. Somehow seeing into the future, knowing Christ would eventually come to earth as fully man and fully God, supporters maintain Satan ultimately wanted to corrupt Christ’s bloodline.[footnoteRef:148] [148:  “Satan’s Attempt to Corrupt Man’s DNA,” https://endtimebibleprophecyblog.wordpress.com/2015/04/19/.] 

The Bible does not provide this explanation. In addition, this idea contradicts supporters’ claim that since Adam ate from the tree in the garden of Eden he, too, engaged in a sexual encounter with Satan. If Satan’s motivation was to corrupt the descendants of Eve, why did he bother to have sex with Adam? This theory ends up having two main difficulties: It is not provided in the Bible, and it conflicts with the commentary that supporters themselves provide.
Out of this fiction, supporters contend that Satan’s next step was to have his actual physical children harass and deceive the church and the world at large until the end times. This is where this myth generates much of its fervor for supporters. From this, comes the paranoia whereby supporters continuously feel they have the biblical obligation to watch out for the physical children of Satan, whom they blame for anything, from their own calamities to major world events, such as the riots in Ferguson, Missouri. To supporters, the Kenite influence is worldwide. Supporters feel the Kenites must be carefully monitored, so they do not fall into their traps, which are supposedly nefarious ends concealed behind good tidings.[footnoteRef:149] [149:  “Satan’s Children (A Study on the Kenites),” https://pastorjosh2011.wordpress.com/2013/02/08/.] 

Keeping an eye out for the Kenites, however, is difficult since there is a lack of consistency among supporters as to who they are. Even though some may attempt to dissuade supporters from it, endlessly searching for Kenites is the fruit and inevitable result of this teaching. This author has seen supporters describe Arabs, Mexicans,[footnoteRef:150] blacks,[footnoteRef:151] or those within the white race only as Kenites. [150:  “Mexicans Traced to Cain, (Son of Satan),” https://emahiser.christogenea.org.]  [151:  When Cain murdered his brother, Abel, God placed a mark on him (Genesis 4:15) so that later no one would try to kill him. Some have interpreted this mark as God giving Cain black skin. This belief can be found in the early teachings of Mormonism; however, today Mormons have abandoned this notion. Some in the Christian Identity Movement also believe Cain was marked as a black man, and they use this idea to explain why blacks are the Serpent Seed. Others in the CI Movement believe Cain was white since they think Eve was white. ] 


It’s a White Problem
The idea that Kenites are of the white race is the product of the Christian Identity Movement’s belief that God supposedly created other non-white races separate from Adam. For these supporters, the outcome of this belief is that Cain had to be white since his mother, Eve, came from Adam, who was, in supporters’ minds, white.[footnoteRef:152] One can see the conundrum with this idea. It causes supporters to have no means by which to distinguish Cain’s descendants from the rest of the white race. [152:  Noah had three sons: Japheth, Shem, and Ham. Traditionally, it is thought Japheth became what is predominately the white European race, extending their territory (Genesis 9:27), Shem became the forefather of the Israelites and other light- brown-toned or olive-toned races, and Ham is traditionally thought to be the father of dark-skinned people. This view was used by some to justify slavery in North America due to Noah cursing Canaan (one of Ham’s sons) to be a slave to Japheth. However, Egyptian art has shown some Canaanites were white. In addition, Ham had three other sons who were not cursed. One son was named Cush, who was most likely black. The idea that black African slaves were descendants of Canaanites and that Japheth was to enslave them in North America, also does not work for Anglo-Israelists since they believe white Europeans are from Shem. 
Whether this traditional view of Noah having sons of three distinct races based on skin color is correct or not, one needs to contend that the families of these brothers probably intermarried to some extent; therefore, Jacob (Israel) would have been a conglomeration of Noah’s three sons. What skin color the Israelites had throughout their history is debatable. See the discussion on the Book of Gates in this book. ] 

To get around this, Wesley Swift[footnoteRef:153] argued, with no biblical evidence to back him up, that Cain intermarried into these other non-white races, thus causing the offspring of these other races, particularly those referred to as Canaanites, to become the Serpent Seed.[footnoteRef:154] To Swift, this was why God wanted to keep the white Israelites away from these other people groups in the Bible: He knew they were Satan’s children.[footnoteRef:155] [153:  Swift had many unusual ideas. He believed God’s angels and the angels who followed Satan once used spaceships to war with one another. This idea has its foundation in the flawed concept of angels being basically men. Due to this, they would need spaceships to get from one place to another. This spaceship/UFO idea continues today among CI Movement members who assert Unidentified Flying Objects are nothing more than angels using their spacecraft. Supporters not only base this notion on their idea that angels are basically men but also on their interpretation of the four living creations described in Ezekiel 1. The idea that strange lights in the sky may be heavenly beings themselves or heavenly wonders is not considered. See Matthew 2:9 concerning the star of Bethlehem as one such biblical illustration of a heavenly wonder. This “star” behaves like no other star.  ]  [154:  “Who are the Jews2?” https://swift.christogenea.org/wesley-swift-pdf-library.]  [155:  Ibid.] 

In addition, when Jews married into these other races, they, in turn, produced more descendants of Satan.[footnoteRef:156] Swift believed that true Israel were those individuals who descended from Heber/Abraham, who did not intermarry with these other races. These descendants eventually became the white Anglo-Saxons, who Swift, himself included, considered to be true Israel, because they supposedly did not mix with the other races who were Satan’s children. [156:  Ibid. ] 

Some modern leaders of the CI Movement seemingly have a few problems with Swift’s theories in general, for they end up taking a slightly different approach. They continue with the idea that Cain was white. However, they believe there is a way to distinguish between Cain’s descendants and others within the white race. This is where the Jews come in.
As mentioned, the main concept of the Kenite Myth is that the Kenites were Satan’s physical descendants. Supporters attempt to make a way to distinguish Satan’s line from the rest of the white race by pointing out how the Kenites procreated with some within the line of Judah, which is described in 1 Chronicles 2:55. From this, supporters argue that the line of Judah contains the actual descendants of Satan.

Kenites, Not Jews
To avoid the anti-Semitism charge that is sure to come from believing in the Kenite Myth, some leaders of this group reassure their followers that they are not speaking of Jews but are instead talking about Kenites when they mention Satan’s physical children.[footnoteRef:157] This distinction would be valid if these leaders were claiming the Kenites began to call themselves Jews without intermarrying with the line of Judah. However, the fact that supporters point out that the Kenites married into Judah and thus became absorbed into it[footnoteRef:158] causes their argument to become doublespeak. It is a way to cover up the fact that they are talking about a portion of the line of Judah. [157:  “Satan’s Children (A Study on the Kenites).”]  [158:  Ibid.] 

The “we are not speaking of Jews but are instead talking about Kenites” statement also illustrates the origins of the Kenite Myth. The assertion demonstrates how these supporters are still clinging to the early beliefs of the Christian Identity Movement where one of the primary goals of the Movement was to establish a foundation that the Jews were not who they said they were. Some early CI Movement supporters tried to accomplish this by pointing out that not all Jews are from the line of Judah.
Most people would probably agree with this. For example, sometimes the term “Jew” is applied to those who are only following the religious system of Judaism. In ancient times, the label was probably applied by foreigners to anyone living in the region of Judea. Some sections of the Bible also use the term to describe all the other tribes of Israel. (Anglo-Israelists and those within the CI Movement would disagree with this, as we will see later.) However, what these early members of the CI Movement were getting at was that intermarriage with other races so diluted the line of Judah that those who were within it, could no longer call themselves the line of Judah.
This type of thinking conflicts with the logical concept of descent, not race. If you are from the line of Judah and your descendants marry into other races, it does not alter the fact that you or any of your descendants came from the line of Judah. If you descended from the line of Judah, then you descended from the line of Judah. Nothing can change that. For example, if a white man marries an Asian woman and they have a child together, it does not change who the child’s father is.
It seems modern supporters of the Kenite Myth have yet to accept the logical concept that race cannot alter descent. Even if a person from the line of Judah intermarried with a Kenite, his or her offspring would still be from the line of Judah. Saying you are speaking of Kenites, not Jews, is a denial of the fact that race cannot alter descent. In other words, you are still claiming that Kenite blood can change descent, which is illogical. In the end, if one can accept what the Bible teaches, then it matters little if some of the Jews intermarried with the Kenites because the Kenites were not and are not Satan’s physical children because Satan never had physical descendants.



[bookmark: Chapter5]Chapter 5
Kenite Myth and Strong’s Concordance

Thus far, we have shown the source for the Kenite Myth’s emotional power. Next, we will examine the so-called factual evidence supporters use to conclude that the Kenites are Satan’s children. To summarize, supporters believe Satan had a sexual encounter with Eve who brought forth Cain. Cain then supposedly became the patriarch of the Kenites. One main difficulty with the Kenite Myth is there is no ancestral link within the biblical text between Cain and the Kenites. This should be troubling for supporters who assert the absence of a genealogical connection between Adam and Cain in the Bible and conclude Cain must not be Adam’s son. Apparently, this absence of a tie between Cain and the Kenites is of no concern. To show an association, those who follow this myth turn instead to their concordances.
Supporters base their belief in the Kenite Myth on the definitions they find within their concordances. They point out how the words “Cain” and “Kenites” are the same word in Hebrew, which is Qayin.[footnoteRef:159] Once supporters see the same Hebrew word being used for both Cain and the Kenites, they conclude that the Kenites must be descended from Eve’s son Cain. This is an assumption made by supporters because it fits their narrative. However, there is no genealogical record within the Bible of the Kenites being from Cain. Simply because the same Hebrew word is used does not necessarily mean there is a familial connection. There are other possibilities. Nevertheless, let us first examine the prospect of a familial connection. [159:  Strong, Strong’s New Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, Qayin, 7014. According to Strong’s Concordance, Qayin means, “the name of the first child, also of a place in Pal., and of an Oriental tribe.”] 


The Business of Metalsmithing
Some scholars have shown that the word “Kenite” means ironsmith in Arabic.[footnoteRef:160] The Hebrew word qayin can also mean a lance and is translated to “spear” in the KJV in 2 Samuel 21:16.[footnoteRef:161] As such, some theorize that the Qayin (the Kenites) worked with metals. Supporters combine this with the fact that one of Cain’s descendants, Tubal-cain, was “an instructor of every artificer in brass and iron.”[footnoteRef:162] Supporters then conclude that the Kenites were descended from Tubal-cain since both worked in metals.[footnoteRef:163] [160:  James Hastings, ed., Dictionary of the Bible, Kenites, www.studylight.org/dictionaries/hdb/k/kenites.html.]  [161:  Strong, Strong’s New Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, qayin, 7013.]  [162:  Gen. 4:22.]  [163:  “Research Papers Proving Two Seedline Seduction of Eve,” 
       https://israelect.com/ChildrenOfYahweh/Emahiser/two_seedline.htm.] 

There are other possibilities for why the Kenites may have worked in metals other than a familial connection to Cain. The skill of metalworking was not exclusive to Cain and his line. During Israel’s conflicts with the Philistines, specifically during Saul’s reign, there were no blacksmiths in Israel. However, outside of this time, the Israelites did have iron tools. The Bible indicates that, at some point, they had the knowledge of forging iron.[footnoteRef:164] Bezaleel, the son of Uri, who decorated the tabernacle as per God’s instruction through Moses, was a worker of some metals such as gold, silver, and, like Tubal-cain, brass. Bezaleel received his skills of working with these metals directly from God.[footnoteRef:165] However, the Israelites apparently did not receive their expertise of working with iron from God directly, so they would have received their skills by other means. It is possible that the skill could have been passed down to them from Shem through Noah, whose ancestors prior to the flood received it from Tubal-cain. Due to this, the idea that one needed to be Tubal-cain’s direct descendant in order to acquire the skill of metalworking does not play out since Bezaleel worked in at least some metals, and the Israelites also had objects of iron[footnoteRef:166] they may have forged themselves. [164:  Job 28:2 and Isa. 54:16.]  [165:  Ex. 35:30–34.]  [166:  Some supporters may attempt to further their foundational argument by saying only ironworkers were the children of Cain since Bezaleel was not knowledgeable concerning iron. The use of iron amongst the Israelites was then a kind of corruption highlighted by the fact that God did not want iron tools used in, at least, constructing the altar.
This negative view of iron is apparently found in the Mishnah where it explains God did not want iron tools used on the altar because iron was the same material used in weapons of war. (Metals & Mining –www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org).This explanation, however, has an unbiblical pacifist bent to it. 
God made the command concerning His altar in Deuteronomy 27:5-6 not because He had something against iron as a metal, but because He had something against men working in general on His altar. Exodus 20:25 makes this clear where it does not explicitly mention iron tools in forming an altar. The use of iron tools is perhaps implied since iron tools would have worked best to cut stone, even softer rock such as limestone. Nevertheless, God is making a comparison here regarding His altar. The comparison is between the sinfulness of man and God’s holiness. This is why He decreed “whole stones” be used as recorded in Deuteronomy 27:6, not “hewn stone” as Exodus 20:25 has it. God wanted natural stones used for the altar, not stones carved by sinful human hands. Furthermore, 1 Kings 6:7 clearly tells us the Israelites carved the stones for the Temple offsite with iron tools.  ] 

This supposed familial connection of the Kenites to Tubal-cain, which is based on metalsmithing, is not very convincing when we look at the larger picture. The Kenites could have received their metalworking skills from some other source other than from a familial connection with Tubal-cain. This is if we accept the presumption that the Kenites were even predominantly metalworkers to begin with. The Bible does not describe them as such.

The Lifestyle of the Tent-Dwellers
Another way in which supporters attempt to make a familial link between the Kenites and Cain is through the Rechabites. In 1 Chronicles 2:55, we are told the Rechabites share a connection to the Kenites. Supporters point out how the Rechabites received a command from their father, Jonadab, the son of Rechab that “all your days ye shall dwell in tents.”[footnoteRef:167] So far, this much is true. But then supporters attempt a direct link from Cain’s descendant—Jabal to the Rechabites because Jabal is described as “the father of such as dwell in tents.”[footnoteRef:168], [footnoteRef:169] [167:  Jer. 35:7.]  [168:  Gen. 4:20.]  [169:  “Genesis Chapter 4: After the Fall,” http://www.theseason.org.] 

What supporters neglect is that Jabal raised cattle, for the rest of the verse says, “and of such as have cattle.”[footnoteRef:170] The Rechabites eventually took up the tent-dwelling lifestyle for a very specific reason, which will be discussed later, but there is no indication that the Rechabites raised cattle, and it is of little concern if they did. This so-called connection completely ignores others who could also be connected to Jabal and then to Cain simply by the type of habitation they kept. Noah lived in a tent (Genesis 9:21). We are also told his son Japheth would “dwell in the tents of Shem” (Genesis 9:27). Jacob “was a plain man, dwelling in tents” (Genesis 25:27). Abram also lived in tents (Genesis 13). He also raised cattle. In fact, the text informs us Abram was “very rich in cattle” (Genesis 13:2). For this reason, if we use supporters’ logic, Abram makes a great connection to Cain/Jabal. And we cannot forget about Jubal, another of Cain’s descendants, who is described as “the father of all such as handle the harp and organ” (Genesis 4:21). Of course, David played the harp, so by supporters’ estimation, he too must be a descendant of Cain. In the end, attempting to make a familial link between the Kenites and Cain’s descendants by way of the kind of habitation they kept falls short. [170:  Gen. 4:20.
] 


The Same Hebrew Word
Supporters claim there is a much older version of a concordance which defines the Kenites as the “sons of Cain.” Already presupposed to the Serpent Seed Doctrine, supporters believe this older definition for the Kenites is further proof for the Kenite Myth. However, this definition does not do this work. It only gets supporters as far as saying the Kenites were possibly Cain’s descendants. After all, the meaning this source provides for the Kenites is not “sons of Satan.” Certainly, if Dr. Strong and his fellow contributors, or the author who wrote the more direct meaning of the “sons of Cain,” had shared the same perspective as supporters do, they would have been astounded. However, the reason this was not a shocking revelation was that one needs to accept the false teachings of the Serpent Seed Doctrine in order to get this definition to mean the physical descendants of Satan.

Cain’s Line Survives
If we accept the definition provided by the older concordance in which “Kenites” means the “sons of Cain,” then the answer seems simple enough for non-supporters. Cain’s line must have become absorbed into Seth’s line without much fanfare. Those having an ancestral connection with Cain could then have continued the name onward thus becoming the Kenites.
Intermarriage between Cain’s and Seth’s descendants would explain why similarities existed between the names of their offspring. (See the names of Cain’s descendants in Genesis 4:17–18 and compare them to the names of Seth’s descendants in Genesis 5:7–30.) These similar names could be the result of a close community of the offspring of these two brothers. It would also provide a reason why Seth’s line lists an individual by the name of Cainan,[footnoteRef:171] a name very similar to Cain, which gives us yet another possibility as to why the name Cain appears again after the flood. [171:  Ibid., 5:9.] 


Cain’s Line Does Not Survive
Others do not believe Cain’s descendants made it past the flood by intermarriage. To these individuals, it is not as if there would be anything wrong with it if they had, but to them, the Bible just does not seem to indicate this. Cain’s line ends at Genesis 4:22.
Before the conclusion of his line, the text discusses Lamech’s three children: Jabal, Jubal, and Tubal-cain. These children apparently went on to father children themselves, according to the text. However, the Bible never mentions the names of Lamech’s grandchildren. The genealogical record ends abruptly, and one could assume from this that either Cain’s line died out prior to the flood or it perished in the flood. On the other hand, Seth’s line continues with his descendant Lamech through Noah. By this, the text seems to be making a comparison by drawing out Lamech in Cain’s line. Where Cain’s descendants died off, Seth’s line went on to survive the flood and become all of us today.
For those who believe Cain’s line did end prior to or during the flood, there are several options as to why the name Cain shows up again after the flood. One reason may be that Noah and his descendants simply carried with them the oral history concerning what occurred before the flood. One of these stories concerned Cain and Abel. These stories spread to such an extent that even a city was named after Cain as recorded in Joshua 15:57. Cain’s line may have ended prior to or during the flood, while stories concerning him continued and influenced the naming of a city and/or a people group. After all, Cain, although a murderer, was the firstborn son, a highly prized position in Middle Eastern societies.
Another possibility is found when we look at the root words for “Kenite” and “Cain,” which seem to be related to cities. During his wanderings, Cain built a city, according to Genesis 4:17. First Samuel 30:29 informs us that the Kenites had cities themselves they probably constructed. Part of the definition for Qayin (Kenite/Cain) is “a play upon the affinity to 7069.”[footnoteRef:172] This refers to the word qânâh, which, in part, means “to erect, i.e. create.”[footnoteRef:173] Now, supporters will say this shows a familial link, and perhaps it does. It would not be a big deal unless you subscribe to the Serpent Seed Doctrine. This author agrees this is not conclusive evidence, but it is interesting that the Kenites may have been called the Kenites simply because they shared an attribute of building cities (i.e., city-builders) just as Cain had—with no familial link intended in the meaning. [172:  Strong, Strong’s Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, Qayin, 7014.]  [173:  Ibid., qânâh, 7069.] 

Whatever position we take concerning Cain’s line, the conclusion we cannot draw from the fact that the same Hebrew word is used for both “Cain” and “Kenites” is that the Serpent Seed Doctrine is true. Supporters go wrong in attempting to use this as evidence for the doctrine. This fact only suggests that the Kenites may have been the descendants of Cain. Although there are other possibilities as has been shown. Pointing out that “Cain” and “Kenites” are the same word in the Hebrew language does not get supporters where they need to go. It does not describe Cain’s heritage. It may tell us something about the heritage of the Kenites: that they were possibly from Cain, but it does not tell us Cain was of Satan.
Notice again the heavy emphasis on the Serpent Seed Doctrine. Supporters must believe in it. If thought false, then the fact that the Kenites were a tribe of Cain would be unexceptional since it was common practice to name your tribe after a patriarch. For this reason, the Serpent Seed Doctrine must be drilled into followers’ minds. Otherwise, the reality that the Hebrew word for both “Cain” and “Kenites” is the same is hardly noteworthy.


[bookmark: Chapter6]Chapter 6
The Flood and the Biblical Text that Keeps Getting in the Way

The Kenite Myth supporter is bound to two beliefs: 1. Cain came from Satan 2. Satan’s physical children are still among us today. Due to these two beliefs, supporters must find a way to get Cain’s descendants past the flood by means other than through Seth’s line. What stands in their way is the biblical text. Luke 17:26–27, 1 Peter 3:20, and 2 Peter 2:5 all record how only Noah and his family survived the flood.
Supporters attempt to explain this away by claiming the word “flesh” in the verse, “And of every living thing of all flesh, two of every sort shalt thou bring into the ark”[footnoteRef:174] actually means human being. Therefore, to them, this means God was taking two of every sort of human being (i.e., hybrid or race).[footnoteRef:175], [footnoteRef:176], [footnoteRef:177] In providing this definition of the word “flesh” (bâsâr), supporters conveniently use only a portion of it. The word “flesh” can mean a person, as in a human being, but it can also mean a body, as in the body of an animal.[footnoteRef:178] See Numbers 11:4–6, where flesh, (bâsâr), clearly means animals, not human beings. Therefore, this pointing to a concordance for the word flesh gets supporters nowhere since “flesh,” in the context of Genesis 6:19, refers to animals and not human beings due to the overall biblical context of Luke 17:26–27, 1 Peter 3:20, and 2 Peter 2:5. [174:  Gen. 6:19.]  [175:  “How Did the Kenites Survive Noah’s Flood,” www.debed.com/Bible/Q-and-A/how-did-the-kenites-survive-hoahs-flood.html, (sic: the word hoah, “noah,” is correct in this link.)]  [176:  Those who believe God created the white race separate from other races must assert that the other races were allowed to enter the ark along with Noah and his family since, to them, Noah and his family were white because Adam was white. However, this idea of other human beings entering the ark is at odds with the biblical text, which clearly states that only Noah and his family boarded the vessel and survived the flood. ]  [177:  Some claim there is a contradiction occurring in Genesis 6:19–7:3 concerning how many animals God commanded Noah to take onto the ark. Was it seven or was it two? Some attempt to rectify this supposed contradiction by claiming Genesis 6:19 refers to other races of human beings. However, there is no contradiction here, so there is no reason to answer it with the idea that Genesis 6:19 refers to humans. Instead, Genesis 6:19’s focus is on unclean animals that would not be used for sacrificial purposes. Thus Noah was to “keep them alive” to populate the world after the flood. God would not have said, “keep them alive” if these verses were referring to humans. Beginning at Genesis 7, the text turns its focus to clean animals which were to be brought in by seven pairs. These animals would be used for sacrificial purposes (Genesis 8:20). Genesis 6:19-20 focuses on the guidelines concerning unclean animals (also second part of Genesis 7:2) while Genesis 7:1-3, focuses on the instructions for clean animals. There is no contradiction.]  [178:  Strong, Strong’s Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, bâsâr, 1320.] 

Even if supporters want to believe in their own commentary and argue that the word “flesh” is referring to other races and hybrids, we soon run into another difficulty. By claiming these hybrids boarded the ark, supporters have just burdened themselves with having to answer why God would destroy all the unrighteous while giving a couple of Satan Juniors two tickets to the ark. Some must have seen a problem with this, for they provide a less direct way of getting Satan’s supposed children past the flood.
Some claim the waters did not cover the entire earth.[footnoteRef:179] These individuals, along with some outside the Kenite Myth, argue that “earth” means just the Mideast/Mediterranean regions since Moses, the writer of Genesis, was probably only aware of this area. Due to this, the land beyond this point was not flooded. The Hebrew word erets does translate to “earth” and can mean part of the land, but it can also mean the entire earth.[footnoteRef:180] Again, looking at the Hebrew language is not a silver bullet. It gets us nowhere since both sides will follow the definition that fits their beliefs. [179:  “How Did the Kenites Survive Noah’s Flood,” http://www.debed.com/bibleresearcher/comments/Kenites/kenites-survived-the-flood.html.]  [180:  Strong, Strong’s Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, erets, 776 - part of this word’s definition is “the earth (at large, or partitively a land).”] 

The bigger issue, however, in believing that the flood was just a regional flood is due to the other regional floods we’ve had after the time of Noah, particularly in the Middle East. In other words, if God meant in His promise that He would never send another regional flood again, then He has failed in keeping that promise. Furthermore, if we are to assume that the Kenites survived because they were living in an area that was not flooded, then we have just returned to our previous difficulty of why God would allow Satan’s physical children to continue to live in the un-flooded areas while others perished. This theory again ends up portraying God as being unjust. The theory also conflicts with supporters’ reason for why there was a flood in the first place, which as we will see later, was because God supposedly wanted to kill all hybrids.
Supporters attempt to modify the Genesis flood story. The Bible warns us not to do this.[footnoteRef:181] Convincing people, however, of this version of events is vital to those who keep to the Kenite Myth. If we choose not to accept it but instead decide to follow the true biblical account, where everyone perishes except Noah and his family, then the result becomes a history in which we are all related and are in the same family line of Adam > Seth > Noah. [181:  Rev. 22:18–19. This command applies not only to the specific book of Revelation but also to the entire Bible.] 


“Look Who’s Coming to Dinner”
As previously illustrated, the Kenite Myth is shown to be false before it even gets off the ground, but further problems are found when we read about the actual Kenites within the biblical text. One of the first difficulties we encounter with this myth is that Moses married Zipporah, who was from the Kenite tribe.[footnoteRef:182] If we believe Satan’s children were the Kenites, then one would expect God to punish Moses for marrying into such a tribe. But there is no indication God punished Moses for doing so. [182:  See Exodus 2:15–21 for background. See also Judges 1:16 and 4:11.] 

Some have attempted to explain this away by claiming Moses’s father-in-law, Reuel,[footnoteRef:183] and his family were not Kenites but were simply living in the land of the Kenites.[footnoteRef:184] According to these individuals, this was why Reuel was called a Kenite. Just as those who move to America can become American citizens, Reuel was called a Kenite because he resided in Kenite territory. The Bible, however, does not record that Reuel was merely a resident of Kenite land. In fact, if the Kenites were of Satan, then one would expect the text to provide this all-important detail that Moses’s in-laws were not Kenites but were from the region of the Kenites. However, this detail is nowhere to be found. [183:  Reuel is referred to as Raguel (Numbers 10:29) in the KJV. Reuel is also called Jethro (Exodus 3:1), which may have been a title he received as a pagan priest.]  [184:  “Genesis Chapter 25: The Posterity of Keturah,” https://www.theseason.org.] 

To gain some textual evidence, apparently, some have tried to use one of the definitions for the Hebrew word for “children” in Judges 1:16 to claim the text is telling us Moses’s in-laws were only residents of Kenite territory:

“And the children of the Kenite, Moses’ father in law, went up out of the city of palm trees with the children of Judah.” [footnoteRef:185] [185:  Judg. 1:16.] 


The word “children” in this verse, which is bên, can mean “subject,”[footnoteRef:186] as in being a subject of a particular country, but it can also mean “son,”[footnoteRef:187] as in an actual biological child. It can also mean both, since an individual, for example, can be a Kenite and a resident of Kenite land. This becomes a draw; however, the Hebrew language once again does not help us out here. To break the “tie,” all we need to do is read the context in which this verse is found, and it becomes obvious that the text is telling us these children are the actual offspring of Moses’s father-in-law, the Kenite. Judges 1:16 has nothing to do with subjects and countries and the like. This verse reads, “The children of the Kenite, Moses’ father in law.”[footnoteRef:188] It does not say, “the children of the land of the Kenites.” Clearly, we are to understand that Moses’s father-in-law was a Kenite, and therefore, so were his children. [186:  Strong, Strong’s Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, bên, 1121.]  [187:  Ibid.]  [188:  Judg. 1:16.] 

No biblical evidence exists to support the notion that Moses’s in-laws were only residents of the land of the Kenites. However, textual proof does exist that Moses’s in-laws were inhabitants of Midian. When Moses fled Egypt, he went and “dwelt in the land of Midian.”[footnoteRef:189] This is where Moses met Reuel and his family. The family was not residing in the land of the Kenites. They were in Midian. When Moses was called by God to return to Egypt, Moses was still in Midian. The text reads, “And the LORD said unto Moses in Midian.”[footnoteRef:190] The text does not indicate that Reuel and his family were living in the land of the Kenites before or after they met Moses. The Bible only tells us they were residents of Midian. [189:  Ex. 2:15.]  [190:  Ibid., 4:19.] 

Another argument that supporters use to suggest Reuel and his family were not actual Kenites is to point to the first few verses in Exodus 18. Here, the Bible tells us that the firstborn son of Moses and Zipporah was named Gershom. This son’s name in Hebrew means “refugee,”[footnoteRef:191] and the text says Gershom was named this because the person naming him was “an alien in a strange land.”[footnoteRef:192] The pronoun “he” used in Exodus 18:3 makes it rather ambiguous as to whether it was Reuel or Moses who named Gershom. Supporters contend Reuel named Moses’s son Gershom. For them, this implies Reuel did so because he was a Midianite living in Kenite land (strange land). [191:  Strong, Strong’s Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, Gêreshown, 1648.]  [192:  Ex. 18:3.] 

To discover who actually named Moses’s son, we turn to Exodus 2:21–22. Here we find a clearer picture of who carried out this task: “And Moses was content to dwell with the man: and he gave Moses Zipporah his daughter. And she bare him a son, and he called his name Gershom: for he said, I have been a stranger in a strange land.”[footnoteRef:193] Zipporah did not bear a son for her father. Therefore, the him in this verse is Moses, whom Zipporah bore a son for, and it was Moses who called his son Gershom. [193:  Ibid., 2:21-22.] 

It becomes even more evident who named Gershom when we consider the broader context. Moses’s home was Egypt until he fled it, escaped to Midian, and met Zipporah and her family. At that point, Moses became a “stranger in a strange land.” This is why he named his child Gershom. Due to this larger context, we can draw the conclusion that Moses named his son, not Reuel. Furthermore, it would have been rather odd for a father (Moses) not to be the one naming his firstborn son. In the end, the argument that the biblical text refers to Reuel and his family as merely residents of Kenite land has no textual backing.
Another approach supporters take to explain away the fact that the Bible describes Moses’s father-in-law, Reuel, as a Kenite is by way of Reuel’s occupation. According to Exodus 18:1, Reuel was a Midianite priest. Reuel was from the line of the Midianites that descended from Abraham and Keturah.[footnoteRef:194] However, Reuel was not an Israelite. Through Abraham and Sarah came Isaac, whose son was Jacob, whose offspring eventually comprised the tribes of Israel. The children of Keturah were not a part of this line. Nevertheless, supporters assert that because Reuel was from Abraham, somehow he and his other descendants followed a kind of pre-covenantal priesthood, like that of Melchizedek,[footnoteRef:195], [footnoteRef:196]whereby they too could not intermarry with other people groups. By this, they attempt to claim that Reuel could not have been a Midianite and a Kenite.[footnoteRef:197] [194:  Gen. 25:2.]  [195:  “Moses Married An Ethiopian (Cushite) Woman,” www.debed.com/Bible/comments/moses-married-an-ethiopian-woman.html.]  [196:  Melchizedek was a priest in the order of Christ. In reading Hebrews 7:1-3, some believe Melchizedek was a pre-incarnate appearance of Christ. Others think Melchizedek was a type of person who was like Christ. Either way, attempting to compare Melchizedek to Reuel is erroneous.]  [197:  “The Book of Judges: Conquests, Israel, and Other Nations,” https://www.theseason.org.] 

This is fiction. God established the priesthood through Aaron[footnoteRef:198] following the exodus from Egypt. After the flood, the idea of not intermarrying with unbelievers was again in the hearts and minds of Abraham and Isaac as demonstrated in Genesis 24 and 27:46-28:1-9. However, it was not until the time of Aaron that God officially and specifically commanded the priests not to intermarry with other people groups[footnoteRef:199] due to these groups following other gods. This decree had nothing to do with Moses’s father-in-law. [198:  Num. 18:1–7.]  [199:  Lev. 21:14.] 

Reuel was a priest, but he was a pagan priest who probably had some knowledge of the God of Abraham due to his ancestors. Through the years, however, these ancestors became corrupted by pagan practices. In Numbers 25, evidence can be found of the Midianites following pagan gods, the same as the Moabites. Numbers 31 provides the account of God’s punishment against the Midianites for corrupting the Israelites with pagan beliefs. Clearly, Reuel was ignorant or his conscience was free of any sense that intermarriage with pagans was wrong since he himself was a pagan.
We see evidence of this pagan corruption in Reuel’s own words when he greeted Moses in the wilderness after the Israelites’ exodus. Reuel said, “Now I know that the LORD is greater than all gods: for in the thing wherein they dealt proudly he was above them.”[footnoteRef:200] Reuel was the follower of many gods, but it was not until this moment that he realized the God of Abraham is the one true God. In other words, Reuel became a convert! And because Reuel had been a pagan priest, his father was probably a pagan as well. Therefore, Reuel’s father would have felt no obligation to marry within his own people and would have produced a child that had a dual ancestry with both the Kenites and the Midianites. [200:  Exod. 18:11.
] 

As a side note, Numbers 12 tells us that Moses married an Ethiopian (Cush) woman. This could be describing Zipporah or another woman Moses married after Zipporah died. The text is not entirely clear. However, if it was Zipporah, this would add to the argument that Reuel’s family line was able to marry whomever they pleased since his child was also called an Ethiopian.
In addition, it is interesting that Moses was permitted to marry Zipporah who was raised by a pagan priest. However, the text does not explain Zipporah’s spiritual state. In fact, up until the point before God called Moses, we are not entirely sure of Moses’s spiritual condition. Raised as an Egyptian, it is unclear where Moses stood regarding the God of Abraham. He identified with the Hebrews since he killed a guard who was beating a fellow Hebrew, but we do not know if he followed the God of Abraham exclusively at that time in his life. Even after fleeing Egypt, he may have still held to some Egyptian beliefs.
On the other hand, Moses could have been a true believer at that point, and Zipporah may have been more open to the idea of the one true God than her father was. This would explain why they were permitted to marry without any consequence from God. However, the Bible does not tell us this. Obviously, Moses’s options in regard to whom he could marry were limited since the Israelites were still enslaved back in Egypt. This may have added to the reason God permitted Moses to marry Zipporah.
Interestingly, Aaron and his wife, Miriam, complained about Moses’s marriage to the Ethiopian woman who may have been Zipporah or a completely different woman. The fact that God punished Miriam for her complaint demonstrates how God supported Moses’s marriage to someone of another people group.
As we have seen, some supporters try to get around the fact that Reuel was a Kenite by claiming that Moses’s father-in-law was only a Midianite. Therefore, to them, he could not have been a Kenite. No dispute exists over whether Moses’s father-in-law was a Midianite. However, he was also a Kenite. Again, the Midianites’ genealogical information is found in Genesis 25:1-2, where the text informs us that the Midianites were the descendants of Abraham and Keturah. In Numbers 10:29, Moses’s father-in-law is described as a descendant of this tribe. In reading these verses, we cannot ignore the other verse in the Bible which tells us Moses’s father-in-law was a Kenite. Judges 1:16 provides this information. In adding this information together, we must conclude that Moses’s father-in-law was both a Kenite and a Midianite.
Supporters’ ideology and motivations are apparent when they attempt to revise the Word of God by claiming that Reuel was not a Kenite. It is their way of explaining away a problem they’ve created. The difficulty is if the Kenites were from Satan, then God would not have allowed Moses to marry one. The most straightforward explanation for this is that the Kenites were not of Satan. However, those who hold to the Kenite Myth cannot accept this answer. They are imprisoned by their fables. They must alter the biblical text to find a way out of the ideological jam their tales have formed. Interestingly, supporters do not extend this amended view of Moses’s in-laws being from the region of the Kenites to other “Kenites” where this view would hinder their claims.

The Kenites throughout the Biblical Text
Difficulties with the Kenite Myth persist as we journey through the rest of the Bible. Repeatedly, when we read about the Kenites or someone within the Kenite tribe, the text usually shows them as allies of the Israelites. From a Kenite Myth supporters’ viewpoint, they believe this was the Kenites’ game. Supporters claim the Kenites’ goal was to become friendly with the Israelites so they could infect the line of Judah, and thereby corrupt Christ’s blood. Others believe the Kenites wanted to weaken the Israelites as a nation.[footnoteRef:201] The text, however, never once suggests either of these ideas. [201:  “Satan’s Children (A Study on the Kenites).”] 

Below is a summary of the Kenites and their interactions with the Israelites. Anyone can create this list by going to an online Bible website, choosing the KJV, and searching for the keywords “Kenite” or “Kenites.” By doing this, you will find the verses about this particular people group. One can also use their concordance by looking up these two words. A concordance will provide all the verses in the Bible where these words are found.
As you read this listing, notice how the Kenites are usually viewed in a positive light, not only by the Israelites but also by the text itself. Are we to believe the Kenites deceived even the Holy Spirit? If supporters use Genesis 3:15 to show how Seth’s descendants would be adversaries to Satan’s physical descendants, “And I will put enmity between thee and the woman, and between thy seed and her seed,”[footnoteRef:202] then these supporters should have chosen a more convincing tribe for Satan’s offspring since it is rare that the Israelites and the Kenites are in opposition to one another. [202:  Gen. 3:15.] 


	Exodus 2:15–21 – After fleeing from Egypt, Moses encountered the family of Reuel, the priest of Midian. Reuel offered his daughter, Zipporah, to Moses because he rescued her and her sisters from unruly shepherds who drove them from the water. Moses then married Zipporah. Judges 1:16 refers to Reuel as a Kenite; therefore, Zipporah was a Kenite.

Exodus 18:1–26 – After the exodus, Moses greeted Jethro (aka Reuel, Moses’s father-in-law). Jethro was pleased to hear all that God had done for the Israelites to get them out of Egypt. Moses then set himself up as judge over them. Jethro suggested that Moses should choose other judges who were morally qualified to handle the less complicated cases. Moses would then just take care of the difficult ones. Moses agreed. (By the way, this is not evidence of a deceptive Kenite plot. One day Moses would pass away. At that point, someone else would have needed to serve in his position. It was far better that it was Moses choosing the judges since he was considered a man of faith).[footnoteRef:203] [203:  Heb. 11:24–29.] 


Numbers 10:29–33 – Moses asked Hobab[footnoteRef:204] to join him. Hobab was a Kenite because he was the son of Reuel. At first, Hobab refused, but then Moses explained that he could help due to his knowledge of the desert. Moses also promised Hobab that if he joined them, he would share in the good things the Lord would provide. [204:  Hobab was Moses’s brother-in-law. He was the son of Raguel (Reuel), Moses’s father-in-law. In the KJV in Judges 4:11, the text makes it sound as if Hobab was Moses’s father-in-law, but the phrase father-in-law should be translated to brother-in-law. See Numbers 10:29 for clarification.
] 


Numbers 24:21–22 – Balaam prophesied how the Kenites would be destroyed when Asshur (Assyrians) took them captive. The Assyrians also hit the Northern Kingdom of the Israelites, taking them captive and deporting them to eastern towns.

Judges 1:16 – The descendants of Moses’s father-in-law, the Kenites, went with the men of Judah to live in the area south of Arad. Here, the Bible describes Moses’s father-in-law as a Kenite, giving evidence of a familial connection not only with the Midianites but also with the Kenites.

Judges 4:1–23 – Israel did evil, and God placed them in the hands of the Canaanite king Jabin. Jabin oppressed the Israelites, and they cried out to God for help. Deborah, the judge, told Barak to enter into war with Jabin because the Lord would be with them. Barak pursued them with the Lord’s help, and Sisera, Jabin’s Army commander, fled to Jael’s tent. Jael was the wife of Heber the Kenite, and this family of Kenites was on friendly terms with Jabin. Jael invited Sisera in. Jael gave him something to drink, and he fell asleep. As he slumbered, Jael drove a tent peg through Sisera’s temple. God then subdued Jabin and Israel destroyed him.

Judges 5:24–27 – Jael, the wife of Heber the Kenite, was celebrated for what she did to Sisera. Supporters will claim that because Heber was related to Moses’s father-in-law, that he was not a Kenite but from the land of Kenites. As shown, this is inaccurate. The text never makes this distinction. Moses’s father-in-law was a Kenite and so, too, was Heber.

1 Samuel 15:1–6 – Samuel told Saul that God wanted him to destroy Amalek. Saul instructed the Kenites to leave the Amalekites so that God did not destroy them along with the Amalekites. He explained that God was sparing the Kenites because of the kindness they showed the Israelites when they came out of Egypt. Again, to supporters, these are not real Kenites since they are associated with Moses’s father-in-law. However, the text informs us that they are Kenites. It does not say these individuals are just subjects or residents of Kenite land.

1 Samuel 27:1–12 – David went to the land of the Philistines to escape Saul. Achish, king of Gath, gave David territory for him and his family, as well as his soldiers and their families. While residing there, David told Achish he was attacking southern Judah, the Jerahmeelites, and the Kenites. However, all the while, he was actually attacking the enemies of Judah: the Geshurites, Gezrites, and Amalekites.

1 Samuel 30 (v. 29) – David gave the Kenites plunder from his attacks on the Amalekites.

Jeremiah 35 – Finally, for supporters, we come across “true Kenites,” not just people from Kenite land. Again, the text never makes this distinction. Supporters greatly distort this chapter of the Bible. In actuality, this area of text describes how God uses the Rechabites as an example for Judah.
First Chronicles 2:55 provides the familial connection between the Rechabites and the Kenites. An ancestor of the Rechabites by the name of Jonadab (or Jehonadab) instructed them not to drink wine, build houses, sow seeds, or plant vineyards. The Rechabites followed the instruction of not drinking wine into the current generation. God says that unlike the Rechabites, who complied with their ancestor’s directive, Judah did not obey God’s instructions.
What supporters try to do here is argue that because the Rechabites were instructed by their forefather, Jonadab, not to sow seeds or plant vineyards, that this is evidence that the Rechabites/Kenites were Cain’s descendants since Cain was cursed by God with the inability to grow crops.[footnoteRef:205] Supporters seem to be suggesting that Jonadab told his descendants not to sow seeds or plant vineyards because he knew it would not work due to the curse. [205:  “Jeremiah Chapter 35: God’s Test and Promise to the Sons of Jonadab, the Kenites,” https://www.theseason.org.] 

The problem with this idea is Jonadab was the forefather mentioned as commanding the Rechabites not to sow seeds or plant vineyards. Before Jonadab’s lifetime, no such decree was given. The question then becomes: What made Jonadab make such a command to his descendants? Second Kings 10:15–28 makes it clear. Jonadab witnessed Jehu’s guards and captains killing everyone in the house of Ahab, who had come under an ungodly influence. This incident must have made quite the impression on Jonadab for he sets up practices that will keep his descendants moving and thus separate from the ungodly people groups surrounding him and his people in order to avoid such a punishment from God.
This theory concerning Cain’s curse also neglects who received the curse in the first place. Genesis 4:10–12 tells us only Cain received the curse of not being able to grow crops. The text does not mention his descendants receiving this curse. Furthermore, God did not curse Cain because he was supposedly Satan’s child. Cain received the curse because he murdered his brother. Therefore, there was no reason to curse Cain’s entire line. Supporters ignore these simple facts and insist the best way to tell if someone is a Kenite is to see whether they have a “green thumb.” Some use this idea to claim the Jews involved in banking are, in fact, Kenites because they have/had no other way to make a living since the business of farming was unprofitable for them.[footnoteRef:206] This idea leans heavily on the clichéd, conspiratorial notion that all bankers are Jewish and that they are all out to control or destroy the world through undermining the monetary system. Even though not all bankers are Jewish and not all bankers are corrupt (though some are indeed corrupt), this type of anti-Semitism has been used by the Nazi Party and more recently by the Occupy Wall Street Movement. [206:  Ibid., “Isaiah Chapter 23: The Burden of Tyre; Former, Latter.” ] 

In returning to the biblical text, to get some so-called evidence that Jonadab was a child of the devil, supporters point to another Jonadab found in 2 Samuel 13:1–22. In these verses, Amnon confided in Jonadab about being in love with Tamar. This would have been fine if not for the fact that Tamar was Amnon’s half-sister.
Jonadab was not being a godly friend here when he instructed Amnon to go to his bed, pretend to be sick, and ask Tamar to bring him some food. Unfortunately, Amnon listened to Jonadab’s encouragements, followed his unwise advice, and ended up raping Tamar. Absalom eventually had Amnon killed.
Supporters use this story to argue that the Bible is telling them that the Jonadab of 2 Samuel 13 was a child of Satan, just like the Jonadab of Jeremiah 35 because they shared the same name.[footnoteRef:207] [207:  Ibid., 2 Samuel – Chapter 13 – David’s Sin. Punished., Amnon’s Sin, Desire for his Sister…] 

The text never once explains this. Furthermore, the root word for “Jonadab” or “Jehonadab” means “Jehovah”[footnoteRef:208] in Hebrew and has nothing to do with Satan. The fact that the parents of these two separate individuals named their child Jonadab was done to pay respect to God. No underlying, nefarious, or secret meaning exists here. In addition, 2 Samuel 13:3 explicitly tells us that Jonadab was the son of David’s brother. In other words, David and Jonadab were relatives. Supporters deny this clear familial record. They claim the record was corrupted. In asserting this, they demonstrate, once again, how their ideology holds more authority over them than the Bible. [208:  Strong, Strong’s New Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, Yôwnâdâb, 3122 and Yehôwnâdâb, 3082. These names share the same root word which is Yehôvâh in Hebrew and Jehovah in English, 3068.] 

Let us continue with our listing of the words “Kenite/Kenites” found throughout the biblical text.

2 Kings 9–10 – Elisha informed a man from a company of prophets to anoint Jehu as King of Israel. Jehu destroyed the descendants of Ahab, as it was prophesied.[footnoteRef:209] Jehu met with Jehonadab, son of Rechab (Rechabite), and asked if he was in accord with him. Jehonadab said he was. Jehu took him along to demonstrate his zeal for God. Jehu tricked and then had the worshippers of Baal killed. Jehonadab witnessed Jehu destroying the idol worshippers. [209:  1 Kings 21.] 


1 Chronicles 2:55 – The biblical connection between the Rechabites and the Kenites is shown in this verse. “And the families of the scribes which dwelt at Jabez; the Tirathites, the Shimeathites, and Suchathites. These are the Kenites that came of Hemath, the father of the house of Rechab.”[footnoteRef:210] Supporters believe this is where the true Kenites “infected” the line of Judah. Because the text also mentions Kenite scribes, supporters claim that these Kenite scribes were the ones who supposedly corrupted the biblical text, making themselves virtually invisible so others would not know they were from Satan.[footnoteRef:211] However, a “correct” manuscript in which the text explicitly tells us that the Kenites are Satan’s physical children does not exist. This is merely supporters’ attempt to force their commentary into the biblical text. Unable to offer any proof for their perspective, their fallback position is an unsubstantiated corruption argument. [210:  1 Chron. 2:55.]  [211:  “2 Kings Chapter 24: Nebuchadnezzar’s Move Against Jehoiakim...,” https://www.theseason.org.
] 

As one reads the actual biblical accounts of the Kenites, it becomes clear that this people group could hardly be called the enemies of Israel. This casts considerable doubt on supporters’ take on Genesis 3:15. Also, in reading these passages, it is evident that even though the Israelites were using the same Hebrew word for both “Cain” and “Kenites,” their attitude toward the Kenites never once suggests that the Israelites viewed this tribe as the physical descendants of Satan. Instead, the Israelites invited the Kenites along on journeys, protected them from harm during wartime, shared the spoils of war with them, and married into their tribe. The Israelites never once acted as if there was something inherently evil about the Kenites, and yet when the Israelites spoke the Kenites’ name, they knew the word they were using was the very same as Cain’s. This fact alone confirms that no bloodline connection exists between Satan and the Kenites; otherwise, the Israelites would have stayed clear of the tribe.
Now, some may say this is a new revelation, and that the Israelites did not understand there was a connection, but now we do. Supporters should be very wary of suggesting this. It is one thing to say the New Testament is revealing something concerning the Old Testament; it is quite another for some modern teacher to claim a new revelation that is not found anywhere within the biblical text. The Bible never suggests that the Kenites were Satan’s physical children. In addition, this supposed lack of information by the Israelites concerning the Kenites is rather cruel and again puts God in a bad light. Why would God allow the Israelites to befriend and marry the descendants of Satan? As one unpeels the Kenite Myth, it becomes clear that it is an attack on God’s character.

“The Secret Keeper”
As shown, supporters seem unconcerned about altering the biblical flood account, as well as the actual characteristics of the Kenite tribe. Their alterations do not stop there. They move on to the New Testament and misconstrue several verses to claim how hybrids were active during Christ’s ministry on earth.
They begin with Matthew 13:37–39. In these verses, supporters assert Christ is confirming this very idea to His disciples when He was alone with them by giving them a kind of “you know what I really mean” explanation of the parable of the weeds (tares).[footnoteRef:212] [212:  “Satan’s Children (A Study on the Kenites).”] 


“He answered and said unto them, He that soweth the good seed is the Son of man; The field is the world; the good seed are the children of the kingdom; but the tares are the children of the wicked one; The enemy that sowed them is the devil; the harvest is the end of the world; and the reapers are the angels.” [footnoteRef:213] [213:  Matt. 13:37–39.] 


The Kenite Myth explains the “tares,” which are sowed by the devil, are the physical children of Satan. Believing, however, that Christ is speaking in literal, physical terms here produces a problem. If it is accepted that Christ was explaining that the “tares” were to be understood in the physical sense, then it follows in these verses that Christ was explaining He sowed His own physical children.
It is this author’s opinion that supporters do not comprehend these verses in this way at all. In fact, what they are doing is recognizing the “good seed” of Christ in the spiritual sense and then understanding Satan’s children in the physical sense. Supporters seem to suggest it is impossible to understand Satan’s children in the spiritual sense, but the fact remains that they are doing so when it comes to Christ’s “children.” Despite what they may claim, understanding these verses in the spiritual sense is not a foreign concept to them.
Supporters use this same distinction between the spiritual and physical again in 1 John:[footnoteRef:214] [214:  “If You Don’t Believe Satan is Cain’s Father, Explain 1 John 3:10 to Me – Pamphlet #7124,” www.americanwisdomseries.com/7124.html.] 


“Whosoever is born of God doth not commit sin; for his seed remaineth in him: and he cannot sin, because he is born of God. In this the children of God are manifest, and the children of the devil: whosoever doeth not righteousness is not of God, neither he that loveth not his brother.” [footnoteRef:215] [215:  1 John 3:9–10.] 


These verses have nothing to do with the supposed physical descendants of Satan. It concerns the actions of those who follow God in comparison to those who do not. Those who truly believe in Christ will have a life marked not by sin but by righteousness. In other words, salvation should shape how one lives. Therefore, if sin defines a person’s life, that individual cannot claim he or she is following God. One of the main witnesses of this is of loving or not loving your brother or sister in Christ. First John 2:10–11 tells us, “He that loveth his brother abideth in the light, and there is none occasion of stumbling in him. But he that hateth his brother is in darkness, and walketh in darkness, and knoweth not whither he goeth, because that darkness hath blinded his eyes.”[footnoteRef:216] The text goes on to use Cain as an example of one who did not love his brother since; after all, he murdered him: [216:  Ibid., 2:10–11.] 


“For this is the message that ye heard from the beginning, that we should love one another. Not as Cain, who was of that wicked one, and slew his brother, And wherefore slew he him? Because his own works were evil, and his brother’s righteous.” [footnoteRef:217] [217:  Ibid., 3:11–12.] 


These verses refer to Cain as one “who was of that wicked one.” Supporters again think this phrase is some revelation concerning Cain being the offspring of Satan. However, the supposed familial lineage of Satan is not the topic. These verses are found in an area of text that explains how sin will, by default, define the life of anyone who does not follow God. Once we decide to follow God, we become the children of God in the spiritual sense. This is celebrated in the well-known verse of 1 John 3:1: “Behold, what manner of love the Father hath bestowed upon us, that we should be called the sons of God.”[footnoteRef:218] We can conclude by this verse that before being saved, we were not considered the sons of God in the spiritual sense. Verse 2 explains this further by stating that “now are we the sons of God.”[footnoteRef:219] [218:  Ibid., v. 1.]  [219:  Ibid., v. 2.] 

Cain just so happened not to be in this godly spiritual state. His downfall was not due to him being Satan’s physical son but because he was not sincerely following God, which led him to a life of sin, which caused him not to love his brother, which ultimately brought about his murderous act against his brother. First John 3:15 takes this concept even further by referring to Cain: “Whosoever hateth his brother is a murderer.”[footnoteRef:220] In other words, even if you don’t murder your brother in Christ but simply hate him, you are considered a murderer. Verse 15 continues by stating a murderer does not have “eternal life abiding in him.”[footnoteRef:221] Of course, if you place your faith in God and repent of hating your brother or committing the act of murder, you will find eternal life in God.[footnoteRef:222] The main point of 1 John is you cannot go around calling yourself a Christian all the while despising your fellow brother or sister in Christ. The two are incompatible. This is why the text offers Cain as an example. [220:  Ibid., v. 15.]  [221:  Ibid.]  [222:  Matt. 12:31, Acts 13:39, Titus 2:13–14, and 1 John 1:9.] 

Supporters go on to claim that the Gospel of John records Christ actually speaking with the offspring of Satan (the Kenites):[footnoteRef:223] [223:  “Kenites,” www.biblestudygames.com/biblestudies/faq/kenites.htm.] 


“Jesus answered them, Verily, verily, I say unto you, Whosoever committeth sin is the servant of sin. And the servant abideth not in the house for ever: but the Son abideth ever. If the Son therefore shall make you free, ye shall be free indeed. I know that ye are Abraham’s seed; but ye seek to kill me, because my word hath no place in you. I speak that which I have seen with my Father: and ye do that which ye have seen with your father. They answered and said unto him, Abraham is our father. Jesus saith unto them, If ye were Abraham’s children, ye would do the works of Abraham. But now ye seek to kill me, a man that hath told you the truth, which I have heard of God: this did not Abraham. Ye do the deeds of your father. Then said they to him, We be not born of fornication; we have one Father, even God. Jesus said unto them, If God were your Father, ye would love me: for I proceeded forth and came from God; neither came I of myself, but he sent me. Why do ye not understand my speech? even because ye cannot hear my word. Ye are of your father the devil, and the lusts of your father ye will do. He was a murderer from the beginning, and abode not in the truth, because there is no truth in him. When he speaketh a lie, he speaketh of his own: for he is a liar, and the father of it. And because I tell you the truth, ye believe me not. Which of you convinceth me of sin? And if I say the truth, why do ye not believe me? He that is of God heareth God’s words: ye therefore hear them not, because ye are not of God.” [footnoteRef:224] [224:  John 8:34–47.] 


During this interaction, Christ first agreed that these men were the physical offspring of Abraham, but then He completely denied it further on in His speech after He pointed out that the group of men wanted to kill Him. Christ said, “If ye were Abraham’s children, ye would do the works of Abraham.”[footnoteRef:225] What are we to conclude from this? Kenite Myth supporters want us to deduce that Christ is pointing out that these Jews are Satan’s physical descendants who intermingled with the line of Judah, thus making them both Abraham’s and Satan’s children. [225:  Ibid., 8:39.] 

This does not work, however, since at the beginning of these verses, Christ said they were of Abraham. Then, further on, Christ implied that they were not of Abraham. If we take these verses in the physical literal sense, as supporters want us to do, Christ ends up contradicting Himself.
Due to this, the only way to make this not a contradiction is to understand that Christ was speaking about the spiritual state of these men. Christ was telling this crowd of Jews that in a physical sense, they were from Abraham [the beginning of His statement], but in the spiritual sense, they were not of Abraham [the middle of the statement] because they were of Satan, their “father” in the spiritual sense.
As stated in Ephesians, anyone who has become a Christian can relate to these verses, for we, too, at one point in our journeys before knowing Christ, were followers of sin and Satan and unable to hear the gospel. In the following verses, Paul explains what believers were before the grace of God saved them:

“And you hath he quickened, who were dead in trespasses and sins; Wherein in time past ye walked according to the course of this world, according to the prince of the power of the air, the spirit that now worketh in the children of disobedience: Among whom also we all had our conversation in times past in the lusts of our flesh, fulfilling the desires of the flesh and of the mind; and were by nature the children of wrath, even as others." [footnoteRef:226] [226:  Eph. 2:1–3.] 


There was nothing unique about the crowd of Jews that Christ was speaking to in John 8:34–47 since we’ve all been there and done that.
Supporters go on to use the book of Revelation to show how the Kenites are actually still among us today and into the future: [footnoteRef:227] [227:  “Kenites.”] 


“I know thy works, and tribulation, and poverty, (but thou art rich) and I know the blasphemy of them which say they are Jews, and are not, but are the synagogue of Satan.” [footnoteRef:228] [228:  Rev. 2:9.] 


In using this verse, along with Revelation 3:9, supporters seem to suggest that the Kenites are those who “say they are Jews, and are not, but are the synagogue of Satan.” However, when we take this verse literally, as supporters do, we end up concluding that it is those who are not ethnically of Judah who are the synagogue of Satan. Most supporters argue the real problem is Jewish Kenites. However, if taken literally, this verse would be telling us that it is the non-ethnic Jews who are the synagogue of Satan. Christ does not even mention supposed Jewish Kenites in this verse.
This brings us to the true meaning of this passage. The Jews who called themselves Jews were not so in the spiritual sense since they followed and persisted in Satan’s ways by continuing to persecute the believers of Christ.[footnoteRef:229] Romans 2:28-29 explains who a true Jew is in the spiritual sense. [229:  Rom. 9.] 

The core reason supporters use Revelation 2:9 and 3:9 is that it is part of a summary of seven churches found at the beginning of the book of Revelation. To most, this section of text either is a prophecy concerning the seven stages of the historical church or refers to seven churches that represent the kinds of churches that will be in existence at the end of this age. Supporters accept the latter explanation and focus on the churches of Smyrna and Philadelphia, where the text includes the “synagogue of Satan” phrase. Supporters argue that Christ was happy with these two churches because they were the only ones who knew who the “synagogue of Satan” really was. To supporters, these are the Kenites.[footnoteRef:230] [230:  “Seven Churches of Revelation, Only Two, God Was Pleased With,” www.biblestudyforlife.com. This website perpetuates another erroneous idea which is that the key of David is the special knowledge of knowing who the Kenites are. This is not what the key of David is. The Bible explains that Christ has the Key of David in the introductory sentence which is speaking about Him (Revelation 3:7). This introduction is not about the church of Philadelphia. The Bible is not saying that the church of Philadelphia has the key of David. A key represents access. “Of David” means David’s domain or kingdom. Therefore, since Christ holds the “key of David” this means He is the fulfillment of the Davidic kingship line. This phrase has nothing to do with the church of Philadelphia knowing who the Kenites are.  ] 

The expression, “synagogue of Satan” does not provide a bloodline connection. This phrase is only telling us that these people assembled in the church of Satan, or, better still, followed Satan’s ways. No familial link is being revealed here between Satan and the individuals who called themselves Jews. Christ also never explains that He was pleased with these churches because they believed in or taught the Kenite Myth and Serpent Seed Doctrine.
As the book of Revelation tells us, the church of Smyrna was appreciated by Christ because they were enduring the persecution from the Jews who had denied Christ. Similarly, Revelation 3:8 informs us that Christ was pleased with the church of Philadelphia because it was keeping God’s Word and not denying Christ’s name in the midst of this similar treatment.
Supporters seem to be suggesting that the Jews were threatening these two churches because they were vocalizing the Serpent Seed Doctrine and Kenite Myth. Notice how these teachings remove Christ from the center of attention. The truth is these churches were being persecuted because they believed in and were preaching Christ! Again, these verses have nothing to do with the Serpent Seed Doctrine or the Kenite Myth. Supporters attempt to insert themselves into these two churches to give credence to their beliefs. This approach fails when one reads the text and comes to see that Christ is the focus.

Mission: Control
Kenite Myth supporters truly believe that they are taking a hit for the church from those who throw criticism and charges of political incorrectness at them. They feel this is necessary to carry out what they see as the important work of pointing out how the Kenites are conspiring against the church. As believers, we know evil is in the world. This evil is often directed at the church. It originates either with demonic forces or with our sinful natures. But it is a spiritual evil.[footnoteRef:231] The idea that there exists a unique, inherently evil, physical race different from all other nonbelievers is simply a twisting of the biblical text. This tweaking perpetuates this myth, which not only leads to simple paranoia, it also keeps supporters from doing the very thing we as Christians should be doing: interacting with all people to spread the gospel. The Kenite Myth imprisons supporters into fearful suspicion of their neighbors. This is what evil desires. [231:  Eph. 6:12.] 

Right now, we are in a time of grace. We are not living in the time of the Israelites when, for doctrinal purposes, God wanted to keep His people separate from pagan neighbors. Today, we reside in a time when the doors to the Kingdom of God are wide open for anyone who will believe, repent, and enter in. Even if you support Calvin’s erroneous idea of predestination, you still do not know who will accept Christ and who will not. Our central job as Christians, during this unique and incredible time, is to spread the gospel.[footnoteRef:232] The Bible never tells us to preach the Serpent Seed Doctrine and Kenite Myth, but sadly, this is what many supporters spend much of their precious and limited time doing. [232:  Matt. 28:16–20 and Luke 24:44–47.] 

As stated, it is fine to have commentary and conjecture to help one make sense of the Bible. In fact, this author has obviously participated in providing some. But when faced with commentary or conjecture that produces a doctrine, it is important to question where that doctrine leads and what questions that doctrine answers. As we have seen, the Serpent Seed Doctrine and Kenite Myth create more questions than answers, and what answers these ideas do provide often place God in a bad light. This leaves one wondering why it is so enticing if it is not helpful in truly answering biblical questions. The key to this may be found in end-time events.
Without providing evidence, supporters will repeatedly insist that the Kenites are behind this or that calamity or horrific event. Whether these conspiracy theories are true is not the point. The point is, the physical children of Satan are not behind these conspiracies because there are no physical children of Satan.
Spiritual warfare, on the other hand, is something of which every Christian needs to be aware. In addition, until the full portion of non-Israelites enters in, Israel is under spiritual blindness.[footnoteRef:233] This spiritual blindness is the very thing that those who support the Kenite Myth are witnessing when they see Jews spiritually and politically turning from God. [233:  Rom. 11:25.] 

We know, from reading the Bible, that one does not need to be a supposed physical descendant of Satan to do his bidding. All Satan needs is to gain influence over us. We see evidence of this in how Satan heavily influenced Judas simply by spiritually entering into him. Satan did this to cause Judas to betray Christ.[footnoteRef:234] In other words, Satan did not need to make physical children of his own. Our sinful flesh worked and works well enough. [234:  John 13:21–27 and Luke 22:3.] 

Spiritual warfare can come upon any of us. First Timothy 4:1–7 and 2 Timothy 3:1–8 warn believers of not being led away in the “last days,” particularly by the very kind of false teachings the Serpent Seed Doctrine and Kenite Myth represent, in which one is “ever learning, and never able to come to the knowledge of the truth.”[footnoteRef:235] In the spiritual sense, we are all capable of following Satan’s ways, so there is no reason to point to one specific people group. In fact, while we are busy pointing at others, we begin to neglect our spiritual health. [235:  2 Tim. 3:7.] 

In the end, the Kenite Myth is useless when it comes to end-time events. Believers can keep an eye out for signs without it. In addition, analyzing world events and the actions of others is all that supporters can do since they cannot even agree on who the Kenites are. And let us be honest here: when one cannot identify who the Kenites are, particularly for those who believe they are a portion of the line of Judah, then all Jews become Kenites.
What are we to deduce from this? The fact is, there is no need to believe in this myth. It holds no answers and no insight into the things that are to come since one already has an answer for evil, which is sin and/or spiritual warfare, and one can already keep an eye on world events without it. Our hope to overcome end-time events is found in Christ alone not in discovering some Gnostic-style, supposed secret in the form of the Kenite Myth.
So, what is left? As it says in James 3:1, one day, those who teach will be judged more severely, so let us all be sure that what we pass on to others is both biblical and of eternal value and does not leave others empty-handed as the Kenite Myth does.


[bookmark: SectionIII]Section III:
The Nature of Angels


[bookmark: Chapter7]Chapter 7
Angels Look like Us, Therefore, they Can Procreate

At the heart of the Serpent Seed Doctrine and Kenite Myth is the belief that because angels appear as men in such biblical accounts as the story of Sodom and Gomorrah, then angels (i.e. Satan) have all the physical elements necessary to procreate.[footnoteRef:236] Some may use the Sodom and Gomorrah narrative to claim that the townsmen wanted to have sex with two angels, not two men, and if Lot and his family had not hidden the angels from the crowd, this violation would have occurred. [236:  Gen. 19.] 

The basis for this perspective is caused by an inaccurate view of what is actually occurring here in this account. Let us agree that a group of men could not have overtaken two angels or even one for that matter. Genesis 19:11 shows us this when the angels caused blindness to the crowd attempting to violate them. Furthermore, the men of the town did not know the angels were angels. The townsmen’s sins were many but wanting to have a sexual liaison with angels was not one of them. The men of the town desired a homosexual act with two individuals they thought were men. Paul refers to the sin of homosexuality in Romans when he said, “And likewise also the men, leaving the natural use of the woman, burned in their lust one toward another.”[footnoteRef:237] These men also had a willingness to carry out this act by any means possible, thereby compounding the sin of homosexuality, and turning it into rape. The townsmen were also violating a societal norm. They wanted to have sex by force with two strangers who were under the protection of another townsman’s home. These men had desires for several sins, but it did not involve wanting to have sex with angels, even if that were possible, since the townsmen thought the angels were just men. Therefore, we cannot use this event to conclude angels can involve themselves either willingly or unwillingly in a sexual liaison. [237:  Rom. 1:27.] 

Angels can act in our natural world since they were able to share a meal with Abraham[footnoteRef:238] and Lot.[footnoteRef:239] Hebrews 13:2 also tells us it is possible to entertain angels without even knowing it, adding to the credence that men and angels at least look very similar. Supporters of the Serpent Seed Doctrine use these examples of angels being able to eat to argue they can do other physical things as well, such as have sex. They misuse verses like Genesis 1:26 which reads, “And God said, Let us make man in our image, after our likeness.”[footnoteRef:240] In this verse, supporters contend that God is speaking to angels.[footnoteRef:241] This assertion is an attempt, by supporters, to bring forth some biblical evidence of God forming man in the image of angels. Once supporters set up the premise that God fashioned us in the image of angels, they then go on to explain how angels are also capable of procreating. [238:  Gen. 18:1-8.]  [239:  Ibid., 19:1-3.]  [240:  Ibid., 1:26.]  [241:  “Genesis Chapter 6: The Generations of Noah,” https://www.theseason.org.] 

Many times one false belief leads to another and then another, eventually tainting the entire biblical text. This is what is occurring here. The “us” and “our” in Genesis 1:26 is the Trinity.[footnoteRef:242] This area of the Bible chronicles a conversation occurring between the Godhead (God, Christ, and the Holy Spirit). It is not a discussion between God and angels. By stating that the “us” in this verse includes angels would imply angels can assist in the creation of human beings. This is unbiblical, for only God can make mankind. Verse 27 clears this all up when it states how God created humankind in His image.[footnoteRef:243] The text never mentions angels taking part in the creation process or being the template for man. [242:  The Trinity is a sound biblical concept. Those who reject it, need to answer three questions: Whom was God addressing when Christ was baptized in Matthew 3:16–17? Whom was Christ speaking to on the cross in Matthew 27:46? Whom was Christ talking about when he said someone would come and bring us all into truth in John 16:13? These are all indications of a triune God: Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. Modalism, the idea that God the Father became Christ the Son and then became the Holy Spirit is an unbiblical teaching. ]  [243:  Most would probably agree that mankind is made in God’s image in the sense that we are capable of loving, showing mercy, and so forth. It does not mean God the Father has the same physical appearance of humans.] 


It’s Good to Be a Man
Those who support the notion that men and angels are basically physically identical to one another, take this idea one step further. These individuals believe God will transform women into men at the resurrection. Think sex change on a monumental scale. Those who assert this idea use a sliver of Matthew 22:30, which reads “but are as the angels of God in heaven.”[footnoteRef:244] Since supporters believe angels are basically men, they contend, by using Matthew 22:30, that women will become like angels who are essentially men. [244:  Matt. 22:30.] 

To supporters, the real reason behind why there will be no marriage at the resurrection is because there will be no women. However, this reasoning does not answer the foundational question Christ is being asked in Matthew 22, which is concerning sexual relations. The point Christ is making is marriage will not exist at the resurrection and therefore, neither will sex. By claiming there will not be women but only men, the question concerning sex remains. If everyone at the resurrection is male, does sex still exist? The answer to this will be no since homosexuality is considered a sin. So if we agree there will be no sex, then there is no reason to do away with the female gender. Added to this is the fact that Christ did not say there will be no women at the resurrection but rather no marriage.
Not having a sex life and still maintaining one’s gender is not a foreign idea for any human being. It is called childhood. Children have a gender identity, and unless they are being sexually abused, they do not take part in sex. This is not a perfect analogy, but it is how it will be at the resurrection. We will maintain our gender, but we will not have a sexual component to our lives.
Some Gnostic writings, at first glance, may appear to support the idea of women becoming men at the resurrection. In the Gnostic Gospel of Thomas, it says:

“Simon Peter said to them, “Let Mary leave us, for women are not worthy of life.” Jesus said, “I myself shall lead her in order to make her male, so that she too may become a living spirit resembling you males. For every woman who will make herself male will enter the kingdom of heaven.” [footnoteRef:245] [245:  Thomas O. Lambdin, trans., “The Gospel of Thomas,” in The Nag Hammadi Library in English, ed. James M. Robinson (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1996), p. 138, vs. 114, https://books.google.com.] 


This Gnostic text seems to be suggesting women will not make it into heaven until God transforms them into men. For Gnostics, this passage is more likely pointing to their belief that a woman, in order to be fully saved, had to become what was stereotypically associated with maleness. It was thought that a woman needed to turn her focus from earthly things, such as rearing children, to spiritual matters or intellectual pursuits. It did not mean a literal bodily transformation to a male. Remember, the Gnostics’ idea of salvation hinged on knowledge. For them, knowledge and releasing oneself from the material world, which was evil, was what saved. Therefore, a woman whose focus was mostly on earthly, familial pursuits was in jeopardy since she was not entirely attentive to gaining this path to salvation. We see evidence of this negative view of femaleness in another Gnostic text referred to as Zostrianos:

“Flee from the madness and the bondage of femaleness and choose for yourselves the salvation of maleness.” [footnoteRef:246] [246:  John N. Sieber, trans., Zostrianos, v. 131, gnosis.org/naghamm/zostr.html.] 


These Gnostic ideas stand in opposition to the biblical text, however. Not only do they place a negative light on caring for one’s family, which is a highly regarded attribute according to 1 Timothy 5:8, they also suggest knowledge can save. According to the Bible, knowledge, in and of itself, cannot save. We are told even the demons know there is a God but are not saved.[footnoteRef:247] Therefore, knowledge of God, and even having a mental belief that there is a God, does not save. What saves is when we put our faith in Christ. It is the difference between just believing there is a God versus believing God. These two concepts are quite different. Knowledge may be a stepping-stone to believing God, since without knowledge, you will not know whom you believe, but it is putting one’s faith in Christ which saves. [247:  James 2:19.] 

The Gnostic concept of needing to obtain “maleness” for salvation is erroneous. Furthermore, the idea that women will be transformed into actual men at the resurrection, which is possibly gained from reading these Gnostic texts, is not only a misunderstanding of Gnostic belief, it is also a complete misunderstanding of the biblical text since men and angels are not the same. In understanding that men and angels are different, we will begin to recognize that they do not share the same desires or goals, including those pertaining to sex and procreation.

Seven Brides for Seven Angels
Those who believe angels are basically men also point to an incident supposedly recorded in the sixth chapter of Genesis:

“And it came to pass, when men began to multiply on the face of the earth, and daughters were born unto them, That the sons of God saw the daughters of men that they were fair; and they took them wives of all which they chose.” [footnoteRef:248] [248:  Gen. 6:1–2.] 


These individuals attest that these verses describe a marital union between fallen angels whom they see as the “sons of God” and human women, who are the “daughters of men.” Supporters claim the offspring produced from these marriages were angel/humans (i.e., hybrids) known as the nephiyl or “giants” described in Genesis 6:3-4:[footnoteRef:249] [249:  “Genesis Chapter 6: The Generations of Noah.”] 


“And the LORD said, My spirit shall not always strive with man, for that he also is flesh: yet his days shall be an hundred and twenty years. 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.”[footnoteRef:250] [250:  Gen. 6:3–4.] 


A number of sources share this view of Genesis 6. The Codex Alexandrinus, one of four primary manuscripts of the Septuagint[footnoteRef:251] contains a variation for Genesis 6:2 that reads “angels of God” instead of “sons of God.” Also, the Jewish historian Josephus, the philosopher Philo, as well as some early church fathers such as Justin Martyr and Tertullian also held to this Genesis 6 hybrid idea. For many, this is enough early support to side with the concept that Genesis 6 is recounting an event in which angels married human women. [251:  Because the New Testament writers quoted from the Septuagint, 340 times according to one count, some believe this means the writers viewed the Septuagint as wholly reliable text. However, the NT writers used the translations that were available to them. With the help of the Holy Spirit, they used the portions of the Septuagint which were accurate. Arguing that the use of the Septuagint equates to its complete acceptance would be similar to saying that the usage of the KJV by Christians today means all Christians who use it view the KJV translation as being without error.] 

However, the Codex Alexandrinus and the Septuagint itself is a Greek translation of the Hebrew Bible. It is not an original Hebrew text. Pointing out how the Codex Alexandrinus contains a different reading from the other manuscripts of the Septuagint indicates that there was not a unifying view on the meaning of this area of text even in the Greek world. Furthermore, the individuals listed above are not inspired, biblical writers. What they had to say about other issues may have been biblically accurate and helpful; however, they were not scribing divinely inspired documents.
Today, there are mainstream Christians who also support the Genesis 6 hybrid theory. They differ, however, from Kenite Myth supporters in that they believe God destroyed all the hybrids with the flood. Nevertheless, mainstream Christians, who believe angels had sexual encounters with women in Genesis 6, often use the same arguments as Kenite Myth supporters. Due to this, those in and out of the Kenite Myth will be referenced in the next several sections. Unfortunately, in holding to the Genesis 6 hybrid theory, what these mainstream Christians fail to see is that they are offering support to the Serpent Seed Doctrine. Once one believes that angels can have sexual relations with humans, then the door swings wide open for someone to argue that Satan, an angel, could have had a sexual encounter with Eve.

1 Enoch
The biblical text does not contain the explicit view that women had relations with fallen angels and that giants were the result of these relationships. This perspective on Genesis 6:1–4 is the result of a heavy reliance on another text referred to as 1 Enoch. According to supporters, the New Testament, and particularly Christ, borrowed certain phrases and concepts from 1 Enoch, which has sections dating back to 300 BC. While some may view this as a reason simply to hold 1 Enoch in high regard, others believe this is evidence that Christ and the New Testament writers viewed 1 Enoch as a divinely inspired text. For this reason, they believe 1 Enoch should be included in the Canon of the Protestant Bible.[footnoteRef:252] [252:  The Ethiopian Orthodox Tewahedo Church includes 1 Enoch in their Canon. Also, some church fathers valued 1 Enoch because it made references to the Messiah.] 

The use of similar phrasing or notions commonly used within religious circles is not conclusive evidence that Christ supported 1 Enoch as being divinely inspired. Plus, some of these similarities are not comparable. Take, for example, the following verses that are generally employed by those presenting this argument:[footnoteRef:253] [253:  Listed below are other examples supporters use to claim Christ quoted from 1 Enoch. To show these New Testament ideas originated in the Old Testament and not in 1 Enoch, the Old Testament verses are provided in bold text. 
       
       
Luke 6:24 / 1 Enoch 94:8	Psalm 49:16–19 contains the concept for 1 Enoch 94:8 and Psalms 52:7 is similar in structure to 1 Enoch 94:8. 

John 12:36 / 1 Enoch 108:11		Second Chronicles 21:7, and perhaps also Exodus 10:22–23, contain 						the foundation for the Enochian phrasing “generation of light.” 

Matthew 22:23–32 / 1 Enoch 15:6–7	The subject discussed in Matthew 22:23–32 concerns a question by a group of Sadducees on whether humans will marry at the resurrection. The Sadducees did not believe in the concept of a resurrection. Christ knew this, so He begins His response by stating that the crowd did not know the Scriptures. He then provides the answer to the inquiry that men will be like the angels in heaven and will not marry. Supporters of 1 Enoch believe Christ gained this retort from reading 1 Enoch 15:6-7 because the text says the angels of heaven were not supposed to marry. However, Christ’s comment about not knowing the Scriptures is not focused on the question but on the notion behind the query. We see where Christ’s interest is when we read Matthew 22:31- 32 and Luke 20:27-40. Christ’s attention is on refuting the notion that there is no resurrection. According to the Scriptures, there is! These men denied this and therefore did not know the Scriptures. These verses have nothing to do with 1 Enoch.] 


Enoch 5:7a–b	“But for the elect there shall be light and joy and peace,
And they shall inherit the earth.” [footnoteRef:254] [254:  Charles, The Book of Enoch, chap. 5 vv. 7a–b.] 


Matthew 5:5	“Blessed are the meek: for they shall inherit the earth.”

Both sources use some of the same words, but the meaning reached is slightly but poignantly different. In the New Testament version, Christ encourages the meek elect and informs them that they would inherit the earth. Christ’s purpose in sharing this beatitude is to support the attitude of meekness and to uplift those who had this trait so they would not forever be treaded upon, but would, along with the rest of the elect, be inheritors of the entire earth. The verse in 1 Enoch completely disregards this meaning, and the encouragement is lost for the meek. Furthermore, the exact meaning of Matthew 5:5 is found in the Old Testament in the book of Psalms: “But the meek shall inherit the earth; and shall delight themselves in the abundance of peace.”[footnoteRef:255] [255:  Ps. 37:11.] 

Another phrase that is used to claim that either the New Testament writers borrowed from 1 Enoch or that they believed the book was divinely inspired, is the expression found in the book of Revelation: “Lord of lords, and King of kings.”[footnoteRef:256] However, this notion is also contained within Deuteronomy: “For the LORD your God is God of gods, and Lord of lords.”[footnoteRef:257] Interestingly, the Enochian phrasing also contains “God of gods.” Other expressions that are pointed to as supposed further evidence of New Testament writers copying from 1 Enoch are “new heavens and a new earth.”[footnoteRef:258] Apparently, the book of Isaiah was forgotten when this claim was made, for a verse within this book of the Old Testament reads, “For, behold, I create new heavens and a new earth: and the former shall not be remembered, nor come into mind”[footnoteRef:259] (See also Isaiah 66:22). Another string of words said to be similar in both the New Testament and 1 Enoch is “Son of man shall sit in the throne of his glory.”[footnoteRef:260] This again can be found in the Old Testament in Isaiah: “I saw also the LORD sitting upon a throne.”[footnoteRef:261] [256:  Rev. 17:14.]  [257:  Deut. 10:17.]  [258:  2 Pet. 3:13.]  [259:  Isa. 65:17.]  [260:  Matt. 19:28.]  [261:  Isa. 6:1.] 

Further comparisons can be examined by going to Richard Laurence’s 1883 translation of 1 Enoch. Laurence was an advocate for 1 Enoch, for in his jealousness of this text, he provided the above examples when he wrote, “What candid and impartial inquirer can doubt the Enochian origin of the ‘Son of man sitting upon the throne of his glory’—the ‘new heaven’ and the ‘new earth;’ the ‘many habitations’ of the elect, and ‘the everlasting fire prepared for the devil and his angels?’”[footnoteRef:262] [262:  Richard Laurence, trans., The Book of Enoch (London: Kegan Paul, Trench & Co., 1883), Introduction, www.sacred-texts.com/bib/bep/index.htm.] 

It has already been shown that the first three notions Laurence provided are found in the Old Testament. The same can be said for the expression “everlasting fire,” which, as Laurence writes in his Introduction, is not in his translation or in the more critical translation of 1 Enoch performed by R. H. Charles,[footnoteRef:263] who also believed 1 Enoch greatly influenced the New Testament.[footnoteRef:264] The concept of hell may be the same as that found in Matthew 25:41, but the wording of “everlasting fire” is not in 1 Enoch. However, the notion and similar choice of words of an “everlasting fire” is found in the Old Testament in Isaiah 33:14 where the expression “everlasting burnings” is used. [263:  Charles, The Book of Enoch, chap. 67 vv. 5–7.     ]  [264:  R.H. Charles’s comparison list of phrases of the New Testament and 1 Enoch can be examined by going to the Introduction of his 1912 translation of The Book of Enoch provided at https://books.google.com. ] 

The Enochian phrasing of having “many habitations”[footnoteRef:265] for the elect is the same view of the Gospel of John: “In my Father’s house are many mansions.”[footnoteRef:266] But so, too, is this idea in the Old Testament in Isaiah, which speaks of the ultimate deliverance for Israel: “And my people shall dwell in a peaceable habitation, and in sure dwellings, and in quiet resting places.”[footnoteRef:267] Also, the exact phrase “many habitations” is not in Laurence’s or Charles’s translation. Laurence translates it to “countless habitations.”[footnoteRef:268] [265:  Charles, The Book of Enoch, chap. 45 v. 3.]  [266:  John 14:2.]  [267:  Isa. 32:18.]  [268:  Laurence, The Book of Enoch, Introduction.] 

Laurence asserts that many of the phrases found in the New Testament were borrowed from 1 Enoch concepts. However, as shown, many of these supposedly Enochian New Testament expressions and notions simply originated in the Old Testament. The writer of 1 Enoch was, no doubt, very familiar with the Old Testament. Unfortunately, many of us today are not, and if we are, we lack the kind of memory to bring forth these Old Testament examples. A quick search on any online Bible can assist with this.

Jude and 1 Enoch
Despite these examples, supporters of 1 Enoch and the hybrid Genesis 6 theory call attention to how Jude 14–15 is so similar to Enoch 1:9 that it would be ridiculous to conclude that Jude, a New Testament writer, was not viewing 1 Enoch when he wrote this section of his epistle. Added to this is the fact that Jude writes in verse 14 that it was the very person of Enoch proclaiming this announcement. Therefore, to supporters, this shows 1 Enoch was originally from the person Enoch. See below for a comparison between these two texts:

Jude 14–15:	
“Behold, the Lord cometh with ten thousands of his saints, To execute judgment upon all, and to convince all that are ungodly among them of all their ungodly deeds which they have ungodly committed, and of all their hard speeches which ungodly sinners have spoken against him.”[footnoteRef:269] [269:  Jude 14-15.] 





Enoch 1:9:	
“And behold! He cometh with ten thousands of [His] holy ones 
To execute judgment upon all, And to destroy [all] the ungodly:
And to convict all flesh Of all the works [of their ungodliness] which they have ungodly committed, 
And of all the hard things which ungodly sinners [have spoken] against Him.”[footnoteRef:270] [270:  Charles, The Book of Enoch, chap. 1 v. 9.] 


Those who view 1 Enoch as an unreliable text offer an alternative explanation to what supporters provide. They point out that 1 Enoch was never included in the Hebrew Canon and Christ never mentioned 1 Enoch as being a part of the Canon. Due to this, they suggest 1 Enoch is an apocryphal, colorful adaptation borrowed from a true oral history of Enoch that was never written down. They contend that the writer of 1 Enoch took from this oral history to make his text appear authoritative. Those who support this theory put forward that Jude, in reality, never claimed to have been quoting from the text of 1 Enoch but only the person Enoch. They believe Jude did this by using the oral history. It is possible that the early church fathers, who were suspicious of the book of Jude and wanted to keep it out of the Canon, did not understand this.
However, a supporter of 1 Enoch will say there is no evidence for this theory, which is just an easy way out of an argument, claiming an oral history existed somewhere out there concerning the person Enoch. And this author would agree with this estimation, although clearly Moses, with the help of the Holy Spirit, used an oral history when he wrote Genesis. Despite this, what causes one to disagree with at least the notion that Jude viewed the entirety of 1 Enoch as inspired, is if we believe that Jude was claiming 1 Enoch as inspired, then a contradiction occurs between him and Christ.
Christ put His stamp of approval on the Hebrew Canon, which did not include 1 Enoch. Therefore, we must conclude that when Jude wrote verses 14–15, he was not doing so to assert 1 Enoch as an inspired work. If we believe the manuscript is inspired, then we place Jude at odds with Christ. It turns Jude into a rogue agent who attempted to insert a text into the Canon that Christ Himself did not consider part of that Canon. This is not the conclusion we want to make concerning Jude since his text has become a part of the New Testament with the help of the Holy Spirit. If we accept the explanation offered by supporters of 1 Enoch, we end up believing the second person of the Trinity is in conflict with the third person of the Trinity. Due to this, the theory that 1 Enoch should be viewed as divinely inspired must be rejected.
It should be noted that Jude also quoted from the Testament of Moses when he referenced the dispute over Moses’s body in Jude 9. From this, Jude seemed to have no problem looking for inspired facts within uninspired texts. Interestingly, no one ever marches for the canonization of the Testament of Moses. In addition, the New Testament contains quotes from poets[footnoteRef:271] and a pagan philosopher.[footnoteRef:272] Again, no one ever suggests that these writings should be included in the Canon. Therefore, seeing a quote from a particular text in the Bible does not mean the writer was stating that the text was divinely inspired. In addition, these verses in Jude have absolutely nothing to do with the union between angels and women but reference Christ coming with His saints, an idea expressed in Deuteronomy 33:2. [271:  Act 17:28 and 1 Cor. 15:33.]  [272:  Titus 1:12.] 

The fact that some hybrid supporters want 1 Enoch inserted into the Canon demonstrates how the Bible does not explicitly support their view of Genesis 6 but instead shows how they must rely on an outside source to conclude that angels married human women. In other words, if the Bible truly informed us that angels could participate in such unions, then there would be no need to launch a campaign to include 1 Enoch within the Canon. The truth would be self-evident and self-contained within the biblical text.
Also, for those who simply want to hold 1 Enoch in high regard, The Book of the Watchers, which deals with the fallen angels within 1 Enoch, claims evil spirits are all that remain of the offspring of the angels and women.[footnoteRef:273] The 1 Enoch giants did not survive the flood in physical form. In addition, The Book of Noah, a work often included with 1 Enoch, explains how only Noah and his sons survived the flood. [footnoteRef:274] Kenite Myth supporters, who believe some of these hybrids survived the flood, take only what they need from 1 Enoch and ignore what does not work for them. [273:  Charles, The Book of Enoch, chap. 15 vv. 8–9.]  [274:  Ibid., 106 vv. 1–19.] 


Motivations
As mentioned, Christ demonstrated His approval of the Hebrew Canon, the Old Testament, in Luke 24:44 and Luke 11:51.[footnoteRef:275] His words closed that part of the Bible off from further additions. Even so, some Christians support 1 Enoch because they believe the Jews left 1 Enoch out of the Hebrew Canon because those in power within Judaism did not like the references to Christ. The truth is, 1 Enoch does not mention Christ by name, nor does it contain prophecy concerning His ministry on earth, death on the cross, or resurrection. It only goes as far as the revelations found in the Old Testament. Those within Judaism certainly believed and still believe in the coming of the Messiah. Then as now, they do not consider Christ their Messiah. Therefore, the notion that the Jews rejected 1 Enoch because it mentioned the Messiah does not work. [275:  Luke 11:51 mentions a period from the death of Abel to Zacharias. In 2 Chronicles 24:20-21, Zechariah (Zacharias) is described as being stoned to death. Chronicles is placed at the end of most Hebrew manuscripts. Therefore, in Luke 11:51, Christ was explaining that the Hebrew Old Testament was acceptable to Him from the book of Genesis to Chronicles, which was positioned at the end of the Hebrew Old Testament.] 

Another motivation for supporting 1 Enoch is the way some believe it supposedly explains the origin for Greek mythology. This view espouses that the event described in Genesis 6, of angels coming to earth, was the catalyst for Greek thought and religion, where “gods” interfered with human activities. It’s interesting that those who support this concept need the supposed Genesis 6 episode to explain the origin of Greek mythology when there are explicit instances of angels coming to earth throughout the Old Testament. In fact, there are events when God Himself came to earth. Due to this, we do not need the supposed event in Genesis 6 to explain the corruption of true belief and hence, the origin of Greek mythology.
Furthermore, Greek mythology influenced the writer of 1 Enoch. It was not the other way around. The motivation for the writer of 1 Enoch was an attempt to provide answers to the supposed mysteries of the Bible. The answers the author of 1 Enoch provides are that it was the angels who caused sin and occultism in the world, and evil spirits were the offspring of the unions between women and angels. The writer of 1 Enoch also explains how the women, who had relations with angels, were the sirens often written about in Greek mythology.[footnoteRef:276] By mentioning the sirens of the Greek world, the writer of 1 Enoch displays how Hellenism influenced him and his views on the biblical text. [276:  Charles, The Book of Enoch, chap. 19, v. 2.] 

Overall, the author of 1 Enoch attempted to explain why God raptured Enoch away, who must have been special since he escaped death. The author implies that the reason Enoch was exceptional was that God showed him these revelations. However, Hebrews 11:5 tells us the reason Enoch did not die was due to his faith. What a faith he must have had! This should be our focus. It should not be on the imaginative tales of the apocryphal text of 1 Enoch.

The Book of Jubilees
The Book of Jubilees is another source for the concept of a union occurring between fallen angels and women. The text was written after the time of 1 Enoch, about 140–100 BC or perhaps earlier, although it claims to have been dictated to Moses by an angel. The Book of Jubilees has a different take than 1 Enoch on why the angels came to earth in the first place. In 1 Enoch, the angels’ rebellion commences the moment they come to earth. The Book of Jubilees asserts that the angels come to earth to teach, but as time goes on, they fall away by marrying and procreating with human women, thus creating the giants.[footnoteRef:277],  [footnoteRef:278] God then commands His obedient angels to bind the angels who sinned. God also charges them with the task of destroying their hybrid sons with the sword.[footnoteRef:279] What follows is the destruction of everyone (by way of the flood) who is spiritually corrupt, except Noah and his family.[footnoteRef:280] God then gives humankind a new nature of righteousness.[footnoteRef:281] [277:  R.H. Charles, trans., The Book of Jubilees (London: Society for Promoting Christian Knowledge, 1917), The Patriarchs from Adam to Noah; Life of Enoch; Death of Adam and Cain. vs. 15, www.sacred-texts.com/bib/jub/jub15.htm.]  [278:  Ibid., The Fall of the Angels and their Punishment; the Deluge foretold. v. 1.]  [279:  Ibid., vv. 6–9.]  [280:  Ibid., vv. 19–20.]  [281:  Ibid., v. 12.] 


Genesis Apocryphon
Genesis Apocryphon is another text that contains the idea of human women and fallen angels having relations. Some contend that the manuscript found among the Dead Sea Scrolls, which dates to the first century BC or AD is copied from a much older original text. This text is thought to be the source for both The Book of Jubilees as well as 1 Enoch.[footnoteRef:282] Others think it is the other way around.[footnoteRef:283] The main character in the Genesis Apocryphon is Noah’s father, Lamech. The story claims that after becoming suspicious, Lamech confronts his wife with the accusation that she has had a sexual encounter with one of the fallen angels. [282:  “Genesis Apocryphon,” https://www.britannica.com.]  [283:  Daniel A. Machiela provides a discussion on the many views concerning the origin of this text in his paper titled, The Genesis Apocryphon (1Q20): A Reevaluation of its Text, Interpretive Character, and Relationship to the Book of Jubilees, available for download at: curate.nd.edu/show/3484zg66p76.] 

Some believe the Genesis Apocryphon is a true account of Lamech’s life. Others see it as a pseudepigraphical work, which is a treatment in which the author falsely attributes the work to a well-known person of the past. This allows the text to have greater authority and a wider readership.

“Don’t Believe Everything You Read”
As shown, both The Book of Jubilees and 1 Enoch are highly imaginative tales existing outside the biblical text concerning the supposed union of fallen angels and human women. If supporters insist that we use these works as an authority on how we should view Genesis 6:1–4, then we must conclude that the offspring of the angels and women did not survive the flood in physical form. This is one consistent point shared between these two works, and it is a position that Kenite Myth supporters ignore. Several other texts, however, tell us how at least one hybrid giant made it past the flood. Although, even these writings explain how this giant is later killed. We will cover this a little later.
The concepts found in 1 Enoch, The Book of Jubilees, and Genesis Apocryphon remind one of 2 Timothy 4:4, which tells us people will give up the truth and will be persuaded by fables. This alone is a good reason to view these texts with suspicion. In addition, all three of these writings appear to be the product of the Hellenization that was occurring in Judea under Greek rule.[footnoteRef:284] These manuscripts appear to express a need for the writer to have their version of “gods” coming to earth. The result is these texts have altered how some Christians view the sixth chapter of Genesis. [284:  One could argue that 1 Enoch is an anti-Hellenistic writing in that it provides an alternative to the full-on polytheism which was most likely occurring under Greek rule. The writer of 1 Enoch perhaps presented a compromised view in which he fused the Torah with Greek mythology, giving his readers a taste of polytheism, by way of angels, but which also allowed them to keep to their Judaic belief of a one true God. Whether the writer was for or against what was happening under Greek rule, Hellenization is at the heart of this writing, not biblical truth.] 

Sadly, this view of Genesis 6 has consequences that go far beyond a simple intellectual dispute. This kind of thinking can influence a supporter’s moral life. It has the potential to lead to a very lenient view toward sexual immorality where sexual misconduct between human beings is inconsequential. To such a supporter, true sexual sin is only committed when one has a sexual encounter with an angel. Only than, will an individual experience God’s judgment. Other sexual sins are viewed as being ones in which God can tolerate.


[bookmark: Chapter8]Chapter 8
Giants vs. Nephiyl

Despite the Hellenistic influence on how some view the episode in Genesis 6, some still believe the idea of fallen angels marrying human women and thus producing giants is fully housed within the biblical text. Let us look at these claims by reading Genesis 6:1–4 in its entirety.

“And it came to pass, when men began to multiply on the face of the earth, and daughters were born unto them. That the sons of God saw the daughters of men that they were fair; and they took them wives of all which they chose. And the LORD said, My spirit shall not always strive with man, for that he also is flesh: yet his days shall be an hundred and twenty years. 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.” [footnoteRef:285] [285:  Gen. 6:1–4.] 


For some, the weirdness and the presence of the giants in this section of text provides evidence that “the sons of God” were not ordinary faithful men marrying unbelieving women, as non-supporters view these individuals, but were instead angels. In other words, to them, normal human beings could not have produced giants. Therefore, they insert the angel idea to explain this supposed problem.
Unfortunately, in the King James Version of Genesis 6:4, we find a rather bad translation for the Hebrew word nephiyl. This version translates this word as “giants.” The Septuagint, the Greek translation of the Hebrew Bible, also contains this faulty translation, demonstrating how the older sections of 1 Enoch may have had some influence upon the Septuagint. In actuality, the word nephiyl does not mean “giants” in the original Hebrew text.[footnoteRef:286] It means a feller, a bully, or a tyrant[footnoteRef:287] according to Strong’s Concordance. [286:  Modern Hebrew to English translators renders nephiyl as giants, demonstrating how the meaning of words can change over time.]  [287:  Strong, Strong’s New Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, nephîyl, 5303.] 

Within the dictionary side of Strong’s Concordance, the symbol (:- ) follows the above definition. The directions in the Strong’s Concordance explain how this symbol is positioned right before the different renderings that the KJV translators chose. For the word nephiyl, the English word “giants” follows this symbol. Many mistakenly think that what follows the symbol (:- ) is part of the meaning; hence, they believe the word “giants” is an extension of this definition, but this is incorrect. The definition ends at this symbol. What follows are merely the English words the translators decided to use for the Hebrew word.
In most cases, it is perfectly suitable to trust how the KJV translators rendered Hebrew words; however, in examples such as Numbers 23:22, 24:8, Job 39:9, 39:10, Psalm 29:6 and 92:10, in which translators chose to use the word “unicorn” for a wild bull or ram, then we must question their decision. In the case of the word nephiyl, part of the reason this term was mistranslated in Genesis 6:4 may be found in reading a verse in Numbers, which contains the only other use of the word nephiyl in the entire Bible:

“And there we saw the giants, the sons of Anak, which come of the giants: and we were in our own sight as grasshoppers, and so we were in their sight.” [footnoteRef:288] [288:  Num. 13:33.] 


In this verse, the first occurrence of the word “giants” is the Hebrew word nephiyl. In the second instance of “giants,” the Hebrew word is gibbôwr, which means powerful, a warrior, or a tyrant,[footnoteRef:289] but it also does not mean giants. We can see why this translational error was made in the verse in Numbers due to the context: “We were in our own sight as grasshoppers.” This translational error can also be explained by the person Anak, whose people are, in fact, described as giants in Deuteronomy 2:11. [289:  Strong, Strong’s New Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, gibbôwr, 1368.] 

We have no reason to doubt that these men in Numbers 13:33 were giants due to the Israelites feeling like grasshoppers and by what we know of Anak from Deuteronomy 2:11. The context allows us to come to that conclusion. The Hebrew terms nephiyl and gibbôwr do not. Unlike in Numbers 13:33, the word nephiyl stands alone in Genesis 6:4 without any textual evidence suggesting that these individuals were giants. Therefore, we can conclude that the nephiyl in Genesis were simply bullies or tyrants. They were not giants. For this reason, the need to explain, by angelic means, why giants existed is not necessary since the text in the original Hebrew does not speak of giants.

Tyrants, Tyndale, and Obedient Translators
Even if supporters disregard the definition for the word nephiyl in Strong’s Concordance’s and claim Genesis 6 is speaking of giants or individuals of tall stature this still does not offer evidence of an angelic union. However, to add further proof that the KJV translators should have translated the Hebrew word nephiyl to tyrants, we turn to William Tyndale, who translated the New Testament and a portion of the Old Testament into English. Tyndale used the original Greek and Hebrew texts for his translations which ended up challenging many faulty church practices and beliefs. Due to this, in 1536, Tyndale was executed on false charges of heresy.
In Tyndale’s portion of the Old Testament, we find that he correctly translates the Hebrew word nephiyl to tirantes (tyrants).[footnoteRef:290] The majority of the King James Version was based on Tyndale’s translational work; however, perhaps there was a reason the word “tyrants” was not used in the 1611 KJV, even though another translation that the KJV borrows from, the Geneva Bible, does contain the word in other verses. It has been suggested that King James I, who initiated the KJV translation, did not want the word to appear in the text.[footnoteRef:291] One can see why a king would not desire his subjects to read about tyrannical rulers getting what was coming to them within the pages of the Bible, so out went tirantes, and in went “giants.” [290:  “Tyndale,” Gen. 6:4, www.biblestudytools.com/tyn/.]  [291:  David Teems, Majestie: The King Behind the King James Bible (Nashville, Tennessee: Thomas Nelson, 2010), p. 232.] 


Nephilim
Under the influence of 1 Enoch, the NIV version of the Bible does not translate the Hebrew word nephiyl to “tyrants” or even to giants. Instead, it uses the word Nephilim, which is not an English translation of the word nephiyl. Due to this, readers get caught up in the mystery of this word, particularly with its capitalization, which adds to the notion that these Nephilim must have been otherworldly beings since nothing in the English language can account for them. The reason this word is present in the NIV, and in other versions of the Bible, is that translators did not properly translate the Hebrew term nephiyl to its English counterpart: “tyrants.”

“The Root of the Problem”
To further advance the Genesis 6 hybrid theory, supporters point to the root word of nephiyl, which is nâphal. Nâphal is defined as, “to fall, in a great variety of applications.”[footnoteRef:292] Hybrid supporters immediately grab on to the phrase “to fall” and claim this means the Nephilim were hybrid children of fallen angels (i.e., giants).[footnoteRef:293] [292:  Strong, Strong’s New Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, nâphal, 5307.]  [293:  E.W. Bullinger, ed., The Companion Bible (Sevierville, Tennessee: C.T. Haywood, 2005), appendix 25. A photocopy of the appendixes and the New Testament for The Companion Bible can be viewed at https://archive.org within the New Testament 2005 C.T. Haywood pdf. edition. Kenite Myth supporters frequently quote the commentary of E.W. Bullinger’s Companion Bible.     ] 

Angels can sin and fall from God’s grace. However, as we know, humans, too, can sin, so this definition of “to fall” could just as easily refer to humans. In addition, the root word nâphal meaning, “to fall” is used, as its definition goes on to explain, in a variety of applications. In Numbers 14:43, it means to be killed by way of the sword. Numbers 34:2 uses it to indicate the meaning of taking possession of something as in to fall into one’s hands. Deuteronomy 22:8 employs it to signify to fall in the physical sense. In Amos 8:14, it means to fall out of favor or out of power. Isaiah 8:15 utilizes it to denote one’s downfall or to stumble. All these verses illustrate how the Bible repeatedly applies the root word nâphal to human beings. Furthermore, as has been shown, nephiyl means a feller, a bully, or a tyrant. So in the last two definitions of this word, its root meaning of “to fall” would add to the understanding that these men were less than admirable figures who had in fact fallen away from the ways and favor of God.

Mighty Men
Other supporters point to the phrase “mighty men” found in Genesis 6 to add to the hybrid giant theory:

“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.” [footnoteRef:294] [294:  Gen. 6:4.] 


At first glance, the phrase “mighty men” does seem to add credence to the view that the “sons of God” were angels since we know angels are strong beings (2 Peter 2:11), and we would expect their offspring to be the same. This conclusion loses ground, however, when we take the definition of “mighty” all the way back to its root as supporters like to do with other terms. Again, the Hebrew word used for “mighty” is gibbôwr. As mentioned, this word can mean powerful, a warrior, or a tyrant. Gibbôwr comes from the word geber, which means a valiant man or warrior; a person simply.[footnoteRef:295] The root word for both these terms is gâbar, which means to be strong; to prevail; act insolently.[footnoteRef:296] In looking at these definitions, it is more likely that the “mighty men” were simply tyrannically insolent, politically powerful warlike men. [295:  Strong, Strong’s New Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, geber, 1397.]  [296:  Ibid., gâbar, 1396.] 

An examination of how “mighty men” is used throughout the Bible would clarify how this phrase is used to reference mere men. For example, 1 Samuel 9:1 describes Saul’s father as a “mighty man.” In 2 Samuel 23:8, David’s warriors were called “mighty men.” Jeremiah 51:56–57 provides another example of this. The phrase “men of renown” that follows in Genesis may be a further indication of this society’s sin. Not only were folks intermarrying with nonbelievers, but the community was also admiring and holding in high regard the men who came from these unions, thus allowing the practice to continue in society.


[bookmark: Chapter9]Chapter 9
The Giants after the Flood

Those who believe in the Serpent Seed Doctrine and Kenite Myth utilize the Genesis 6 hybrid theory as an initial stepping stone to have others believe that Satan, an angel, was also able to have a sexual union with Eve. The next step, for supporters, is to find a way to get the Genesis 6 hybrid offspring past the flood. Supporters believe that if they can demonstrate how these Genesis 6 hybrids made it through the flood, then it will be easier to accept the notion that Satan’s offspring did as well. To show that the Genesis 6 hybrids did survive, supporters point out that the giants, whom they see as hybrids, show up “again” later in the Old Testament, after the flood.
This idea of pre-flood “giants” making it past the flood is found in some Jewish folklore, where Og, the King of Bashan[footnoteRef:297] plays the main character. The Babylonian Talmud also contains this notion.[footnoteRef:298] These stories explain how Og was alive before the flood, during the time of Noah. It tells how he lived on after the flood until one fateful day when he finally met God and the Israelites on the battlefield. [297:  Deut. 3:11.]  [298:  The idea found in Niddah 61a that Og made it past the flood is based on a very poor interpretation of Genesis 14:13, “And there came one that had escaped.” The explanation is that the “one that had escaped” was Og. However, Genesis 14:13 has to do with an individual, escaping the clutches of military captivity, who came to warn Abram that Lot had been captured. This phrase in Genesis has nothing to do with giants, Og, or the flood. ] 

Several explanations exist for how Og made it past the flood. One story recounts that Noah could not make room for Og on the ark, so he sits him on the roof, giving him food through a hole after Og promises that he and his descendants will live in servitude to Noah and his family.[footnoteRef:299] Another tale found in the Talmud explains that because the people burned hot with passion prior to the flood, the waters become scalding hot during the flood. However, Og survives the scorching heat because the water was miraculously cooled at the sides of the ark where he stood.[footnoteRef:300] Another idea recorded in this portion of the Talmud is that the flood did not reach Israel, thus alluding to the notion of a localized flood where only the people in the flooded area perished.[footnoteRef:301] [299:  Louis Ginzberg, trans., The Legends of the Jews, vol. 1, (New York, 1909) chap. 4, www.sacred-texts.com. ]  [300:  Epstein, Babylonian Talmud, Zevachim 113b, halakhah.com.]  [301:  Ibid.] 

The Book of Giants, a highly fragmented text, is another source containing a similar legend. The story describes a giant named Ohya, in Mani’s[footnoteRef:302]  version, who is said to be an offspring of a woman and a demon. Mani invents an entire back story as to why the “sons of God” were demons, not angels. In Mani’s story, Ohya fights a dragon and survives the flood because of his enormous size. A giant named Ogias of another text shares a similar story to Ohya. This giant, Ogias, is likened to Og, king of Bashan.[footnoteRef:303] [302:  Mani was a self-described prophet living between AD 216–274, who formed the Manichean religion.]  [303:  W.B. Henning, trans., “The Book of the Giants” in Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies, vol. 11 pt. 1 (London: University of London, 1943), pp. 52–74, www.sacred-texts.com/chr/giants/giants.htm.] 

Although fun to read, each of these stories stands in sharp contrast to the biblical account which describes the flood as:

· worldwide

· destroying everyone except Noah and his family

and Og was:

· never called a nephiyl (for those who equate nephiyl with giants and think they made it past the flood)

· not alive before the flood

These folklores also beg the question as to why Noah received no consequence or chastisement for allowing a giant access to the ark when God told him to take seven pairs of every clean animal and one pair of every unclean animal. This command did not include having a giant on the roof.
Of course, some hybrid supporters will read stories such as these and say that at the heart of every myth is some element of truth. This argument, however, can be easily disregarded when we ask people to believe in trolls and mermaids simply because there are myths concerning them. Some myths do hold pieces of truth, but not all myths hold truth. Some are complete fiction. As Christians, we are told that the mature have the skill of discernment.[footnoteRef:304] The course for us is not to be blown by every fable or doctrine that comes our way[footnoteRef:305] but to be actively involved in discerning fact from fiction—good from evil. When faced with such myths that borrow from biblical accounts, we need to ask ourselves, “Does the Bible really teach this, or is this fictitious?” [304:  Heb. 5:11–14.]  [305:  Eph. 4:14.] 


Killing Giants
By pointing out the presence of giants after the flood, supporters of the hybrid theory insist that they have solved an alleged mystery found within the Old Testament. They claim that the reason God commanded the Israelites to destroy the tribes living in the land of Canaan was that flood-surviving, hybrid giants lived among these tribes. Deuteronomy 7:1–2 chronicles the command God made concerning the destruction of these tribes:

“When the LORD thy God shall bring thee into the land whither thou goest to possess it, and hath cast out many nations before thee, the Hittites, and the Girgashites, and the Amorites, and the Canaanites, and the Perizzites, and the Hivites, and the Jebusites, seven nations greater and mightier than thou; and when the LORD thy God shall deliver them before thee; thou shalt smite them, and utterly destroy them.” [footnoteRef:306]  [306:  Deut. 7:1–2. In these verses, the 1986 version of Strong’s Concordance shows that the Hebrew word charam translated to destroy, means “To seclude, spec. (by a ban) to devote to relig. uses (espec. destruction).” Due to this, some suggest God commanded the Israelites to only seclude or cut these tribes off from the land, not annihilate them. The reason for this view appears to be twofold: to explain why these tribes weren’t actually annihilated but show up later in the text and to offer a less “violent” view of God. Let’s take a closer look at this idea. 
The word charam is translated to destroy in 1 Samuel 15:3: “Now go and smite Amalek, and utterly destroy all that they have, and spare them not; but slay both man and woman, infant and suckling, ox and sheep, camel and ass." Despite the word charam being used, the surrounding text gives the sense that Saul and the Israelites would need to kill at least everyone they encountered during the attack. Interestingly, David later raids the Amalekites, demonstrating that they weren’t completely annihilated. However, perhaps a better understanding of this particular verse is that God commanded Saul to smite Amalek, the city of the Amalekites. Other Amalekites apparently lived elsewhere, which David later raided (see also Exodus 17:16).
Another Hebrew word similar to charam is shâmad which can mean “to desolate.” Again, it is proposed that this means to make a land desolate by pushing tribes off a particular area. (Although, one can make a land desolate or seclude them from it by killing an entire population.) For our inquiry, there doesn’t appear to be a difference between how God wanted the Israelites to treat non-giants versus how he wanted giants treated. The less harsh term, shâmad, if you want to describe it that way, is used in Deuteronomy 2:20-21 “(That also was accounted a land of giants: giants dwelt therein in old time; and the Ammonites call them Zamzummims; A people great, and many, and tall, as the Anakims; but the Lord destroyed them before them; and they succeeded them, and dwelt in their stead:” ] 


Genesis 15:18–21 also lists the land of one tribe of giants (Rephaims) that God promised to Abram’s seed. These verses do not explicitly state that this group should be “eliminated.” Instead, God lists the land of the tribes that He’s giving to Abram, which included the Rephaims. 
Despite this, many have a problem with the command provided in Deuteronomy. Some believe God was not justified in commanding the Israelites to kill the people within these tribes. They are perplexed as to why God would favor the Israelites.
Why God places judgment on these tribes will be discussed later. However, to understand why He spared at least the Israelites from this same fate, we turn to Romans 9–11. In these verses, Paul answers the question of why some of Abraham’s seed chose not to follow Christ. Due to this, it would seem God’s covenant failed with these people. Paul starts to answer this question by disagreeing with its premise. He focuses on the spiritual aspect of what it means to be Israel. From a spiritual standpoint, Paul points out how God promised that salvation would come through Isaac, meaning that by way of Isaac’s seed, Christ would be born. This is the spiritual promise of salvation. From this standpoint, one must believe in Christ to be called Israel. Paul then changes the subject a little and goes on to explain that even though the twins of Esau and Jacob were both from Isaac, God chose Jacob, the second son, over Esau, and it would be through Jacob’s seed that this promise of the one who would bring salvation would come. This moment of election seems unfair to some because God is obviously choosing Jacob over Esau, and yet, no reason is given as to why Jacob was chosen. And we want to know the reason. However, Paul simply says it was God’s choice, not ours. In other words, Paul puts us in our place in Romans 9:20–21.
For some, this answer is not an answer, and it frustrates them. However, the attitude many have toward this response reveals something about how we view ourselves in relation to God. Like Eve, we want to know everything God knows, so we eat from forbidden trees and go to places we shouldn’t in order to find so-called answers. The truth is, there are many things we will never fully know—not in this lifetime.[footnoteRef:307] [307:  1 Cor. 13:12.] 

However, we do have an answer for why God spared the Israelites. We now know what those in the past may not have fully realized: that God showed the Israelites grace because they were to bring the Word into the world.[footnoteRef:308] To accomplish this, God had to choose someone. Claiming God wanted those in the land of Canaan to be destroyed because they were hybrids implies that God did not want the Israelites to be destroyed because they were not hybrids. Frankly, this is a way to hide the incredible revelation concerning the role the Israelites had in fulfilling the promise of Christ. [308:  Rom. 9:4–5.] 


Rephaims

In returning to the subject of giants in the Old Testament, we find that within the KJV, the Hebrew word râphâ’ is translated to either giant(s) or Rephaim(s).[footnoteRef:309] Depending on who was referring to the giants, the following names were used to identify them: [309:  Strong, Strong’s New Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, râphâ’, 7497.] 


· Emims (Deuteronomy 2:10–11)
· Zamzummims (Deuteronomy 2:20–21)
· Anakims (or descendants of Anak) (Deuteronomy 2:11, 9:2)
· Rephaims (Genesis 14:5, 15:20)
· Amorites (Amos 2:9)

The Bible tells us that the Emims were long gone by the time the Israelites journeyed past what was once their land.[footnoteRef:310] As for the Zamzummims, Deuteronomy 2:20–21 records that God made the land they were on desolate. Some believe the Emims and Zamzummims were the same people group. As for the Anakims, Joshua 11:21–22 informs us that Joshua drove off those residing in a number of locations, including those in Hebron. The surviving Anakims remained only in Gaza, Gath, and Ashdod. These three cities were situated south of the land of Dan and Ephraim in Judah. Joshua 15:13-14 explains that Caleb drove the three sons of Anak out of Hebron, where they apparently resettled and possibly ruled. As for the fourth tribe of giants listed, the Rephaims, Deuteronomy 3:11 tells us Og was the last of the Rephaims. Og meets his fate with help from God by way of the Israelites. [310:  Deut. 2:1–11.] 

The text uses the term râphâ’ to mean giant(s) generally. The term is also used to mean a particular tribe of giants[footnoteRef:311] since Og is said to be the last of them (the Rephaims), even though the Anakims, who were also referred to as râphâ’ in the general sense in Deuteronomy 2:11, live on. Goliath, for example, is called a râphâ’. Goliath was probably a descendant of the surviving Anakims. When the text refers to the Anakims as giants, the general meaning of râphâ’ is applied. [311:  Strong, Strong’s New Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, Bêyth Râphâ’, 1051 = House of the giants. See also râphâ’, 7497.] 


Amorites
	In Numbers 13, Moses sends men to explore the land of Canaan. When they return with their findings, they explain that it is the dwelling place of the descendants of Anak, as well as the Amalekites, Hittites, Jebusites, Amorites, and the Canaanites. In Numbers 13:32, they continue their report by saying that of all the people they saw, the men were of “great stature.”
	Most would probably agree that this last statement was an exaggeration by these men because they saw actual giants who were Anak's sons and did not want to go into Canaan to fight them. For example, the actual Canaanites were probably not giants. However, the Bible confirms that besides Anak's sons, at least one of these other groups listed was rather tall. This confirmation is found in Amos 2:9, where the Amorite, or as the NIV translates it, the Amorites (descendants of Ham), are described as being “like the height of the cedars” and “strong as the oaks.”

The biblical text also describes a few individuals who were giants:

· Ishbibenob (2 Sam. 21:16)
· Saph (2 Sam. 21:18)
· The brother of Goliath (2 Sam. 21:19)
· Unnamed man with six fingers and six toes (2 Sam. 21:20)

Second Samuel 21:22 tells us all four of these individuals were born to one giant who lived in Gath. This giant was probably one of the Anakims who survived in Gath after Joshua’s and Caleb’s campaigns.[footnoteRef:312] Goliath[footnoteRef:313] would probably have been a giant, as well, since his father and brother are described as one. [312:  Joshua’s campaign against the Anakims is described in Joshua 11:21–22. Later, Caleb drives out the three sons of Anak in Hebron. This is recorded in Joshua 15:13-14. Other giants, however, survive and continue to live on in Gath even after Caleb’s campaign.  ]  [313:  1 Sam. 17:4.
] 

As noted, hybrid supporters claim God wanted the Israelites to destroy the tribes of Canaan because the giants who lived among them were half angels. In opposition to this is the fact that the text seems somewhat uninterested in their existence. In other words, if God’s aim was to destroy all giants who were supposedly half angels, why did He allow them to survive, at least for a time, in Gaza, Gath, and Ashdod, all of which were cities of Judah? One would think the Bible’s focus would be on these weird hybrids living in this region. But the text hardly even mentions them. This lack of attention by the Bible begins to erode the idea that there was something supernatural about the giants described in the Old Testament.
In addition, as we have seen in Deuteronomy 7:1–2, the tribes of giants were not the only groups God wanted the Israelites to attack. Other, non-giant tribes were on the list. If the goal was to kill hybrids, then we have to ask, why did God also want the Israelites to kill non-hybrids? In the end, this hybrid theory does not provide an answer to the tough question of why God commanded the destruction of the tribes of Canaan.

Unbelievably Tall
Some claim the giants of the Old Testament were of such height that only the hybrid theory could account for them. Others take the other extreme and argue that the Bible does not claim the existence of giants. This simply is not true. The fact that the Bible takes the time to describe individuals as giants tells us there was something unique about the height of these individuals. Furthermore, the idea of very tall humans is not a fantastical notion. Just look at the height of some modern-day basketball players, and you will see the stature to which humans can grow even today. Sun Mingming, for example, is seven feet nine inches tall. This is only three inches away from being eight feet tall.
Encountering individuals of such height in ancient times, particularly on the battlefield, would have been intimidating. It would have added an entirely different dimension to the conflict. Within the biblical text, however, “giants” is a relative term, and it begs the question of how tall these individuals really were. In Deuteronomy 3:11, as mentioned, Og, the king of Bashan, had a bed (or sarcophagus) about fourteen feet long, which means he was shorter than this to fit into it. How much shorter? We are not told.

Goliath: Six, Eight, or Nine Feet Tall
First Samuel 17:4 records Goliath being as tall as “six cubits and a span.” Some take this measurement to mean Goliath was probably about nine feet nine inches tall. A cubit, however, is not a standard form of measurement since it is based on the length of an individual’s arm from elbow to the tip of the middle finger. In addition, a span is the distance of a spread hand from little finger to thumb. Obviously, these measurements are not going to be consistent with everyone, so some interpret them on the shorter side of what is understood to be a cubit and a span due to the ancients being smaller in stature than most modern humans. By this, it is estimated that Goliath was a bit over eight feet tall, which is still tall by today’s standards. Interestingly, the Genesis manuscript found among the Dead Sea Scrolls contains a variant of Goliath being “four cubits and a span.”[footnoteRef:314] Another source that contains a shorter Goliath is the Septuagint. It also recounts Goliath being “four cubits and a span,”[footnoteRef:315] which would have made Goliath about six feet six inches tall. [314:  “1 Samuel 17:4,” dssenglishbible.com/1%20samuel%2017.htm.]  [315:  Sir Lancelot Charles Lee Brenton, trans., The Septuagint Version of the Old Testament, vol. 1 (London: Samuel Bagster & Sons, 1844), p. 311, 1 Samuel (Kings I) 17:4, https://archive.org.] 

A controversy exists on which measurement is correct. Some suggest Saul’s height provides evidence for a nine-foot-tall Goliath. They point out that “from his shoulders and upward he [Saul] was higher than any of the people,”[footnoteRef:316] thus indicating Saul was probably over six feet tall. Due to this, Goliath had to have been much taller than six feet to be impressive. [316:  1 Sam. 9:2.] 

In opposition to this, are those who think Goliath was much shorter. They examine Saul’s reaction when David volunteers to fight Goliath. Instead of saying something along the lines of, “You’re nuts, David. That man’s too tall for you to fight,” Saul only describes Goliath’s military training as a reason why David should not challenge him. This, in their opinion, gives credence to a six-foot-six-inch-tall Goliath instead of a nine-foot-and-some-change Goliath. They also explain why the text even mentions Saul’s height in the first place. They claim Saul would have been the obvious choice to fight Goliath if the two were nearly the same height. Instead, the younger, shorter David stepped up and did the job. The intention of the story, they assert, was not to show a comparison between Goliath and David but between Saul and David.
Those who support a nine-foot-tall Goliath often point to Goliath’s weapons that are described in 1 Samuel 17:4–7. Goliath’s coat of mail was “five thousand shekels of brass,”[footnoteRef:317] which equates to about 150 pounds. Goliath’s spearhead “weighed six hundred shekels of iron”[footnoteRef:318] or about 19 pounds. Included in the description were his brass helmet, greaves of brass for his legs, and a target of brass between his shoulders. The Bible does not provide an overall weight of the items Goliath carried, but it has been estimated that, in all, Goliath was probably handling about 272 pounds.[footnoteRef:319] In comparison, a US Marine carries approximately 97 to 135 pounds, which is well over the recommended 50 pounds.[footnoteRef:320] [317:  Ibid., 17:5.]  [318:  Ibid., v. 7.]  [319:  “1 Samuel 17:7,” www.biblestudytools.com/commentaries/gills-exposition-of-the-bible/1-samuel-17-7.html.]  [320:  “Lightening the Load,” Naval Research Advisory Committee Report, September 2007, p. ES-2.] 

In equating strength with height, those who support a nine-foot Goliath suggest Goliath could not have been six feet six inches tall since someone of that height would not have been able to carry that much gear. This idea, however, runs counter to the reality that we find in many competitive sports, such as with the Strongman or Highlands Games competitions, in which we see evidence of just how strong normal-sized men can be even today.
These descriptions concerning equipment weight do not help us with the question of Goliath’s height. They only give us an image of a man who was very strong. To help us understand how tall Goliath was, the staff of his spear in verse 7 may provide some understanding. In this verse, Goliath’s staff is likened to that of a weaver’s beam. This may refer to the similarity of thickness and length of the staff to a weaver’s beam, or, as some contend, it may reference an advanced javelin having a cord wrapped around it held by loops that gave the staff an appearance of a weaver’s beam. This advanced javelin provided better stability. The similarity of thickness and length, however, is most likely what is meant here since the context is dealing with weight. A weaver’s beam of that time was probably 2½ inches in diameter[footnoteRef:321] and about six feet in length. Those who support a nine-foot Goliath contend a six-foot-tall man could not have comfortably fought with a six-foot-long-two-and-a-half-inch-thick diameter staff. [321:  “Weaving,” www.biblestudytools.com/encyclopedias/isbe/weaving.html.
] 

On the other hand, later down the road, 1 Samuel 21:9 describes the event when David finds himself without a weapon, and a priest informs him he is in possession of Goliath’s sword. In hearing this, David’s reason for taking the sword seems to be focused on the uniqueness of it rather than on using it for actual defense purposes. However, in 1 Samuel 22:6-23, Saul seems genuinely concerned when he finds out that the priest gave David the sword of Goliath. Saul knew how tall Goliath was, so it would imply that Goliath was shorter than nine feet tall for a man of David’s height to fight comfortably with Goliath’s sword.
Whether Goliath was six, eight, or nine feet tall, it is clear from reading the biblical text, and particularly the reaction of the Israelites to these individuals, that these groups were taller and bulkier than the average ancient Israelite, who is generally considered today to have been five feet five inches tall. We need to recognize that the Bible, however, never indicates that the giants, after the flood, were of such fantastical heights of twenty or thirty feet tall.

Square-Cube Law
Those Christians who do not believe there were individuals over eight feet tall described within the pages of the Bible often mention the square-cube law. This law explains that there is a limit to how much upscaling an object can endure without collapsing in on itself. For example, you could not upscale a mouse two times its size because its internal structure would be incapable of supporting the weight that would be produced and the increased surface area which would allow gravity to push down even greater on the organism. This same law applies to any object.
However, there seems to be some wiggle room when it comes to biological creatures. For example, both the Great Dane and the Chihuahua come from wolves, and yet the Great Dane is an up-scaled version of the wolf. Unlike inorganic objects such as buildings and bridges, it would seem that when it comes to the square-cube law, there is some room to maneuver regarding living creatures, making the existence of eight-feet to nine-feet tall giants a possibility. In addition, the square-cube law argument does not work on those who are supporting hybrid theories. Supporters will merely claim that the giants had angelic strength that allowed them to support the extra load.

A Picture is Worth a Thousand Lies
To perpetuate their claims, supporters of the hybrid giant theory turn to the many photos often passed around the internet of skeletons of extremely tall humans. Many times, these photos are hoaxes or doctored pictures. Graphic artists take great pride in producing such images. One such example is a Photoshopped image of a normal-sized skeleton found at a Cornell University dig. The photo was altered to look like the school unearthed a twenty-five-foot skeleton as part of a Photo Effects Contest put on by Worth1000.com (now called DesignCrowd). Hybrid-supporting websites sometimes feature such photos as supposed proof for their beliefs.
Supporters go wrong here in their zealousness when they claim that the giants within the biblical text were of such enormity that nothing on earth could account for their height. They answer this self-created problem by inserting their theory that these giants had to have been the result of fallen angels. No doubt, the motivation of some in doing this is to prove, by way of the anomaly, the existence of God. Their efforts are appreciated, but the path is flawed. As shown, there is no reason to believe the giants of the Bible were of such enormity that only an angelic encounter with human women could make sense of their existence. Furthermore, hybrid theorists fail to explain the many authentic, fossilized, large-scaled animals such as the Castoroides, an extinct, oversized beaver that was 7.5 feet in length.[footnoteRef:322] Do hybrid supporters believe these animals mated with angelic animals to get to such a great size? [322:  “Castoroides,” https://www.brittanica.com.] 

Let us also recall that these giants were not an isolated people. If we are to believe the Bible, they were descendants of Noah. If supporters need a reason for why giants existed in the first place, even though the biblical text does not give us a reason, there is one very simple explanation: Adam and Eve were, perhaps, taller than what normal humans are today.
We know from fossil evidence that mammals were much larger, so it would follow that humans would have been as well. Encountering these taller humans later in history became an eerie reminder of what things were like before this trait started to be deleted. There was no point in describing them as giants before this point because everyone, in essence, was a giant. It was not until there were variations in height that the Bible started to use the term “giant.” Furthermore, there was nothing different about these giants except that they were a remnant of this trait,[footnoteRef:323] which became deleted over time. [323:  One could ask, why did these pagan tribes maintain the giant trait while the Israelites did not? Again, the biblical text does not tell us why; therefore, we can only speculate. One reason may have been that God wanted to test and/or strengthen the Israelites’ faith by using these tribes. Hybrid theorists must also provide this explanation since God could have destroyed these hybrids Himself. However, according to the hybrid theory, He did not. Instead, God had the Israelites do it. Why? The answer they must provide as well is that God wanted to test the Israelites’ faith.] 


The Reason for the Destruction
Since the giants after the flood had to have been from Noah, as in the case of the Amorites who were from Ham/Noah, it illustrates how God, once again, did not want to attack these people groups because of who they were but instead, because they had taken up sinful practices. The book of Deuteronomy gives us exactly what we seek: an explanation as to why God wanted these people groups eliminated from Canaan:

“Speak not thou in thine heart, after that the LORD thy God hath cast them out from before thee, saying, For my righteousness the LORD hath brought me in to possess this land: but for the wickedness of these nations the LORD doth drive them out from before thee.” [footnoteRef:324] [324:  Deut. 9:4.] 


The Bible discusses this wickedness further in Leviticus:

“Defile not ye yourselves in any of these things: for in all these the nations are defiled which I cast out before you: And the land is defiled: therefore I do visit the iniquity thereof upon it, and the land itself vomiteth out her inhabitants. Ye shall therefore keep my statutes and my judgments, and shall not commit any of these abominations; neither any of your own nation, nor any stranger that sojourneth among you: (For all these abominations have the men of the land done, which were before you, and the land is defiled;) That the land spue not you out also, when ye defile it, as it spued out the nations that were before you.” [footnoteRef:325] [325:  Lev. 18:24–28.] 


Leviticus 18:1–23 lists what these abominations were. These sins included such things as sacrificing children to Molech and sexual immorality such as adultery, incest, bestiality, and homosexuality. The Bible never mentions these tribes being hybrids. God brought judgment on these people groups for what they did (wickedness), not for who they supposedly were (hybrids). In fact, God warned the Israelites not to commit these same sins, or they, too, would find a similar judgment, but, of course, we know why God did not eliminate the Israelites. It was for all our sakes.

“For the Wages of Sin Is Death.” (Romans 6:23)
The Bible is adamant that only Noah and his family survived the worldwide flood. Therefore, the giants had to have come from Noah. He and his family had nothing to do with the sin of Genesis 6, which was believers marrying unbelievers and various other sinful acts. If you believe the real sin was angels procreating with women and the result of it was giants, then you must also say that Noah took part in that sin since his descendants, the Amorites, were giants. However, this strikes at the very heart of why Noah and his family were spared in the first place. Noah was considered “a just man,” as Genesis 6:9 records. Furthermore, if you contend that God sent the flood to kill giant hybrids, but you also argue that their offspring continue on to Deuteronomy, then you have once again put forward a theory that maintains that God failed in doing what He set out to do.[footnoteRef:326] Now, who would put forth such an idea? Certainly not God. [326:  Some hybrid theorists also agree that only Noah and his immediate family survived the flood. Due to this, they present an alternative explanation on how the giants show up again after the flood. They claim another sexual episode, involving fallen angels and women, occurred after the first set of giant hybrids were destroyed by the flood. This second encounter supposedly produced more hybrid giants following the flood. However, the Bible does not record this event. Some try to use a portion of Genesis 6:4, “and also after that” to gain some biblical evidence for this theory. However, this is a sloppy reading of this verse.] 

It astonishes this author how certain pastors ignore the central theme of the biblical text by offering up this hybrid theory. The Bible repeatedly tells us that the wages of sin is death. This is shown through such events as the Israelites perishing while wandering through the desert, the death of David’s child, and the Assyrian and Babylonian exiles. So severe is the penalty for sin that God Himself died on the cross!
In like manner, God sent the flood, not to kill hybrids but as punishment for the sinfulness of human beings. The book of Genesis tells us explicitly what these sins were:

· Believers were marrying unbelievers. (Genesis 6:2)
· Tyrants and bullies abound (Genesis 6:4)
· Wickedness and every thought and inclination were evil (Genesis 6:5)
· The earth was full of violence (Genesis 6:11)
· All people were corrupt in their way (Genesis 6:12)

This author’s opinion is that after reading these reasons, hybrid supporters believe these sins were not enough to justify killing everyone except Noah and his family. They argue that today we have tyrants, violence, and believers marrying unbelievers, so they wonder why God has not punished us as He punished the people Genesis 6 records. But supporters forget something. They neglect the promise God provided in the book of Genesis. Today, we deserve such a punishment, but God will never again carry out that particular kind of judgment again.[footnoteRef:327] Praise God! [327:  Gen. 9:11.] 

This all points back to something else, does it not? It points to Christ. He is our ark who will save those who believe in Him from the approaching destruction of sin. In the end, hybrid supporters overlook this deeper spiritual meaning by masking it with a conspiratorial hybrid theory. Instead of using this very valuable witnessing tool of pointing to people’s sin and their need for Christ, supporters say, “Don’t worry, the reason these folks were destroyed by the flood and in Canaan was that they were hybrids. You’re not a hybrid, so you don’t have to concern yourself with that,” when, in fact, they do have something to worry about: their sin and their need for Christ. The flood highlights how God takes sin very, very seriously. The hybrid theory merely attempts to mask this all-important lesson.


[bookmark: Chapter10]Chapter 10
The Sons of God

In addition to using a translational error for the word nephiyl, supporters of the Genesis 6 hybrid idea claim that the phrase “sons of God,” employed in Genesis 6:2, can only refer to angels. Supporters assert this by pointing out that Job 1:6, 2:1, and 38:7 use the expression to describe angels. However, should we ascribe this meaning to the phrase found in Genesis 6:2 and 6:4?
In Genesis, the phrase “sons of God” in Hebrew is Benei ha ‘ĕlôhîym. Job 1:6 and 2:1 contain the very same expression when referring to angels.[footnoteRef:328] For some, this is convincing enough to conclude that Genesis 6:2 and 4 is also speaking of angels. For others, this is not persuasive. Where it is obvious that the text speaks of angels in Job 38:7, the phrase Benei ‘ĕlôhîym is used for “sons of God.”[footnoteRef:329] Here the article ha is excluded. There is little difference between Benei ha ‘ĕlôhîym and Benei ĕlôhîym. When the article ha is inserted, it means something similar to sons of the God, giving meaning to the fact there is only one God. [328:  “Sons of God,” www.biblestudytools.com/encyclopedias/isbe/sons-of-god.html.]  [329:  Ibid.] 

In the case of the book of Job, the text offers two slightly different phrases for “sons of God.” Similarly, in the book of Hosea 1:10 (referenced in Romans 9:26), a comparable phrase, “sons of the living God,” which is transliterated as benei clay el, is used to describe unbelievers who come into the faith. The difference between this and the phrase referring to angels is merely the word living. Deuteronomy 14:1 also contains the idea that believers can be called God’s children. In Exodus 4:22-23, God called Israel “my son.” In other words, “sons of God” could refer to believers.
The expression “sons of God” alone does not mean “angels.” The word ben means “sons” and ha ‘ĕlôhîym means “the God.” The reason we know Benei ha ‘ĕlôhîym were angels in Job is due to the context. A word or phrase found in one context can take on a completely different meaning if found in another context, such as in Genesis 6.
Although not in the Hebrew language, the New Testament does contain the expression “sons of God” and is used to describe the righteous in Romans 8:14, Philippians 2:15, 1 John 3:1-2. This concept is further described in Matthew 5:9, Galatians 3:26, 4:5-6, and Hebrews 2:10 and 12:7. Christ is also referred to as the “Son of God” throughout the New Testament. Of course, Christ is not an angel but God. This indicates another use for this phrase. If we can agree that the New Testament sheds light on the Old Testament, that it reveals concepts and ideas that were not fully disclosed prior to its writing, then the idea of believing men being called “sons of God” in Genesis 6 is certainly a viable option.
Now, some say the Hebrew phrase Benei ha ‘ĕlôhîym is unique in that it refers to what God created directly, and since God created the angels directly, this phrase in Genesis 6 should be taken to mean angels.[footnoteRef:330] In like manner, they say that since God created Adam directly, Luke 3:38 refers to him as “the son of God” where a Greek phrase is used.[footnoteRef:331] Let us first look at the Hebrew phrase Benei ha ‘ĕlôhîym. Nothing in this series of words points to the meaning of direct creation. As far as the Greek wording for Luke 3:38, the context of the book of Genesis provides us with the meaning that Adam was created by God. The Greek phrasing “son of God” does not. [330:  “Mischievous Angels or Sethites,” www.khouse.org. Dr. Chuck Missler, who heads up this website and ministry, is a mainstream Christian preacher and supporter of the Genesis 6 hybrid idea. Missler departs from other mainstream Christian leaders who support the hybrid theory in that he believes a second union between women and angels took place after the flood. This is his way of explaining why the nephiyl show up again in a post-flood world.  ]  [331:  Luke 3:38.] 

When we see the expression Benei ha ‘ĕlôhîym in Genesis 6:2, it does not automatically mean that the text is referring to angels since, as shown, the concept can also mean believers. We must examine the context. When we do this, the idea that the “sons of God” were angels starts to crumble. In Genesis 6:3, after the union between the angels and women supposedly took place, it reads, “And the LORD said, My spirit shall not always strive with man, for that he also is flesh.”[footnoteRef:332] The term here for “man” does mean human beings, which would include women, but the question needs to be asked: Why would God not immediately mention the angels who had also sinned along with the human women? The fact that they are excluded from the expression of disappointment is quite odd since, after all, it was the angels who supposedly initiated the entire act. This is yet another reason to suspect the “sons of God” were not angels but were believers who had fallen away by marrying unbelieving women. [332:  Gen. 6:3. ] 

Supporters often point to what they cast as their only opposing view, which is an idea Augustine[footnoteRef:333] perpetuated. Augustine believed that the “sons of God” were of the line of Seth (Sethites) and the “daughters of men” were of Cain’s line. Augustine’s theory was a faulty one. The text offers no indication that these two descendants were told to stay away from each other. A text outside the Bible called The First Book of Adam and Eve contains this unproven notion. As stated, the fact that both bloodlines shared similar names suggests they had, at the very least, a very close community. It is very likely that by the time the events described in Genesis 6 took place, these two bloodlines had already intermarried. Therefore, these “sons of God” were just general male believers while the “daughters of men” were non-believing women born from either the bloodlines of Seth or Cain.[footnoteRef:334] [333:  Because Augustine believed Cain’s line was more inclined toward sin, he believed that by the time of the flood, everyone had to perish because Seth’s line had extensively intermarried into Cain’s line. Because Noah and his offspring had not mixed with Cain’s line, God allowed them to survive. This theory, however, overlooks the sin nature we all have, which is a central point of the entire biblical text.   ]  [334:  Another erroneous commentary on Genesis 6 is that the sons of God were demon-possessed men who had relations with women. The offspring from this union ended up being demon-possessed and the cause for the flood. The biblical text does not indicate that demons can replicate themselves in this way or any other way for that matter.    ] 

Believing that the “sons of God” were angels who procreated with human women is an interesting concept. However, since this supposed event is so astonishing, one must ask why no one within the entire recorded history of the Old Testament ever mentions it. One would expect such an event to be discussed repeatedly. However, the Old Testament never talks about it or even brings it up as an illustration of sin. The reason for this is the event was not extraordinary at all. Christ tells us plainly what happened in Genesis 6. The event was the simple, ordinary partaking of marriage between human men and women:

“And as it was in the days of Noe, so shall it be also in the days of the Son of man. They did eat, they drank, they married wives, they were given in marriage, until the day that Noah entered into the ark, and the flood came, and destroyed them all.” [footnoteRef:335] [335:  Luke 17:26–27.] 


The point Christ is making here is that at the end of time, as was done in the days of Noah, people will be going about their daily business, not caring about their eternal destinies. Some Genesis 6 hybrid theory supporters within the mainstream church believe these verses in Luke are alluding to angels once again marrying human women during the end times.[footnoteRef:336] This idea has no foundation anywhere within the New Testament, including the book of Revelation.[footnoteRef:337] [336:  “The Return of the Nephilim?” www.khouse.org.]  [337:  In regards to the Old Testament, some may try to remove Daniel 2:43, “They shall mingle themselves with the seed of men,” from its surrounding context to claim that the angles will once again procreate with humans in order to produce hybrids. However, Daniel 2:31-35 is discussing five different kingdoms: Neo-Babylonian Empire (gold), Medo-Persian Empire (silver), Greek Empire (bronze), Roman Empire (iron), and a fifth kingdom, which will be the re-established Roman Empire (iron and clay). Daniel 2:43 is explaining how this kingdom of Rome will once again intermingle or reestablish itself over the area of other people groups. This certainly happened through the first Roman Empire which expanded as far as England. Notice the last part of this verse that is usually left out by hybrid supporters, “but they shall not cleave one to another, even as iron is not mixed with clay.” This new Roman Empire, like the one of old which eventually broke apart, will not have an enduring hold on other territories or people groups. The sixth kingdom described in Daniel 2:44 is the one God will set up. These verses have nothing to do with angels wanting to procreate with women.   ] 


Jude’s Law
Another area of the Bible supporters use to claim that angels married women is found in Jude 6 (and 2 Peter 2:4). In this verse, Jude informs us of angels being held for judgment due to a sin they committed. Supporters of the Genesis 6 hybrid idea use these verses to say these angels were chained as punishment for what they did in Genesis 6.[footnoteRef:338] The fact is Jude does not make this connection. He never actually tells us why these angels are bound, nor does he tell us to read 1 Enoch to find out. Non-supporters explain that the reason these angels are being held is that they rebelled, along with Satan, prior to Adam and Eve’s fall as recorded in Ezekiel 28. One may ask the non-supporter then why Satan, the leader of these rebellious angels, is not being held in chains as well. Revelation 20:1-3 and 7-8 provides an answer to this. God will imprison Satan for one thousand years. He will then allow Satan to be free to “deceive the nations.”[footnoteRef:339] God is going to release Satan in order to serve a purpose during that particular time. In like manner, Satan and the other fallen angels (demons) who God did not imprison also serve a purpose currently. Kenite Myth supporters must also use this commentary, for one could ask: Why was Satan not detained since Satan, too, supposedly had a sexual encounter with Eve, as the fallen angels supposedly had with other women? [338:  “Mischievous Angels or Sethites?”]  [339:  Rev. 20:8.] 


Cover Your Head for Angels’ Sake
Another area of text that supporters of the Genesis 6 hybrid theory allude to is 1 Corinthians 11:10. In this verse, Paul explains how women should cover their heads during worship services:

“For this cause ought the woman to have power on her head because of the angels.” [footnoteRef:340] [340:  1 Cor. 11:10.] 


This odd little verse has puzzled many a theologian. Supporters believe the reason it has mystified so many is that it was not understood what it was alluding to which was the actual incident of Genesis 6. Supporters contend that this verse is informing women to be covered by the Holy Spirit so that angels will not be able to seduce them once again during the end times.[footnoteRef:341] This idea simply ignores the context surrounding this verse. Paul is speaking about worship services and actual head coverings. The Holy Spirit and the end times are not the topics in this particular section of text. First Corinthians 11:13 makes that clear. [341:  “Genesis Chapter 6: The Generations of Noah.”] 

One possible explanation for this verse is there seems to have been a Jewish belief of angels being present during religious gatherings. We see evidence of this attitude in some early non-biblical, sectarian writings, such as in a Dead Sea Scroll called the Rule of the Congregation, in which the writer explains angels are amongst those gathered. Paul may be explaining to women that by not covering their heads, they are disturbing the sacredness of the service and, in turn, offending the angels who are present.
Because there is no explicit biblical evidence for the idea that angels are present at church services—although it is not contradictory to anything within the biblical text—another explanation can be offered for verse 10. It centers on the translation of a term found in this verse. The Hebrew word in this verse translated as “angels” is aggĕlŏs, which means “angels” but it can also mean “a pastor.”[footnoteRef:342] As mentioned, what Paul is talking about in this section of 1 Corinthians is concerning church life and one’s appearance during a service. He told women to cover their heads. Women in this society who covered their heads did so for reasons of morality and modesty.[footnoteRef:343] Those who did not cover their heads were seen as amoral and immodest. Therefore, verse 10 could be stating that women should cover their heads because it not only showed respect for their husband, but it also showed deference for the head of the church—the pastor or leader—who was attempting to lead the service that normally took place in someone’s home. The equivalent of this today would be a woman showing up for service wearing a scantily clad outfit. Such dress would not be very helpful for the male leader who had to carry out the worship service. [342:  Strong, Strong’s New Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, aggĕlŏs, 32.]  [343:  Some contend that 1 Corinthians 11, which deals with the issue of head coverings, contains a command for Christian women to cover their heads even today. However, if this were an everlasting command, then God would have handed Eve a head covering when He made new garments for her and Adam. Since He did not, these verses should be read in light of the cultural practices of the time. ] 

Whichever explanation is correct, the point is this verse has nothing to do with being covered with the Holy Spirit to ward off fallen angels during end times. Paul’s point is grounded in the culture of his time, which was that women who lived moral lives covered their heads. As a woman, particularly a married woman, going to church looking as if you were an amoral woman disregarded, not only one’s husband, but it also did not help with the spiritual growth, outreach, or unity of the church.

A Supernatural Happening
One main argument that supporters use for the Genesis 6 hybrid theory is that there was a consensus among those within ancient Judaism that it was true. Supporters assert that as time went on and societies became less likely to ascribe unexplainable happenings to supernatural events, this view was discarded.[footnoteRef:344] The problem with this argument is that the concept of angels having sex with women is not “supernatural.” In fact, it is the opposite of supernatural. It is humans placing their limited, earthly view on angelic, heavenly beings. Also, consensus does not necessarily equal truth. Just because a majority of people believed, at one point in history, that angels could have sexual encounters with women does not mean it was true. For example, it was once universally accepted that the world was flat. [344:  “The Sons of God in Genesis 6 – The Nephilim,” www.letusreason.org/Doct11.htm. ] 

The Targum Onkelos is an early example showing an alternative viewpoint from this so-called universal view of the phrase “sons of God.” This document was written sometime between AD 35 and 120, which is certainly not the age of modernity.
The Targum Onkelos inserts “sons of the mighty” or “sons of the rulers” for “sons of God.”[footnoteRef:345] The idea was that since the term ĕlôhîym could be used as a plural word, meaning “gods,”[footnoteRef:346] in certain contexts, such as in Psalm 82:6, where judges were described as gods, the expression Benei ha ‘ĕlôhîym should be taken to mean the “sons of the judges” or “the sons of those in leadership.” Those who follow this understanding cite how the word “took” is present in Genesis 6:2 and suggest that the sons of these rulers took the daughters forcefully into marriage. The phrase “sons of God” is not viewed as one complete word meaning angels but instead, is seen as a description of certain kinds of men who were the sons of the rulers or judges. [345:  J.W. Etheridge, trans., Targum Onkelos (1892), sect. 1, v. 6 http://targum.info/onk/Gen1_6.htm#_ftn32.]  [346:  Strong, Strong’s New Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, ĕlôhîym, 430.
] 

This is a rather convincing idea since the word “daughters” in the phrase “daughters of men” leads one to wonder at its presence in Genesis 6:2. The inclusion of it makes sense when we view “sons of God” as sons of the rulers since sons and daughters would marry. Of course, when leaders begin to force virgins to marry their sons, there is little hope in society.
The point, however, in showcasing this view is not to say we should follow it simply because a particular Targum writer believed it, but rather, it is to demonstrate the angel/women union idea of Genesis 6 was not universally accepted, even among those within Judaism. The main reason we, as Christians, should reject this idea found in the Targum Onkelos is due to Luke 17:26–27. Here, Christ specifically discusses this time in history. He makes no mention of the elites in society forcing women to marry. He also does not say anything about angels and women marrying. Instead, His comments give the meaning of everyday human beings going about their business, doing as they pleased. For this reason, the idea that the “sons of God” were believing men who defiantly married unbelieving women is the correct view of Genesis 6. In the end, for the believer, Christ’s words should be paramount.


[bookmark: Chapter11]Chapter 11
Angelic Alteration

Some who hold to the Genesis 6 hybrid theory apparently understand there is a problem with trying to explain how angels, which the Bible describes as spiritual beings, could have had sexual relations with women. Due to this, supporters explain that angels must have the ability to transform themselves into men whenever they choose, and that the event depicted in Genesis was just such a time when this transformation occurred.[footnoteRef:347] [347:  “Who were the sons of God and daughters of men in Genesis 6:1–4?” https://www.gotquestions.org. This website is a mainstream Christian website, and for the most part, provides sound biblical answers to the questions asked. Where they go wrong is when they support the idea that Genesis 6 records a sexual encounter between angels and women.  ] 

The problem with this concept is that Genesis 6 does not speak of this conversion. One may point to 2 Corinthians 11:14 for some biblical evidence. However, this verse only speaks of Satan being able to turn himself into “an angel of light.” It does not tell us that Satan can turn himself into a man.
This transformation notion also leads to more problems. If angels can fully become men, then it should not have been wrong for them to marrying women since they, too, would have been humans after the alteration. The context of these verses clearly views this union as sinful, whether you see it as believing men marrying unbelieving women or angels marrying women. But it is odd that the union was considered a transgression if the angels became human beings. Now, some may say that the sin was not angels changing into men, but rather, it was why the angels wanted to become men, which was to marry women. But, again, why would this matter if the angels would be men after their transformation?
Others may contend that these angels may have looked like men, but their DNA would have revealed something else entirely. But how supporters would go about trying to prove this DNA concept is rather mystifying. And more to the point, DNA is a physical thing. It is not a spiritual thing that a spiritual being would even possess.
Beyond such speculation, that can frankly go down some rather bizarre roads, the fact is, the idea of angels being able to become men stands in sharp contrast to what we find within the biblical text. Only God can create human beings. By claiming angels, on their own, can turn themselves into men is ascribing a power to them that only God has.
Others might suggest that under certain circumstances, such as when the angels came to speak to Abraham, God turned them into men so as not to frighten Abraham with their unusual appearance. These individuals point to the incident when angels ate with Abraham, demonstrating that they had to have had some physicality to them. This concept is a bit of a middle-of-the-road idea.
This limited transformation idea, however, loses ground when it is used to explain the episode in Genesis 6. The event described in this section of text was a sin. Therefore, God would not have allowed angels to transform, which would have given them the opportunity to procreate with women. This understanding has God playing against Himself.
Furthermore, pointing to the fact that angels ate food when they were on earth and then explaining how this indicates that they must have changed into physical beings to eat, completely disregards what we know about angels in heaven. Angels eat in heaven.[footnoteRef:348] They eat manna. This eliminates the concept of angels needing to become physical men to eat since they seem to do this well enough in heaven, where they are spiritual beings.[footnoteRef:349] [348:  Ps. 78:23–25.]  [349:  Heb. 1:13–14.
] 

Another view is that angels are exactly like or very similar to men, even in heaven, and have no need for this alteration in order to procreate with women. However, this idea creates a disturbing question which is, why would God give angels genitalia? Only a cruel God would provide a being with the physical means to procreate and then forbid it to do so for all eternity. And when this being did disobey and procreate, the action is met with eternal punishment. It is one thing for a human being to decide celibacy for himself or herself. It is entirely something else to force celibacy on a being for all eternity. This would be a rather harsh existence for angels. Again, this is yet another concept that places God in a bad light.
Angels are, in many ways, very mysterious beings, and it is understandable why we are somewhat perplexed by them. They can eat with us; they seem to look like us, and yet they have access to heaven, which we do not have as physical beings. This access should tell us that whatever angels are, they are not us, and we are not them. In the end, suggesting angels have the same earthly desires and goals surrounding procreation is an erroneous attempt to bring angels down to our earthly level.
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Other Shared Beliefs among Kenite Myth Supporters










































[bookmark: Chapter12]Chapter 12
E. W. Bullinger and The Companion Bible

Throughout this analysis, the reader may have noticed the Authorized Old King James Version of the Bible being used to reference or quote biblical verses. This translation of the Bible is coded to Strong’s Concordance, which is helpful in finding information and contributes to understanding the meaning of the text in both Greek and Hebrew. The KJV is also a word-for-word translation with little added translational paraphrasing or inserted commentary. This is a definite advantage when one wants to know what the Bible truly said in its original ancient languages.
However, every translation has its negative attributes. For the KJV, one of its weaknesses is that its translators were novices concerning the ancient languages. In reading the text and comparing it to the Hebrew and Greek, this becomes obvious at times, as has been shown. Another negative of the KJV is that its prose is archaic and challenging for the modern reader to follow. Having a more modern translation handy usually takes care of this well enough. Overall, the KJV is a helpful translation many enjoy using.
This author has not seen any objections to using the KJV by Kenite Myth supporters; however, they generally encourage their followers to use what is known as The Companion Bible, which is a KJV translation accompanied by extensive notes.[footnoteRef:350] One of its chief editors, E. W. Bullinger, an Anglican clergyman and scholar of the nineteenth/twentieth centuries, held many controversial views, including the Gap Theory, ultra-dispensationalism, Soul Sleep, and the Gospel in the Stars. [350:  https://www.theseason.org.] 


The Gap Theory
It is apparent that Bullinger, and those who assisted him, argued for what is referred to as the Gap Theory.[footnoteRef:351] This concept proposes that there was a gap of time between verses 1 and 2 of the first chapter of Genesis. Within this gap of time, so say supporters, another earth existed. This first earth was then destroyed. God then created the earth we know today. Evidence of such a belief by Bullinger or those who helped in developing the commentary for The Companion Bible is found in the notes for Genesis 1:1, where it states, “‘The World That Then Was’ (2 Peter 3:5–6) - Creation in eternity past, to which all Fossils and ‘Remains’ belong.”[footnoteRef:352] Bullinger evidently did not think 2 Peter 3:5–6 was referring to the period during Noah’s flood. Instead, Bullinger believed 2 Peter 3:5–6 was referencing another flood that destroyed this first earth. [351:  For more information on the Gap Theory and why this teaching is at odds with the biblical text, see “Closing the Gap,” an article by Paul F. Taylor published on October 1, 2010 at https://answersingenesis.org.]  [352:  E.W. Bullinger, ed., The Companion Bible, notes on Genesis 1:1. A .pdf copy of The Companion Bible (Old Testament) can be viewed at www.heavendwellers.com.] 

The Gap Theory became very popular during Bullinger’s day because it was believed that it helped combat the Evolutionary Theory, which argued for a very old earth versus the young earth apparent within the biblical text. By inserting a gap between verses 1 and 2 of Genesis 1 and by pointing out that the Hebrew word hâyâh, translated “was,” as in the earth “was without form,” can also mean “became,” as in the earth “became without form,”[footnoteRef:353] it could be said that the first earth was destroyed, thereby explaining the existence of extremely old fossils. [353:  Ibid., notes on Genesis 1:2.] 

Pointing out the alternative definition of the word hâyâh does not advance The Gap Theory. Hâyâh can mean “was” just as much as it can mean “became.”[footnoteRef:354] Furthermore, the context that this word is found offers no indication of an Earth 1.0.[footnoteRef:355] [354:  Strong, Strong’s New Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, hâyâh, 1961 – Part of the definition of this word is “to exist, i.e. be or become.”]  [355:  To advance the Gap Theory, some point to the KJV’s Genesis 1:28 where God instructed Adam and Eve to “replenish” the earth. Supporters argue this means that God was telling the couple to repopulate the earth thus providing evidence of another earth preceding the one we know of today. However, the Hebrew word translated in English to “replenish” in Genesis 1:28 means “to fill.” If we are truly interested in knowing the original Hebrew meaning of the text, then we must recognize that either the KJV translators made a mistake here in using the word “replenish” or that “replenish” had another definition during the formation of the KJV translation.       ] 

In dealing with the premise of an old earth, one has to wonder if supporters of the Gap Theory ever questioned how geologists were dating fossils by way of circular logic. They were dating fossils by the layers of soil, and the layers of soil were being dated by the fossils. Another missed opportunity by gap theorists was how the catastrophic worldwide flood of Noah would have been the perfect explanation for much of what geologists were unearthing. Gap theorists didn’t need to insert yet another flood into the biblical text.

I Lived Before
From a theological standpoint, the Gap Theory has helped sustain the false teaching of preexistence, which is the concept that humans lived as spiritual beings during the supposed first earth, which God later destroyed. There are many variations to the notion of preexistence, which many believe originated with Plato.
One idea found among some who attempt to align the Bible with preexistence is that during this age, Satan and his angels rebelled against God.[footnoteRef:356] Our memories of that time and rebellion were then wiped clean. We were later born into this world of flesh to choose between Satan and God. The fallen angels, including Satan, would not be born physically into this current earth age. To supporters, this is why they must be destroyed.[footnoteRef:357], [footnoteRef:358] To arrive at this notion, supporters use a poor translation of John 3:13 in the KJV to say no one can go to heaven unless they came from heaven, meaning from this spiritual earth age: [356:  Ezekiel 28:11-15 tells us Satan was in the garden of Eden and still in good standing with God. Due to this, Satan rebelled sometime between the time when God created Adam and Eve and Satan’s temptation of them. ]  [357:  “Three World Ages,” www.angelfire.com/la/israel3/chap/twa.html.]  [358:  Relying heavily on the Gap Theory, some supporters of the Kenite Myth believe that when Christ spoke of being born again that He was talking about the time when a believer was reborn into this earth age from the previous earth age. Unfortunately, by understanding this phrase in this manner, these supporters take their focus off the entire point of the gospel, which is a spiritual rebirth in Christ (2 Corinthians 5:17).] 


“And no man hath ascended up to heaven, but he that came down from heaven, even the Son of man which is in heaven.” [footnoteRef:359] [359:  John 3:13.] 


Unfortunately, translators inserted the word “even” in this verse, thus giving the impression that everyone, including Christ, must come from heaven to go to heaven. The word “even,” however, was not in the original Greek text. That is why the word is italicized in the KJV printed version. Without this inserted word, the verse can be read properly with the understanding that it was strictly speaking of Christ.
Even if supporters want to continue to use the KJV’s flawed translation for this verse, they would need to concede that heaven and earth are two different places. John 3:13 is not discussing how one had to live in a previous earth age to live in this one. Instead, the location and topic of this verse are about heaven. The verse is not speaking of the earth, even a spiritual earth. Due to this, John 3:13 cannot be used as evidence of a first earth.
To find some biblical support for the idea of preexistence, some try to use Jeremiah 1:4–5: “Then the word of the LORD came unto me, saying, Before I formed thee in the belly I knew thee.”[footnoteRef:360] These verses, however, in Jeremiah are not confirmation of preexistence but rather proof of God’s all-knowing power. God knew Jeremiah and all humans prior to being born because God exists outside the constraints of time. [360:  Jer. 1:4–5.] 

Supporters of this idea also try to claim that the Hebrew word for “knew” in Jeremiah 1:5, yâda’,[footnoteRef:361] is a very personal knowing. To supporters, this provides verification of God interacting with Jeremiah in another age. This amendment to yâda’ that supporters attempt to make does not add anything to their argument. If God knows you, He knows you. God does not have different tiers of knowing. He knew you inside and out before you were even born as Psalm 139 explains. He does not have to interact with you to know you. [361:  Strong, Strong’s New Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, yâda’, 3045.] 

For the believer, the main problem with preexistence overall is that the book of Genesis provides a clear record of when God created mankind. Claiming that this description within the Bible is not an account of our true beginning leads us down a dangerous path where anyone can make up anything he or she wants about our origin. From a biblical perspective, the Genesis story is a statement revealing emphatically that, human beings were completely created by God (body, soul, and spirit) and this is when and how it was accomplished.

Ultra-Dispensationalism
Dispensationalism is the belief that a set of distinct time periods existed in which God uniquely dealt with human beings. Dispensationalism does not mean that God offered mankind different paths of salvation during these separate dispensations. This system only attempts to show how God dealt with man differently with the idea that salvation was always through Christ, even if that path to deliverance had yet to be fully revealed.
John Nelson Darby[footnoteRef:362] is often considered the individual who standardized this idea.[footnoteRef:363] Darby saw a distinction between meeting the Lord in the air (i.e., rapture) versus the second coming of Christ. Due to this, the acceptance of a pretribulation rapture usually accompanies the idea of dispensationalism since the rapture and the second coming of Christ are viewed as two different dispensations. [362:  Some posttribulationists contend Darby received the idea concerning a pretribulation rapture from a demon-possessed Scottish woman named Margaret MacDonald in 1830. Supporters of Darby and those who support the pretribulation rapture argue Darby was writing about the topic before the events surrounding Margaret’s visions. In addition, Darby supporters contend he did not believe the visions were from the Holy Spirit. Due to this, those who support Darby assert he would have dismissed them (see For Zion’s Sake: Christian Zionism and the Role of John Nelson Darby, pp. 193-195). Also, there is evidence that demonstrates that the idea of a pretribulation rapture existed before Darby. Baptist minister Morgan Edwards (1722–1795) wrote on the foundational principles of a pretribulation rapture. There may be some good arguments against a pretribulation rapture, but claiming that the idea originated with a demon-possessed woman is not one of them. ]  [363:  “Christian Fundamentalism – American Protestant Movement,” http://www.britannica.com.] 

Not everyone who believes in a pretribulation rapture is a dispensationalist. In addition, this acceptance of a rapture happening before the tribulation is at odds with many Kenite Myth supporters who do not believe in such an event and who often have such harsh words for it that they claim that those who believe in it are lost.[footnoteRef:364] [364:  The Shepherd’s Chapel” Newsletter #266 – December 2000, http://www.angelfire.com/anniehedblad/ledastray.html. Some are hostile toward the idea of a pretribulation rapture because they think that when it doesn’t occur, pretribulationalists will get confused and believe the Antichrist is Christ. This is a rather bizarre argument, for if the rapture doesn’t take place, geography will serve as a good hint since believers won’t be raptured up to meet Christ. Nevertheless, the reason why Kenite Myth supporters disparage a pretribulation rapture has perhaps more to do with Anglo-Israelism, which will be discussed later.] 


Those who follow the idea of dispensationalism generally arrange their divisions as such:

Genesis 1:1–3:7:
State of Innocence

Genesis 3:8–8:22:
Conscience State

Genesis 9:1–11:32:
Human Government

Genesis 12:1–Ex. 19:25:
Promise

Exodus 20:1–Acts 2:4:
Law is Given

Acts 2:4–Revelation 20:3:
Age of Grace

Rev. 20:4–6: 
Millennial Kingdom

This seems to be a rather reasonable way to divide the events recorded in the Old and New Testament. This model shows how there were times when certain laws were to be followed and then not followed. An example of this would be the law regarding circumcision, which Christ fulfilled, whereby allowing all believers to be viewed as spiritually circumcised.
On the other hand, perhaps dividing these events may not be so clear-cut. Even though the ceremonial aspects of the law were fulfilled in Christ, believers are not to ignore the moral features of it entirely. The law does not save us, but with the help of the Holy Spirit, the law does still serve as a guide for the believer. It also performs the task of telling us we are sinful and, in combination with the gospel, will show us our need for Christ.[footnoteRef:365] Some laws obviously overlap in these different stages, such as the law concerning idolatry, which has never had an expiration date. In addition, God punished individuals before formally providing the law, demonstrating the existence of a “natural law” already in place. Due to all of this, these dispensations are not as rigid as some may suggest. [365:  Rom. 3:20 and Gal. 3:15–22.] 

Moreover, no biblical evidence exists that God wants us to view His word in such a way. Some try to use a verse in the second book of Timothy as supposed textual evidence for this practice:

“Study to shew thyself approved unto God, a workman that needeth not to be ashamed, rightly dividing the word of truth.” [footnoteRef:366] [366:  2 Tim. 2:15.] 


The Greek word for “dividing” in this area of the book of Timothy is ŏrthŏtŏmĕō, which means “to make a straight cut, i.e. (fig.) to dissect (expound) correctly (the divine message).”[footnoteRef:367] In other words, this verse is simply speaking of those who explain or examine the Word of God, not divide it into parts.[footnoteRef:368] In viewing the biblical text in such a manner, dispensationalists tend to constrain it, placing God in several boxes, when, in fact, the Bible presents more of a flow of revelation compounding upon revelation. [367:  Strong, Strong’s New Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, ŏrthŏtŏmĕō, 3718.]  [368:  John Gill, Exposition of the Old and New Testament (1746–63), 2 Timothy 2:15, www.sacred-texts.com.] 

Dispensationalism may seem to be a noncontroversial idea; however, it can lead to what is known as ultra-dispensationalism. This extreme view asserts that the church described in Acts 2, where the Holy Spirit was displayed, was a Hebrew church and therefore a different dispensation than the church of Acts 28:28. At first glance, this may seem to be an unimportant distinction, but this perspective has very serious implications. By viewing the church of Acts 2 as a Hebrew church, those involved in ultra-dispensationalism claim that the four Gospels, as well as the books of Peter, James, Jude, Hebrews, John, and Revelation were given to this Hebrew church of Acts 2 only. Paul’s prison epistles were for the church of Acts 28:28 and the one we have today.
Bullinger laid the foundation for this belief when he wrote, “It is ignorance of this Divinely given standard that results in the deplorable attempts to ‘square’ the teachings of our Lord in the Gospels, which concern the kingdom of heaven and the Jewish Polity, with the teaching of Paul.”[footnoteRef:369] Bullinger apparently did not believe the Gospels and Paul’s epistles could be combined as one truth. He goes on to explain that it is erroneous to toss out Paul’s teachings for the Gospel when the two, in his opinion, contradict. Instead, he offers this solution: [369:  Bullinger, The Companion Bible, appendix, 192:3.] 


“Any Christian who does not give earnest heed to what has been written specially for his instruction is liable thus to be led away. Every word of Scripture is for him and his learning, but not every word is about him. But these Epistles [Paul’s teachings] are all about him and about the special position in which he finds himself placed with reference to the Jew and the Gentile.” [footnoteRef:370] [370:  Ibid.] 


What Bullinger is saying here is entirely different from claiming that the believer should only be bothered with the teachings of Paul’s prison epistles. Obviously, it would have been odd for someone who provided a commentary for the entire Bible, as Bullinger did, to have such a view. However, Bullinger does not seem to see the quandary he creates for those who read The Companion Bible. The predictable outcome of believing that the Gospels and Paul’s teachings are at odds with one another and then compounding this notion with the assertion that Paul’s teachings, unlike the Gospels, are about the believer of today leads to the student’s dismissal, or at the very least, a diminished view of the Gospels and other non-Pauline writings.
While it is important to understand the pre-resurrection period in which the Gospels are mainly set and the audience to which they are addressing, most would disagree with the idea that Paul’s teachings cannot be squared with the Gospels. Paul’s teachings provide further explanation of what Christ taught. Furthermore, those who follow ultra-dispensationalism must study and believe the Gospels to understand what Paul is referencing in the first place.

Soul Sleep and Annihilation
In addition to laying the groundwork for ultra-dispensationalism, Bullinger also believed in “soul sleep.”[footnoteRef:371] By taking certain verses out of context, particularly Ecclesiastes 9:5,[footnoteRef:372] and claiming 2 Corinthians 5:8 is about the resurrection and not death, those who believe in soul sleep put forward the idea of an unconscious state of time occurring between a believer’s death and resurrection. [371:  E. W. Bullinger’s ideas on soul sleep can be found in his pamphlet titled “The Rich Man and Lazarus: An Intermediate State?” This is available to read at https://philologos.org.]  [372:  “But the dead know not any thing.” This phrase found in Ecclesiastes 9:5 should be understood to mean the dead have no further opportunity to gain earthly knowledge. It does not mean they are in an unconscious state. See Ecclesiastes 4:2.] 

Some have charged that the acceptance of this idea has led many to follow the concept of annihilationism, which is the notion that the unsaved will not be forever tormented in hell but will instead be destroyed. Supporters of the Kenite Myth follow this concept as well as Jehovah’s Witnesses[footnoteRef:373] who adhere to a slightly different version, as do other groups not associated with either faction. [373:  “What Do Jehovah’s Witnesses Believe?” https://www.jw.org/en/jehovahs-witnesses/faq/jehovah-witness-beliefs/.] 

Both those in and out of the Kenite Myth who share in the notion of annihilation explain how the word translated to “burn” in the book of Matthew, “Gather ye together first the tares, and bind them in bundles to burn them”[footnoteRef:374] means “to burn down (to the ground), i.e. consume wholly.”[footnoteRef:375] Supporters of annihilationism also look to verses such as John 3:16 and 2 Thessalonians 1:8-9, which point to either the perishing or the destruction of the unsaved. To an annihilationist, this means there will be an end to the soul of the unsaved. [374:  Matt. 13:30.]  [375:  Strong, Strong’s Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, katakaiō, 2618.] 

Words such as “burn,” “perish,” and “destruction” must be viewed, however, within the context of the entire Bible, which provides us with more detail concerning a place that will be called hell. For example, Revelation 22:14–15 provides some insight.

“Blessed are they that do his commandments, that they may have right to the tree of life, and may enter in through the gates into the city. For without are dogs, and sorcerers, and whoremongers, and murderers, and idolaters, and whosoever loveth and maketh a lie.” [footnoteRef:376] [376:  Rev. 22:14–15.] 


These verses inform us that there will be those who will be unable to enter through the gates of the New Jerusalem. In other words, the unsaved will still be conscious, living in hell. These verses are not describing the time during the millennial kingdom since they occur after the creation of the New Jerusalem.[footnoteRef:377] Due to this, words such as “perishing,” “burning,” and “destruction” describe a hellish existence or an existence without true life as God sees it, rather than the complete annihilation of the soul. [377:  Some focus on the detail recorded in Revelation 21:21-25 of the gates being left open in the New Jerusalem. Due to this, they contend that the unsaved are not right outside the gates since they could wander into the city through the opening. The truth is the unsaved are outside of the gates, but they are confined to the lake of fire. Furthermore, the gates of the New Jerusalem are left open to emphasize the point that there will no longer be any night due to Christ. In ancient times, kingdoms would shut their gates at night for safety reasons.] 

Annihilationists also understand Romans 6:23, “For the wages of sin is death; but the gift of God is eternal life through Jesus Christ our Lord,”[footnoteRef:378] to mean only the saved will be given the gift of eternal life while the unsaved will not live eternally.[footnoteRef:379] However, this understanding of Romans 6:23 completely ignores Matthew 25:46: “And these shall go away into everlasting punishment: but the righteous into life eternal.”[footnoteRef:380] To put it simply, the saved will have eternal life, but the unsaved will receive eternal punishment. Daniel 12:2 puts it this way, “And many of them that sleep in the dust of the earth shall awake,[footnoteRef:381] some to everlasting life, and some to shame and everlasting contempt.”[footnoteRef:382] A person who is annihilated cannot feel shame or contempt, so this verse combined with Matthew 25:46 provides the correct way in which we should view Romans 6:23. [378:  Rom. 6:23.]  [379:  “Life After Death?” www.hwalibrary.com/.]  [380:  Matt. 25:46.]  [381:  This verse is not evidence of soul sleep. Daniel 12:2 is focusing on the body of the dead which is in the grave before the resurrection. If taken literally, this verse would imply that at death, the dead would remain wholly in their graves fast asleep. This is not the Old Testament understanding of where the dead are located.      ]  [382:  Dan. 12:2.] 

Other annihilationists take issue with the word “everlasting” found in Matthew 25:46 and show how the root word for its Hebrew counterpart can mean “age,”[footnoteRef:383] as in a short or long time that is not eternal. Consequently, annihilationists contend that we should understand this everlasting punishment as being only temporary. For these annihilationists, this verse tells us God will temporarily punish the lost and then extinguish them forever. This is an amendment to their overall annihilation idea. [383:  Strong, Strong’s Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, aiōn, 165.] 

Pointing out how the root word for “everlasting” can mean “age” is not helpful for the annihilationists’ argument since the actual Hebrew word translated to “everlasting” in this verse means “perpetual.”[footnoteRef:384] In addition, the comparison in Matthew 25:46 is of the saved and unsaved. Are we to take this verse to mean that while the saved live for eternity, God will only punish the unsaved for an age? As Augustine rightfully contended, understanding this area of text in this way causes us to lose the comparison the Bible is obviously making. [384:  Ibid., aiōniŏs, 166.] 

For some, at the heart of annihilationism, is the belief in the soul being as mortal as the body. A marked difference exists between the body and the soul, however. While the body is perishable, the soul is naturally immortal. And although God can destroy it,[footnoteRef:385] void of His intervention, the soul will live on. This should not be understood to mean the soul is eternal like God since the soul of a human being had a beginning as described in the book of Genesis. [385:  Matt. 10:28.] 

The reason annihilationists have a problem with the concept of humans possessing an immortal soul is due to reading such verses as 1 Timothy 6:16 and concluding that only God is immortal. Therefore, to them, the human soul cannot be immortal as well. However, non-annihilationists will argue that this is where annihilationists get confused. First Timothy 6:16 is actually speaking of Christ who alone has an immortal resurrected body, which no one else has.[footnoteRef:386] In comparison, we humans still live in our mortal bodies. We do not share in this kind of immortality since we will see death. This same distinction must be made in 1 Corinthians 15:53, which describes that at the resurrection, we will all need to put on our immortality. The subject in both verses is not the soul putting on “immortality” but rather, the body.[footnoteRef:387] These verses should also be understood in the larger context of the time in which they were written. There was a belief that the body could not be resurrected. Paul is telling us it can and will be resurrected. [386:  The NIV translation of 1 Timothy 6:14-16 makes God, the father the subject as to who is immortal. The KJV’s translation has Christ as the subject. ]  [387:  1 Cor. 15:50.] 

One reason people believe in annihilationism is that they do not see how hell and Hades are two different places. Hades is a place where the unsaved go to wait for judgment. Before Christ’s sacrifice, everyone went to Hades, or Sheol, as the Old Testament refers to it—even those who were faithful to God, although the two groups were separated.[footnoteRef:388] Christ descended to Hades to bring out those who believed God prior to His sacrifice on earth.[footnoteRef:389] Hell is a different place altogether that has yet to be created. God will create hell at the end times. Hades, on the other hand, will no longer be necessary once it gives up its dead. Hades will be thrown into the lake of fire;[footnoteRef:390] however, hell (the lake of fire)[footnoteRef:391] will continue with Satan and the unsaved in it. [388:  Luke 16:19–26. ]  [389:  Eph. 4:9–10.]  [390:  Rev. 20:14.]  [391:  Matt. 5:22.] 

The KJV translators sometimes mistranslated the Hebrew and Greek words for Sheol and Hades to hell. As shown, these are actually two distinct places. In fact, there are three different places described in the New Testament: gĕĕnna, hadēs, and tartarŏō.[footnoteRef:392] Gĕĕnna means hell. Hades is a different place from Gĕĕnna (hell). In the Old Testament, Hades was called Sheol. Tartarŏō is described as the deepest part of Hades. [392:  Strong, Strong’s Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, gĕĕnna (1067), hadēs (86 in OT She’ôwl 7585), and tartarŏō (5020).] 

Annihilationists do not make a distinction between these three words. Therefore, they believe Hades is hell. When they read the erroneous KJV translation of the verse in Revelation, “And death and hell were cast into the lake of fire,”[footnoteRef:393] they conclude hell is being cast into the lake of fire. This adds to their idea of annihilation for if hell no longer exists, then those who are in it will no longer exist. [393:  Rev. 20:14.] 

From an original language perspective, Hades is being thrown into the lake of fire.[footnoteRef:394] After judgment, there will be no need for Hades, which, after Christ’s resurrection, is now a sort of waiting room for the unsaved dead. However, in eternity there will still be a need for hell, which is a place of judgment for the unsaved, not a place where a person will wait to be judged. [394:  Strong, Strong’s Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, hadēs, 86.] 

Some claim that Christ went to a special section of heaven to bring out believers who were put there prior to His sacrifice. They ignore the fact that Christ descended first into the “lower parts of the earth”[footnoteRef:395] (Hades). He did not ascend to heaven to do this. This idea of the faithful going to heaven prior to Christ’s sacrifice greatly diminishes what Christ did. Before we could experience any part of heaven, Christ’s sacrifice needed to take place. [395:  Eph. 4:9.] 

Both those who support annihilation and those who oppose it would argue that their beliefs are founded on what the Bible teaches. It cannot be denied that both ideas are influenced by certain concepts of justice found within the biblical text. For example, annihilationists tend to add support to their arguments by stating that a just God would not torment the unsaved forever. Those who oppose annihilation retort that it is giving atheists exactly what they want or believe to be true, which is that after death, there is nothing. In addition, annihilation may seem a suitable judgment for your unsaved next-door neighbor who lived a rather decent life, but it is not an acceptable judgment for an unrepentant unbeliever who carried out horrendous acts on his or her fellow human beings. As a side note, both sides would probably agree that the unsaved do not go to hell nor cease to exist based on some petty crime they committed here on earth. Instead, the unsaved are judged by the things they did on earth because they were unsaved.
Some annihilationists combat the criticism of leniency by amending their position of pure annihilation. As touched on previously, those who support this perspective believe that prior to annihilation, the unsaved will receive a punishment based on the sins they carried out on earth.[footnoteRef:396] The annihilation then occurs after this punishment. This amendment creates a problem, however, for those particularly concerned with justice, for the unsaved receive not one but two punishments. [396:  “What the Conditionalist view of Hell is NOT,” www.wholereason.com/2012/10/what-the-conditionalist-view-of-hell-is-not.html.] 

Some who oppose annihilation also try to adjust their argument for an everlasting punishment by stating that the hell fires described in the New Testament are only a symbolic way of portraying hell as a place absent of God. The soul is forever tormented (not tortured) because the grace and kindness of God that the unbeliever experienced, perhaps unknowingly while alive, have been removed. This view should not be confused with Christian conditionalism, which asserts that because those in hell are separated from God’s life-giving power, they will no longer exist. For supporters of Christian conditionalism, the punishment is not necessarily the fires of hell but the separation from God, which causes the extinction of the soul.
Both supporters and non-supporters of annihilationism believe their viewpoints assist in spreading the gospel. Annihilationists contend that many people have left the faith or have refused to enter into the faith due to the view of hell being a place of unending torment. On the other hand, non-supporters argue that this is the very reason so many have entered into the faith.
Both sides attempt to adjust their positions to combat the expected criticisms. However, it is this author’s conclusion that the Bible, when read in its full context, teaches an existence in eternity, and it is up to you to decide where that eternity will take place. Whichever side you take concerning annihilation, the reason this concept becomes a talking point for those who hold to the Kenite Myth is that they have been influenced by Bullinger, who taught the idea of soul sleep. The concept of soul sleep helps support the idea of annihilation.

The Gospel in the Stars
Another notion Bullinger supported is referred to as “The Witness of the Stars” or “The Gospel in the Stars.” This view contends that God placed His revelation concerning the gospel in the stars for all to see.[footnoteRef:397] Proponents of this belief claim that the zodiac was a God-given revelation that pagans eventually corrupted. This original zodiac supposedly contained hidden knowledge concerning certain future events. [397:  E.W. Bullinger, The Witness of the Stars (Grand Rapids, MI: Kregel Publications, 1984), https://www.amazon.com/Witness-Stars-Ethelbert-W-Bullinger/dp/0825422450.] 

From a biblical perspective, there were some uses for stars. For example, the ancients used the stars to tell time.[footnoteRef:398] Throughout history, those who operated seafaring vessels employed the stars to navigate. The Bible also explains how God named all the stars.[footnoteRef:399] The text does not tell us all these names since it would be an astronomical number, which is the point of the verse: God is so incredible that He knows all the stars by their names. The biblical text also cites a few star clusters named by man. You’ll find these referenced in Job 9:9, 26:13, 38:31-32, and Amos 5:8. In addition, the Bible informs us that there will be signs in the heavens accompanying the end times. How the stars will play into this should only be viewed from an astronomical perspective. The Bible never suggests that star clusters should be used to reveal God’s specific plans or the gospel. In other words, stars may proclaim that the end is occurring, but stars should not be seen as a sign predicting that it will occur. [398:  Gen. 1:14.]  [399:  Ps. 147:4.] 

Some point to the star of Bethlehem to support their notion of “The Gospel in the Stars.” They believe the magi described in the book of Matthew used a star to predict the future. These magi certainly looked to the stars for information. They must have been intrigued when this star appeared to them.[footnoteRef:400] They probably spent some time searching through archives, and some suggest the magi uncovered the prophecy of Balaam, a very famous, ancient pagan diviner whom God used.[footnoteRef:401] This prophecy is recorded in Numbers: “There shall come a Star out of Jacob.”[footnoteRef:402] [400:  Matt. 2:1-7.]  [401:  Num. 24:2.]  [402:  Ibid., v. 17.] 

The magi then traveled to Jerusalem, the capital of the Jews, an obvious place to learn more. Later on, they met with Herod who was prompted into looking into the coming of the Messiah after the magi asked him where the “King of the Jews” was located. Learning it was Bethlehem, Herod sent the magi to that town. At that point, the magi continued to use the star for navigational purposes, for it “went before them [magi], till it came and stood over where the young child was.”[footnoteRef:403] [403:  Matt. 2:9.] 

The biblical account makes it clear that the star of Bethlehem did not predict the future. God’s prophecy did. The star only proclaimed Christ was born (when it happened), and it aided the magi in finding Him (navigational purpose). Due to this, the star of Bethlehem cannot be used as evidence to support “The Gospel in the Stars” notion.
God’s creation, which includes stars, provides a general revelation concerning the fact that He exists. It also displays His great works and His majesty. When we read Psalm 19:1-4, the point we should grasp is how something far greater than mankind made the heavens. This acknowledgment then points us to God. The purpose of the stars is not to look to them for hints about the future. Instead, God uses prophets, angels, and Himself (Christ) for specific revelations. As believers, we also have the indwelling of the Holy Spirit to guide us. We also have the Word of God. Psalm 19:1-4 is not telling us to use the stars as a guide for the future. Furthermore, the Bible does not contain any information on how we should interpret these star clusters. Due to this, one must ask, by whose authority do we know what the stars are telling us? Since there is no book within the Bible on the subject, this concept ends up relying on man’s interpretation and not on the Bible’s.
Looking at the stars and attempting to interpret what they are saying about the future is referred to as astrology, not astronomy. The practice of astrology is spoken of in very negative terms throughout the books of Kings and Daniel, as well as Isaiah 47:13–14. Divination, which is attempting to foretell the future through ways other than through godly means was forbidden.[footnoteRef:404] Divination is also viewed negatively in the New Testament in Acts 16:16–18. Those who look to the stars for future revelations are looking in the wrong place. [404:  Deut. 18:10 and 2 Kings 17:17.] 


Misguided Loyalty
If you have ever wondered why supporters of the Kenite Myth believe in the odd, little, random concept of the “The Gospel in the Stars,” it is because Bullinger believed it. If you have ever considered why supporters follow the idea of preexistence, it is because Bullinger supported the notion of the Gap Theory, which helped sustain it. And if you have ever questioned why those who adhere to the Kenite Myth even use Bullinger’s The Companion Bible, it is because he believed the serpent in the garden of Eden was not a snake but was Satan.[footnoteRef:405] [405:  Bullinger, The Companion Bible, appendix 19. The fact that this belief of Bullinger is so important to Kenite Myth supporters demonstrates their connection to the early proponents of the CI Movement who wanted believers to see that Eve had a sexual encounter with Satan not a snake. ] 

To arrive at this conclusion, Bullinger ignores the meaning of the Hebrew word for serpent in Genesis 3:1, which means a snake.[footnoteRef:406] He then uses the wrong root word for this Hebrew word[footnoteRef:407] to arrive at a description for the serpent as “the shining one”[footnoteRef:408] (i.e., Satan). The idea that the serpent is Satan is, as discussed earlier, a non-controversial point. Non-supporters of the doctrine can believe the serpent in the garden of Eden was Satan. However, supporters use Bullinger’s words as a jumping-off point for the Serpent Seed Doctrine by contending that it was Satan and not a serpent that tempted Eve into a sexual encounter. But this is an irrelevant argument for non-supporters who do not believe there was a sexual encounter of any kind in the garden of Eden before the fall. [406:  Strong, Strong’s Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, nâchâsh, 5175.]  [407:  According to the 1986 Strong’s Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, the root word for nâchâsh (5175), meaning snake is nâchash (5172), which means to hiss or whisper a spell. The root for snake/nâchâsh (5175) is not nechâsh (5174) which means copper. Bullinger apparently related this shiny metal to Satan thus producing “the shining one.” He also thought because Moses had fashioned a serpent of brass in Numbers 21:8-9 that this added to the imagery of the snake in the garden of Eden. This part of the argument is a bit of a stretch. However, to give Bullinger the benefit of the doubt about the root word for snake/nâchâsh, it could be suggested that the concordance Bullinger used had nechâsh as the root for snake/nâchâsh. Another possibility is Bullinger mistakenly thought nechâsh (meaning copper) was the root for snake/nâchâsh hence “the shining one.” ]  [408:  Bullinger, The Companion Bible, appendix 19.] 

Bullinger might have implied that something sexual may have occurred between Satan and Eve,[footnoteRef:409] but Bullinger was not a supporter of the Serpent Seed Doctrine. This is evident from one of his appendixes, which describes Cain as Adam’s son.[footnoteRef:410] Bullinger also points out how Cain’s line should be seen as distinct from Seth’s line, which begins at Genesis 5:1.[footnoteRef:411] In other words, Bullinger correctly acknowledges that Cain’s line was already discussed prior to arriving at the fifth chapter of Genesis. Supporters of the Kenite Myth seem to miss this point and insist that because Cain is missing from the discussion of Genesis 5, Cain is not Adam’s son. This is not what Bullinger believed.[footnoteRef:412] [409:  Ibid., note on Genesis 3:6.]  [410:  Ibid., appendix 20.]  [411:  Ibid.]  [412:  Caution should be used when viewing The Companion Bible online. There is a website, for example, where supporters of the Serpent Seed Doctrine have inserted their notes into Bullinger’s The Companion Bible. See www.companionbiblecondensed.com (Genesis 3:3 and 3:16). There is also a similar version of this being sold on Amazon.com. In both cases, Serpent Seed Doctrine talking points have been added to Bullinger’s notes, making it appear as if Bullinger agreed with this doctrine. This is not the case. Bullinger may have thumbed his nose at tradition which stated it was an apple that Adam and Eve ate in the garden of Eden (appendix 19). Bullinger may have also hinted at a sexual episode between Eve and Satan (see note on Genesis 3:6), but as shown, he did not believe in the Serpent Seed Doctrine. In other words, Bullinger did not assert Cain was Satan’s son. Understanding it was not an apple, Bullinger illustrates how one can see this fact without believing in the Serpent Seed Doctrine.] 

Despite this, overall, Bullinger was a man who was willing to accept notions well outside the biblical message. He was open to needless speculation that led to nowhere, demonstrating he lacked discipline and discernment. This is the man who developed The Companion Bible’s commentary, and this is the commentary that Kenite Myth supporters follow.


[bookmark: Chapter13]Chapter 13
Pyramidology

Pyramidology contends that the purpose of the Great Pyramid of Giza is to foretell the future. Unfortunately, pyramidology is not limited to Kenite Myth supporters. Some mainstream evangelicals have accepted this idea as well. As for Bullinger, there is no indication he believed in the concept. However, the reason devotees of Bullinger may be so willing to agree with the notion is that, in his book The Witness of the Stars, Bullinger introduces his audience to one of pyramidology’s main promoters: Joseph Seiss, whose works include The Gospel in the Stars and The Great Pyramid of Egypt.
To demonstrate Joseph Seiss’s belief of the Great Pyramid being coded to tell of future events, he writes concerning the Grand Gallery of the pyramid: “thirty-three inches then from the beginning of the Grand Gallery for the duration of the earthly life of Christ.”[footnoteRef:413] Seiss saw the pyramid as a monument describing Christ’s then-future ministry on earth. Seiss’s beliefs are illustrated again when he explains how the first ascending passageway that leads to the Grand Gallery “is just the number of inches in length which the best chronologists give as the number of years from the Exodus to the birth of Christ.”[footnoteRef:414] Seiss also makes a supposed connection between the seven churches described in the book of Revelation with the “seven courses of finely fitted polished stones”[footnoteRef:415] found in the Grand Gallery. He considered that the end of the Gallery symbolized the end times where “a great frowning double stone–hangs in its grooves, beneath which every one that passes in must bow.”[footnoteRef:416] [413:  Joseph A. Seiss, A Miracle in Stone or The Great Pyramid of Egypt (Philadelphia: Porter & Coates, 1877), p. 130, www.sacred-texts.com.]  [414:  Ibid., p. 133.]  [415:  Ibid., p. 132.]  [416:  Ibid., p. 134.] 

As romantic and mysterious as this all may sound, nowhere within the biblical text will you find such supposed instruction to look to a gloomy tomb deep inside the Great Pyramid of Egypt for biblical prophecy. If this was how Seiss believed God provided or provides revelations, he was wholly mistaken.
Joseph Seiss was not the first to come up with the concept of pyramidology. Others wrote on the topic, including John Taylor, who in 1859 published The Great Pyramid: Why Was It Built? And Who Built It? In this work, Taylor fused Anglo-Israelism with pyramidology, explaining that Noah came up with the idea for the Great Pyramid[footnoteRef:417] and how through the descendants of one of Noah’s son, Shem, the effort was continued.[footnoteRef:418] [417:  John Taylor, The Great Pyramid: Why Was It Built? And Who Built It? (London: Longman, Green, Longman, and Roberts, 1859), p. 228, https://books.google.com.]  [418:  Ibid., p. 221.] 

One of the descendants of Noah did, in fact, lead the effort to construct and design the pyramids. Mizraim,[footnoteRef:419] whose name means “Upper and Lower Egypt” in Hebrew[footnoteRef:420] and whose father was Ham, was the patriarch of the Egyptians. Exodus 1:11 describes how the Israelites helped build cities for the Pharaoh. To what extent Moses and the Israelite slaves played in erecting pyramids is debatable and speculative. Nothing is explicitly described within the pages of the Bible. Even if Moses did assist in their design, there is no biblical support for the idea that the Great Pyramid was to be used to tell the future. [419:  Gen. 10:6.]  [420:  Strong, Strong’s Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, Mitsrayim, 4714.] 

In his preface, Taylor seems to combat this expected criticism by answering the question of why God’s Word is silent on the supposed revelations found within the Great Pyramid. Taylor responds by saying there was no need for the Bible to contain such information.[footnoteRef:421] He states the Bible is a work concerning man’s salvation and did not need to inform us of the all-important revelations he (Taylor) was about to provide. However, thinking he needed to find at least some foundation for his ideas within the biblical text, Taylor later cites verses from the books of Zechariah and Job.[footnoteRef:422] Others have also apparently felt the need to do the same. For this reason, enthusiasts for pyramidology use a few verses from the book of Job: [421:  Taylor, The Great Pyramid, Preface.]  [422:  Ibid., pp. 262–263 and 273.] 


“Who hath laid the measures thereof, if thou knowest? or who hath stretched the line upon it? Whereupon are the foundations thereof fastened? or who laid the corner stone thereof; when the morning stars sang together, and all the sons of God shouted for joy?” [footnoteRef:423] [423:  Job 38:5–7.] 


Supporters argue that these verses are alluding to not only the forming of the earth but also the construction of pyramids.[footnoteRef:424] However, this is merely the former, a poetic description of God forming the earth. See verse 4, where the text describes the subject matter: “Where wast thou when I laid the foundations of the earth?”[footnoteRef:425] John Taylor argued, “in this sublime passage, the Creation of the Earth is described in language borrowed apparently from the building of the Great Pyramid.”[footnoteRef:426] This was Taylor’s attempt to insert pyramids anywhere he could. Anyone who is not a supporter of pyramidology will notice how these verses make no mention of the Great Pyramid. This is Taylor’s presupposed ideas at play on these verses. [424:  Seiss, A Miracle in Stone or The Great Pyramid of Egypt, pp. 114-115.]  [425:  Job 38:4.]  [426:  Taylor, The Great Pyramid, pp. 262–263.] 

Followers of pyramidology also claim Isaiah 19:19–20 describes the Great Pyramid:

“In that day shall there be an altar to the LORD in the midst of the land of Egypt, and a pillar at the border thereof to the LORD. And it shall be for a sign and for a witness unto the LORD of hosts in the land of Egypt: for they shall cry unto the LORD because of the oppressors, and he shall send them a saviour, and a great one, and he shall deliver them.” [footnoteRef:427] [427:  Isa. 19:19–20.] 


Charles Taze Russell, another follower of pyramidology and the individual who Jehovah’s Witnesses base many of their beliefs on, claimed in his book Millennial Dawn – Thy Kingdom Come that Isaiah 19:19 speaks of the Great Pyramid and is “chiefly intended for the world of mankind during the millennial age.”[footnoteRef:428] Russell asserts, like others who follow pyramidology, that “the Great Pyramid exhibits a wisdom of design which the Egyptians could not have possessed.”[footnoteRef:429] Due to this, the Great Pyramid had to have been built with divine help. Russell believed God used Melchizedek to complete this task.[footnoteRef:430] In stating this, Russell fails to consider the wonders of the pagan world, and particularly those of the Greeks—not to mention the Tower of Babel, which obviously had no divine assistance in its construction.[footnoteRef:431] The Great Pyramid was also not built outright. Instead, trial and error and an evolution in burial practices within the Egyptian culture ultimately led to its construction. [428:  Charles Taze Russell, Millennial Dawn – Thy Kingdom Come, vol. 3 (Allegheny, PA: Tower Publishing Co, 1891), p. 317, https://archive.org/details/ThyKingdomComeByCharlesTazeRussell.]  [429:  Ibid., p. 322.]  [430:  Ibid.]  [431:  Some contend the Great Pyramid was the Tower of Babel. However, those who suggest this cannot also think the Great Pyramid was constructed as a gospel in stone.] 

Interestingly, Bullinger does not seem to have shared in Russell’s analysis of Isaiah 19:19-20. In appendix 81, Bullinger cites Josephus by explaining how in 1 BC, a temple to the Lord was built in Egypt from the rubble of a fallen idol temple. This temple, referred to as the Temple at Leontopolis, was constructed under Ptolemy and Cleopatra at the request of the high priest Onias IV.[footnoteRef:432] Bullinger believed that this temple was the one prophesied about in Isaiah 19:19–20, not an Egyptian pyramid. [432:  Whiston, “Antiquities of the Jews,” book 13, chap. 3.] 

Adherents of pyramidology tend to also point to the phrase “signs and wonders in the land of Egypt” in Jeremiah 32:20 as supposedly referring to the Great Pyramid of Giza.[footnoteRef:433] These signs and wonders, however, more than likely concerned Abram’s time in Egypt where plagues came upon Pharaoh’s house as a sign he had taken Sarai, Abram’s wife, into his harem. It also perhaps alluded to Joseph’s time there when he rose from a slave to the individual through whom God helped sustain Egypt in the midst of famine. Although repeated in verse 21, these “signs and wonders” may have also included the exodus. [433:  Seiss, A Miracle in Stone or The Great Pyramid of Egypt, p. 109.] 

The Bible does not explicitly explain what the “signs and wonders in the land of Egypt” are referring to; however, it is clear that this series of words is not speaking of an Egyptian pyramid. It would make no sense to the reader to talk of an Egyptian structure, which the Bible never discusses beforehand. Furthermore, verse 20 describes these “signs and wonders” as something that made God’s name known. Therefore, these “signs and wonders” are events God carried out. They are not about a pagan pyramid. The pyramids have done nothing to make God’s name known. They have only shown the vanity and erroneous religious concepts of Egyptian pharaohs.
Supporters also use Zechariah 4:7–9 to claim that these verses are about the building of a pyramid. This is not the case. Zerubbabel, the individual alluded to in Zechariah 4:7–9, was permitted to rebuild the Second Temple after the Babylonian exile. Ezra 5:2 describes this. The verses in Zechariah have nothing to do with the Great Pyramid but with the building of the Second Temple.
Another verse used by pyramidology is Psalm 118:22. Seiss insists that Psalm 118:22 refers to the capstone on top of a pyramid.[footnoteRef:434], [footnoteRef:435] In actuality, this verse references a foundational cornerstone (see Isaiah 28:16). Christ later uses Psalm 118:22 to illustrate how it was prophesized that He would be rejected by Israel (see Matthew 21:42–43). This popular notion of the pyramid’s capstone being a symbol for Christ is found in Freemason mythology. [434:  Ibid., p. 122.]  [435:  Some supporters of pyramidology allege that the capstone is a representation of the Antichrist. When finally placed on the pyramid, it will mark the time of the Antichrist’s reign. This belief is a departure from the early founders of pyramidology who believed the capstone represented Christ.     ] 

All these theories concerning pyramidology fall short in some way or another. Egyptian pyramids were a hot topic in Seiss and Taylor’s day. Writers on the subject perhaps saw this and attempted to squeeze the fashionable issue into the pages of the Bible. With the growing acceptance of the Evolutionary Theory and other secular ideas, there was a genuine desire to write on the matter to keep the biblical text relevant during a time when there was growing skepticism concerning it. Nonetheless, how these writers went about doing this has caused severe damage to the biblical text. Where the Bible speaks of building the Temple, these writers ignored the context and commentated that it meant constructing a pyramid. Where the Bible talks about Christ being our foundational stone, they claimed our Lord and Savior was represented by the pyramid’s capstone that would not be positioned until Christ’s return. In the end, pyramidology is the same misguided notion found in the concept of the “Gospel of the Stars” whereby humankind hopes to find specific revelations concerning future events outside of godly prescribed means. It relies on nothing more than man’s speculation, particularly men of the nineteenth century.


[bookmark: Chapter14]Chapter 14
Evil Moonbeams

“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: And let them be for lights in the firmament of the heaven to give light upon the earth: and it was so. 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.” [footnoteRef:436] [436:  Gen. 1:14–16.] 


Atheists tend to point out how the lights described in these verses refer not only to the sun and stars but also to the moon. They explain that the moon is not a light but a piece of rock reflecting the sun’s light. They then proceed to claim that the Bible is not a God-inspired book since an all-knowing God would not have used “lights” to refer to the moon. But because the word “lights” was used, it proves that men, who did not know any better, wrote the Bible.
This argument may seem to give some points to atheists, but the Bible is full of phrases that should not be taken literally, such as “the hands of the mighty God of Jacob.”[footnoteRef:437] Even today, we use scientifically inaccurate phrases, such as “the sun will be up soon” or “the moon is out tonight.” These phrases are common figures of speech everyone utilizes because, in doing so, everyone knows what is meant by them. The same is true for the term “lights” being used to reference the moon in Genesis 1:14–16. After all, when you ask someone to turn on a light, you are, no doubt, referring to the bulb and the lamp. These items are unable to produce light on their own, just like the moon, yet we still call their combined parts a light. [437:  Ibid., 49:24. Reference is about God, the Father, not the Son of God who obviously had hands.] 

Unlike atheists, Kenite Myth supporters completely ignore the fact that “lights” in Genesis 1:14–16 is speaking of the moon as an object by which we can always use to track time.[footnoteRef:438] By overlooking this fact, supporters claim that when God instituted Passover, henceforward, believers were not to use the moon for calendar dating. They contend that such use was and is for those who are of Satan (i.e., Kenites).[footnoteRef:439] [438:  “Exodus Chapter 12,” https://www.theseason.org.]  [439:  Ibid.] 

Supporters quote 1 Thessalonians 5:5, “Ye are all the children of light, and the children of the day: we are not of the night, nor of darkness,”[footnoteRef:440] to claim Paul is telling us that anyone who uses the moon for dating, which appears at night, is Satan’s physical child or has been deceived by Satan’s offspring. They believe the Bible, particularly the book of Revelation, uses months to give prophecies that strictly pertain to Satan.[footnoteRef:441] [440:  1 Thess. 5:5.]  [441:  “1 Thessalonians 5:5,” https://www.theseason.org.  ] 

In Exodus 12:2, we find the Passover command God gave to the Israelites after they came out of Egypt: “This month shall be unto you the beginning of months: it shall be the first month of the year to you.”[footnoteRef:442] The first month spoken of in this verse is called Abib. Later, in Nehemiah and Esther, it is referred to as Nisan. In verse 6, of this same chapter of Exodus, the Israelites were instructed to sacrifice a lamb on the fourteenth day of this first month. The question that invariably comes out of this command is: How did the Israelites know when the first month was occurring? [442:  Ex. 12:2.] 

Due to their aversion to the moon, Kenite Myth supporters believe this first month was marked by the vernal equinox, which occurs in the spring on March 19, 20, or 21 in the Northern Hemisphere. Supporters contend once the vernal equinox happens in the Northern Hemisphere, one should count fourteen days. On the fourteenth day, they assert that Christians should commemorate Passover (apparently an observation of both Christ’s death and resurrection). They believe the fourteenth day, and only the fourteenth day, is the day of Passover.[footnoteRef:443] In 2016, they concluded, by their method, that Passover should fall on April 3, fourteen days after the March 20 vernal equinox. Supporters believe their practice is pure and from God since it does not involve the moon. [443:  “Exodus – Chapter 12.”] 

This system of dating by Kenite Myth supporters completely ignores what Exodus 12:2 commands. When God said, “This month shall be unto you the beginning of months: it shall be the first month of the year to you,”[footnoteRef:444] God was instituting the moon to determine when Passover should take place. The term month in this verse and throughout the entire Old Testament simply means “the new moon”[footnoteRef:445] in Hebrew. [444:  Ex. 12:2.]  [445:  Strong, Strong’s New Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, chôdesh, 2320.] 

The Israelites used the astronomical signs available to them, including the moon, as described in Genesis 1:14–16. For the ancient Israelites, the vernal equinox helped tell them it was the beginning of spring, but it did not tell them it was the beginning of a month. Exodus 12:2 does not mention the vernal equinox; however, one could say it is implied. Still, the Israelites needed it to figure out the start of spring, but they also needed the moon to determine the beginning of the month of Nisan, the month that began all the other months. Exodus 12:2 tells us how God told the Israelites to use the moon (i.e., month) to figure out when Passover would take place.
Once the vernal equinox occurred, the Israelites waited for the appearance of a new moon, which marked the start of the month of Nisan. At that point, the Israelites counted fourteen days. Interestingly, a full moon always occurs about two weeks, or fourteen days, after a new moon. A full moon would have been a helpful marker to determine the fourteenth day of a month. This is the reason the command is for fourteen days, not nine or sixteen days, etc. In other words, this entire command is built around the moon. As a side note, on our Northern Hemisphere Gregorian calendars, when a new moon and a new month coincide, a full moon invariably happens on the fourteenth or fifteenth of that month.[footnoteRef:446] [446:  “Moon Phases Calendar,” http://www.moonconnection.com/moon_phases_calendar.phtml.] 

Now, some may argue that the pagans used the moon for dating, and therefore, we should not. However, this is similar to saying that pagans drank water, therefore, we should not drink water. The point is the reason pagans used the moon for dating was because it made sense to do so.
This counting of fourteen days from the vernal equinox may be fine for the modern-day Kenite Myth supporter who is only interested in keeping Passover and is not worried about the other feasts and festivals that occurred throughout the year. However, from a practical standpoint, keeping track of 365 days would have been somewhat difficult for an ancient Israelite. Hence, God prescribed the observation of the moon in Exodus 12:2 as a kind of timepiece, which helped to determine when each new month began by dividing the year into smaller portions.

Fields of Time
Others believe the moon and even the vernal equinox should not be used as indicators of the year's first month. They think one should look to the field instead of the sky. They point to Exodus 9:31: “And the flax and the barley was smitten: for the barley was in the ear, and the flax was boiled.”[footnoteRef:447] They explain that the month Abib, in which the feast was to take place, means “a young ear of grain.”[footnoteRef:448] For these individuals, the stage at which the barley had developed indicated the timeframe of when God had given the command for Passover. This would lead to an unfixed Passover every year, fourteen days after the barley was at the correct stage. Those who follow this agricultural sign, rather than the vernal equinox, focus on how the text never indicates the use of the vernal equinox and that its use has just been an assumption everyone has made. [447:  Ex. 9:31.]  [448:  Strong, Strong’s New Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, ̕âbîyb, 24.] 

Others discount this entirely due to Genesis 1:14–16, which explicitly tells us that the lights in the firmament, which includes the moon, will be used for dating. The meaning of the month of Abib is simply an indication that Passover would take place in the spring. Non-supporters of this idea also contend that relying solely on a crop of the field is not a dependable way of keeping time due to the potential for floods or a bad season. In such cases, spring would never officially come, and Passover would never be commemorated.

Disliking the Moon
It is true that certain Jewish sects upheld a policy of not using the moon in their dating. However, this had nothing to do with Kenites. Instead, it had to do with lunar dating, which caused the year to end too soon. This is evident in The Book of Jubilees.[footnoteRef:449] The author of this work believed a year was 364 days (which is off by one day, according to today’s solar calendar). On the other hand, the lunar calendar for that time consisted of 354 days. This created a ten-day difference between the solar and lunar calendars. The beliefs of the author of The Book of Jubilees appear to be based on his particular rendering of Genesis 1:14–16: [449:  Charles, The Book of Jubilees, “Noah’s Sacrifice; God’s Covenant with him. Instructions to Moses about eating of Blood, the Feast of Weeks, etc., and Division of the Year.” vv. 32-37.] 


“And God appointed the sun to be a great sign on the earth for days and for sabbaths and for months and for feasts and for years and for sabbaths of years and for jubilees and for all seasons of the years.” [footnoteRef:450] [450:  Ibid., “The Angel dictates to Moses the Primaeval History: the Creation of the World and Institution of the Sabbath” v. 9.] 


This is a very different take on Genesis 1:14–16. It excludes the moon and adds the term “jubilees,” which is foundational for much of the author’s arguments in The Book of Jubilees. Some may conclude that the author was, in fact, viewing a manuscript that read as such since he wrote, “for the book (lieth) written before me, and on the heavenly tables the division of days is ordained.”[footnoteRef:451] [451:  Ibid., “Noah’s Sacrifice; God’s Covenant with him. Instructions to Moses about eating of Blood, the Feast of Weeks, etc., and Division of the Year.” v. 35.] 

There is other evidence of this 364-day year in other writings, such as in 1 Enoch and a first-century AD fragment of Psalms.[footnoteRef:452] However, Christ made no mention of having a problem with lunar dating. He spoke of the Pharisees who used lunar dating, “The scribes and the Pharisees sit in Moses’ seat: All therefore whatsoever they bid you observe, that observe and do; but do not ye after their works: for they say, and do not. For they bind heavy burdens and grievous to be borne, and lay them on men’s shoulders; but they will not move them with one of their fingers.”[footnoteRef:453] Christ’s problem with the Pharisees was how they made others do what they would not do. It did not concern lunar dating. 	We must conclude that the author of The Book of Jubilees followed a man-made tradition like that found among the Samaritans concerning their place of worship. The Samaritan Pentateuch was the result of that tradition. Similarly, the author of The Book of Jubilees was viewing a manuscript that was the product of this pro-solar calendar. [452:  “Qumran Psalms Scroll (11Q5/11QPs-a),” biblical-studies.ca/dss/dss-introductions/81-11q5.html.]  [453:  Matt. 23:2-4.] 


Beautifully Complicated
The author of The Book of Jubilees believed that the solar calendar was beautifully simplistic. However, a solar calendar is not as simple as one may think. A solar year does not consist of 364 days but 365 days. But this is not exact. For example, a solar or tropical year is currently 365 days, five hours, forty-eight minutes, and forty-five seconds.[footnoteRef:454] One can see the problem with this. How does one render a five-hour, forty-eight-minute, and forty-five-second day? This might work for a small group with an accurate stopwatch, but try convincing your boss of an annual five-hour, forty-eight-minute, and forty-five-second workday. Some intercalation (inserting time into a calendar) is needed even for a solar calendar. In fact, no astronomical year will have a whole number of days. Therefore, some intercalation is required to make it functional. For our Gregorian solar calendar, this creates a need for leap years, which is an addition of one day every four years. If we did not add this one day to our Gregorian calendar, we would be off by about six hours every year. In one hundred years, we would be off by roughly twenty-four days.[footnoteRef:455] Further intercalations will be needed as time goes on since solar days are becoming longer. [454:  “Year, tropical,” asa.usno.navy.mil/SecM/Glossary.html.]  [455:  “What is a Leap year?” https://www.timeanddate.com/date/leapyear.html.] 

The point is those who use a strictly solar calendar have to use intercalations to allow their calendar to function and to stay on par. A solar calendar is not merely based on astronomical events. Rather, it, too, relies on some manipulation.

The Fifteenth of Nisan
For modern-day Jews, Passover is celebrated over eight or seven days. The seven-day commemoration is due to Passover preceding the Feast of Unleavened Bread, which lasted seven days, as recorded in Exodus 12:18–19 and as some interpret Ezekiel 45:21.
The reason some add an extra day to Passover, turning it into an eight-day celebration, is debated. Some believe it was due to the Jews living far from Jerusalem and not receiving the message in time from those at the Temple that Passover had begun, so they added an extra day just to be sure they were covered.
Whether one celebrates an eight-day or a seven-day Passover, today, the celebration involves eating the lamb on the fifteenth of Nisan. No longer is the lamb sacrificed on the fourteenth. The Jewish people ended the practice of sacrificing due to the destruction of the Second Temple and the fact that Deuteronomy 12:11-14 forbids sacrifices being made at any other location. They believe that when their Messiah comes, the Temple will be rebuilt, and sacrifices will be reinstituted. Unfortunately, this understanding is the result of what occurs when one does not accept the true Messiah or view the Old Testament through the revelations of the New Testament.

A Case of Two Traditions
A number of theories exist regarding how the Jews celebrated Passover during the time of Christ’s ministry on earth time. The most convincing proposes that there were two traditions. This theory helps explain the supposed contradiction occurring between the Synoptic Gospels and the Gospel of John. The following is the original command concerning Passover with some surrounding content added to it:

“Your lamb shall be without blemish, a male of the first year: ye shall take it out from the sheep, or from the goats: And ye shall keep it up until the fourteenth day of the same month: and the whole assembly of the congregation of Israel shall kill it in the evening. And they shall take of the blood, and strike it on the two side posts and on the upper door post of the houses, wherein they shall eat it. And they shall eat the flesh in that night.” [footnoteRef:456] [456:  Exod. 12:5–8.] 


Notice the instruction reads, “ye shall keep it [the lamb] up until the fourteenth day of the same month: and the whole assembly of the congregation of Israel shall kill it in the evening.” To an ancient Israelite, a day was from evening to evening since, in Genesis, the first day began in the evening.[footnoteRef:457] When an Israelite heard the word day, he or she was not necessarily thinking of the time when it was bright and sunny outside. The fourteenth day could be the time when it was becoming dark. Due to this, a tradition perhaps arose that commenced Passover at the beginning of the fourteenth. For those following this thinking, it is theorized that they got ready up until the thirteenth, sacrificed at dusk at the beginning of the fourteenth, and ate the lamb at night, which was still the fourteenth. Many believe the Pharisees, who followed not only the Torah but also the oral law which Christ often rebuked, observed Passover in this way. It was also the view of some early Christians. [457:  Gen. 1:5.] 

Others perhaps believed the day was referring to the actual daytime and that the evening on the fourteenth day meant the evening at the end of the fourteenth. For those who follow this concept, even today, assert that the literal Hebrew meaning of “in the evening” is really “between the two evenings.” This gives them the understanding that the evening spoken of was the one between the fourteenth and fifteenth, not the one between the thirteenth and fourteenth.
Those who hold to this idea seem to have asked the question: when does evening begin? For these observers, the evening was from noon, after the sun started to go down to dusk. In other words, they believed evening (dusk) started earlier at noon but still ended at nightfall (dusk). Thus, dusk to dusk was still one day. Viewing evening as starting earlier allowed the sacrifice of the lamb to occur at the end of the fourteenth. In this case, the Israelites would have stopped keeping the lamb alive up until after the noonday hour on the fourteenth. They would have sacrificed it on the fourteenth, anywhere between noon and dusk. They then would have eaten it “that night” after dusk, which would have been, of course, the next day, the fifteenth.
Some believe this was the practice of the Sadducees, who were the ruling class during Christ’s ministry on earth. Generally, those of the priesthood followed the beliefs of the Sadducees. The Sadducees did not believe in the resurrection. They also did not adhere to the oral law of the Pharisees but abided by the Torah only.
Some argue that the Sadducees invented the tradition of sacrificing after the noonday hour on the fourteenth, thus erroneously turning the Passover into a two-day commemoration. They believe this idea was manufactured out of thin air or was put in place so those at the Temple would have more time to sacrifice.
Those who hold to the two-day feast claim this is not the case. The Hebrew term for “evening” found in Exodus 12:6 means “dusk.”[footnoteRef:458] In the West, dusk means “the darker stage of twilight”[footnoteRef:459] and is usually thought to refer to 6:00 p.m. onward. But is this how an ancient Israelite would have viewed dusk? In Jeremiah 6:4, we get the sense that dusk was considered to begin sometime after the noon hour when the sun began its descent: [458:  Strong, Strong’s New Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, ‘ereb, 6153.]  [459:  “Dusk,” www.thefreedictionary.com/dusk.] 


“Prepare ye war against her; arise, and let us go up at noon. Woe unto us! for the day goeth away, for the shadows of the evening are stretched out.” [footnoteRef:460] [460:  Jer. 6:4.] 


Nevertheless, those on the other side of this argument claim Passover had to end on the fourteenth because the beginning of the Feast of Unleavened Bread took place on the fifteenth. The book of Leviticus explains it this way:

“And on the fifteenth day of the same month is the feast of unleavened bread unto the Lord: seven days ye must eat unleavened bread.” [footnoteRef:461] [461:  Lev. 23:6.] 


For both the one-day and two-day Passover observers, eating unleavened bread was a part of the Passover commemoration. The book of Exodus provides the foundation for this:

“In the first month, on the fourteenth day of the month at even, ye shall eat unleavened bread, until the one and twentieth day of the month at even. Seven days shall there be no leaven found in your houses: for whosoever eateth that which is leavened, even that soul shall be cut off from the congregation of Israel, whether he be a stranger, or born in the land.” [footnoteRef:462] [462:  Exod. 12:18–19.] 


Therefore, from the fourteenth to the twenty-first, God commanded the Israelites not to eat unleavened bread. This is why the Gospel of Mark, which follows the one-day Passover tradition, says:

“And the first day of unleavened bread, when they killed the passover, his disciples said unto him, Where wilt thou that we go and prepare that thou mayest eat the passover?” [footnoteRef:463] [463:  Mark 14:12.] 


In other words, Mark recorded how eating unleavened bread was a part of Passover. However, officially, the Feast of Unleavened Bread did not start until the fifteenth. In the evening, on the fourteenth day of the month, one had to stop eating leavened bread. Whether you ate your Passover meal in the evening at the beginning of the fourteenth or you ate it in the evening at the end of the fourteenth, which extended into the fifteenth, you were eating unleavened bread. Therefore, the view that Passover had to end on the fourteenth because it would somehow disrupt the Feast of Unleavened Bread is not true. Those who followed the two-day tradition were already eating unleavened bread.
Now, others argue that because one had to stop eating unleavened bread on the fourteenth, this meant that those who followed the two-day Passover would not have had the marker of Passover to tell them to stop eating leavened bread. They argue the meal on the fourteenth prior to the Passover meal on the fifteenth would have probably consisted of leavened bread, which would have been in violation of Exodus 12:18-19.
However, the command found in Exodus 12:18 states “on the fourteenth day of the month at even.”[footnoteRef:464] How one interprets this command simply returns us to how one perceives what day and evening mean. Therefore, pointing out this command does little to convince either side because these verses just reiterate what each tradition has already defined as day and evening. [464:  Ex. 12:18.] 

Of course, a similar argument could be directed at those who follow the one-day Passover. When one adheres to this tradition, there is an odd gap of time created between the eating of the Passover meal at the beginning of the fourteenth and the commencing of the Feast of Unleavened Bread on the fifteenth. This gap creates the question: Could one eat leavened bread during the meals after Passover ended and before the Feast of Unleavened Bread began? The two-day tradition eliminates this gap and the question it creates. The two-day tradition also aligns better with the command in Exodus 12:18 where there is no gap but instead implies Passover flowed right into the Feast of Unleavened Bread.

The Sacrifice and the Resurrection of Christ
Some dispute whether two different Passover traditions even existed. However, accepting this explanation helps us understand the events leading up to and including Christ’s sacrifice on the cross. Matthew, Mark, and Luke indicate that the apostles and Christ partook of Passover prior to Christ’s sacrifice on the cross. Some argue against this, claiming Christ and the apostles were simply having supper. They reach this conclusion by how the Gospel of John describes it as supper in John 13:2-4. However, there is a reason John saw this dinner as just an ordinary meal. He was someone who held to or was pointing out the Sadducees’ two-day Passover. Due to this, he would not have viewed eating the lamb on the fourteenth as the Passover meal since he would have eaten the lamb on the fifteenth, according to the way of the Sadducees.[footnoteRef:465] But Luke 22:15 plainly tells us the other apostles and Christ Himself viewed this dinner as Passover: [465:  “Now before the feast of the passover.” John writes this in John 13:1. He then refers to the meal that Christ and the apostles shared as supper. In Hebrew, this means simply dinner. These two pieces of information suggest that John was most likely following the tradition of eating the Passover feast on the fifteenth.] 


“And he said unto them, With desire I have desired to eat this passover with you before I suffer.” [footnoteRef:466] [466:  Luke 22:15.] 


The word “Passover” here is Pascha in Greek. This was not an ordinary, everyday meal with lamb. This was the Pascha meal Christ and the apostles were partaking (see also Mark 14:12). Due to this, we must conclude that Pascha occurred prior to Christ’s crucifixion. In other words, if taken at face value, Christ was crucified after the Pascha commemoration. How could this be if Christ was to be our Passover Lamb, our ultimate sacrifice? The explanation is that Christ inserted Himself into two different traditions and had no problem doing so. It did not matter which tradition was correct. What was important was Christ would be sacrificed on the fourteenth so that it would coincide with the Old Testament’s Passover command. The lamb was prepared at dusk and eaten at night by Christ and the apostles, all at the beginning of the fourteenth. This was Passover #1 that Christ celebrated. Then, at the third hour (9:00 a.m.) [footnoteRef:467] on the morning of the fourteenth, Christ was placed on the cross. At about the ninth hour (3:00 p.m.), He died at just the time when those at the Temple, who held to the fourteenth/fifteenth tradition, were still sacrificing the lambs. This was Passover #2 which was symbolized through Christ’s death. Both Passover #1 and #2 happened on the fourteenth of Nisan but at different times.[footnoteRef:468] Passover #1 occurred at the beginning of the fourteenth when Christ began to explain to His apostles that He is the Passover. Passover #2 then took place at the end of the fourteenth. Those who hold to the one-day-only Passover idea might say that those at the Temple were in error by sacrificing in the afternoon on the fourteenth, but Christ’s sacrifice happened at this exact time. [467:  Jewish time was:
* Third hour = 9:00 a.m.
* Sixth hour = noon
* Ninth hour = 3:00 p.m.
       John 19:14 records it was about the sixth hour when Christ’s trial ended with Pilate. Matthew 27:45, Mark 15:33, and Luke 23:44 all record Christ already being on the cross at the sixth hour (noon, Jewish time). Mark 15:25 provides a bit more detail, explaining Christ was placed on the cross at the third hour (9:00 a.m.) Without further examination, we would have to conclude John and the Synoptic Gospels contradict one another. However, there is an explanation for this: John kept to Roman time. 
       John’s audience was mainly non-Israelite believers and unbelievers. He also wrote his Gospel in the midst of Roman rule. Due to this, he was perhaps not beholden to keeping to Jewish time and would have seen no problem with following Roman time, which is similar to our Western time. For example, the sixth hour in Roman time would be 6:00 a.m.
       Understanding John kept to Roman time allows the sixth hour, in the case of John 19:14 when Christ’s trial with Pilate ended, to be 6:00 a.m. The Synoptic Gospels do not tell us when this trial ended. They only inform us that at noon (Jewish time), Christ was already on the cross. There would have been some time between Pilate’s examination and Christ being on the cross. Therefore, John and the Synoptic Gospels do not contradict one another.
       John’s use of Roman time is evident throughout his writings. John 1:37–39 would be puzzling if we did not understand he was using Roman time: “And the two disciples heard him speak, and they followed Jesus. Then Jesus turned, and saw them following, and saith unto them, What seek ye? They said unto him, Rabbi, (which is to say, being interpreted, Master,) where dwellest thou? He saith unto them, Come and see. They came and saw where he dwelt, and abode with him that day: for it was about the tenth hour.” Understanding the tenth hour to mean 4:00 p.m. Jewish time would not make sense since we are told the apostles spent the day with Christ. By 4:00 p.m., the day would have been nearly over. Considering it to be 10:00 a.m. Roman time, allows for a more understandable situation.
       In addition, John 4:6–7 records Christ interacting with a Samaritan woman who came to draw water at a well. These verses tell us she did this at about the sixth hour. Considering this the sixth hour Roman time (6:00 p.m.) aligns with the time when water was drawn, which was probably when the sun was not so high in the sky. You would not perform this task during the heat of the day at the sixth hour—noon Jewish time.]  [468:  Another claim of contradiction sometimes made is that the Synoptic Gospels record that Christ was sacrificed on the preparation day for the Sabbath (See Matthew 27:62, Mark 15:42, and Luke 23:53-54), while in John 19:14, Christ is said to have been sacrificed on the “preparation of the passover.” There is no contradiction here, however. Both the Synoptic Gospels and John agree Christ was crucified on the fourteenth. They just describe the day differently.
       To John, the fourteenth was the preparation day for the Passover, which meant the day the lambs were going to be sacrificed, or “prepared,” which was still the fourteenth—just the end of the fourteenth as already described. For Matthew, Mark, and Luke, the beginning of the fourteenth was Passover, but it could also be called the preparation day of the Sabbath. That week, the Sabbath fell on the fifteenth. Therefore, Matthew, Mark, and Luke just decided to describe the day Christ was crucified, the fourteenth, as the preparation day for the Sabbath. 
] 

The fact that Christ involved Himself in two traditions shows how the eating of the lamb was not the focus. In other words, it mattered little that some ate the lamb on the fifteenth. The sacrifice on the fourteenth was what was important since it would come to relate to Christ’s sacrifice. There is little value in arguing over whether Christ agreed more with one tradition over the other, for Christ was about to do away with both traditions by becoming our Passover!

Just Passover for Me, Thank You
Originally, Passover commemorated the event when God smote the firstborn sons of Egypt while sparing the Israelites’ sons by telling the people to mark the posts of their doors with the blood of lambs. The focus was on two things: the sacrifice of the lamb and the salvation (passing over) that occurred. Christ’s sacrifice fulfilled this, and His sacrifice brought us our salvation.
What occurs, however, in insisting that you direct all your attention to the ancient Israelite concept of Passover, as some Kenite Myth supporters do, is you tend to focus on the sacrifice only. You do not look to the resurrection. Simply put, Christ’s sacrifice would be invalid without the resurrection. The sacrifice of the lamb that the Israelites performed was not the end of the story or the entire point. Kenite Myth supporters tend to ignore the rest of the story, which continues with the offering of the firstfruits.
In 1 Corinthians 15:20, Paul tells us Christ has “become the firstfruits of them that slept.” This verse points back to Leviticus 23:10–12, which informs us that the offering of the firstfruits would occur after the Sabbath. This is Sunday. Christ fulfilled both the Passover and the offering of firstfruits during His death and resurrection. In other words, we have what an ancient Israelite could have only prayed for: our resurrected Christ, our prized offering, who did not rise from the dead on the fourteenth, but on the day after the Sabbath on which the offering of the firstfruits was made.
This lack of focus concerning Christ’s resurrection deserves further scrutiny. Supporters of the Kenite Myth share similar notions with that of Herbert W. Armstrong concerning Anglo-Israelism. Armstrong was the founder of the Worldwide Church of God and writer of the book, The United States and Britain in Prophecy. He acquired most of his ideas on Anglo-Israelism from J. H. Allen the author of, Judah’s Sceptre and Joseph’s Birthright. J. H. Allen copied his concepts from earlier Anglo-Israelists.
The lack of interest in the resurrection by those involved in the Kenite Myth is also similar to that of Armstrong’s. However, Armstrong had a rather strange belief concerning the nature of Christ’s resurrection. This originated with his concept that the human soul was mortal. Due to this, he contended that when Christ rose from the dead, Christ was a “spirit being”[footnoteRef:469] since, to Armstrong, both the soul and the body had perished. [469:  “Life After Death?”] 

Armstrong also rejected a Sunday time of worship and apparently thought those who held to it were not true believers. He opposed the reason behind a Sunday service, claiming Christ did not rise from the dead on a Sunday.[footnoteRef:470] With a little Alexander Hislop (he’ll be discussed later) sprinkled in, Armstrong even went so far as to say celebrating Christ’s resurrection was a pagan custom.[footnoteRef:471], [footnoteRef:472] [470:  “Christ’s Resurrection,” www.hwalibrary.com/.]  [471:  Herbert W. Armstrong, The United States and Britain in Prophecy (New York: Everest House, 1980), pp. 168–170, www.herbert-armstrong.org/indexUSBIP.html.]  [472:  The concept concerning resurrection is found in the Old Testament in Job 19:25-27, Isaiah 26:19, and Daniel 12:2. This is certainly something worth celebrating!] 

Most who hold to the fourteenth-day-only concept of Passover do not believe Christ’s resurrection was spiritual or that to celebrate it is pagan, but it is important to understand the motivations of why some place a heavy emphasis on the sacrifice rather than on the resurrection.

We Are Better
Kenite Myth supporters have a problem with referring to the day on which Christ rose from the dead as Easter. They believe this term is pagan in origin. Some even contend that Christians are celebrating an actual pagan feast on Easter.[footnoteRef:473] Due to this and the fact that the moon is involved in the traditional dating of Christ’s resurrection, Kenite Myth supporters have an unfavorable view of believers who do not hold to their particular dating of Passover. [473:  “Matthew Chapter 26,” https://www.theseason.org.] 

Because Christ’s resurrection occurred on a Sunday, as witnessed by the text in Luke 24:1–46,[footnoteRef:474] it was the practice in the West during the first centuries after Christ’s resurrection to celebrate it on a Sunday. This was not based on a pagan holiday. Recognizing the Old Testament command of the Peçach celebration but also understanding God had done something more important and paramount through Christ, the commemoration took place on a Sunday after the first full moon (generally the fourteenth day as described earlier) and after the vernal equinox. Thus, for example, in 2016 the remembrance of Christ’s resurrection occurred on March 27, which was after the vernal equinox on March 20 and after the lunar month’s fourteenth day. Christ’s sacrifice has come to be observed on a Friday, which was viewed as three days earlier.[footnoteRef:475] [474:  The last day of the week was Saturday (the Sabbath, the seventh day. See Genesis 2:2); therefore, the first day of the week mentioned in these verses is Sunday.]  [475:  Some disagree Christ was crucified on a Friday. They believe Christ was crucified on Wednesday due to the sign of Jonah spoken of in Matthew 12:39–40 and 16:4. In these verses, Christ explains He would remain in the grave for “three days and three nights.” A Friday crucifixion would not provide for three nights. Therefore, these individuals think Christ was crucified on Wednesday, which provides for a full three days and three nights for Christ to have remained in the tomb. In addition, in order to align this prophecy found in Matthew 12:39–40 and 16:4 with the mention of the Sabbath in the Synoptic Gospels, Wednesday crucifixion supporters believe the next day was called a Sabbath not because it was a Saturday but because it was an annual Sabbath, meaning one of the annual Israelite commemorations thus the Feast of Unleavened Bread. For these individuals, this makes it possible for Christ to have been crucified on Wednesday, making the next day a Thursday (this annual Sabbath) and not the weekly Saturday Sabbath.
       This belief, however, is based on a modern-day western view of the phrase “three days and three nights.” We must view this prophecy found in Matthew 12:39–40 and 16:4 as an Israelite would have understood the expression. It was not considered a complete seventy-two-hour duration. An example of this similar phrasing is found in Matthew 4:2, where it is stated Christ was in the wilderness for “forty days and forty nights.” Mark 1:13 and Luke 4:2 record Christ was in the wilderness for “forty days.” Mark and Luke exclude the last night. The same is true for how long Christ would remain in the tomb. 
       A Friday crucifixion works because an Israelite would have viewed any part of the day as one day. Therefore, the perspective is Christ was crucified on Friday and then rose on Sunday. Day one would have been Friday prior to dusk. Friday after dusk to Saturday dusk was day two. Saturday after dusk began Sunday, day three. Christ rose on Sunday morning on the third day prior to dusk, witnessed by the text as the first day of the week (See Luke 24:1-3). A Sunday resurrection also points back to a Sunday offering of firstfruits in Leviticus 23:9–14 which is reiterated by Paul in 1 Corinthians 15:20.] 

This dating will anger a Kenite Myth supporter because its focus is not on their prescribed day of sacrifice. It will also upset him or her because the day of sacrifice itself is not the focal point. And this would be correct. This was not the early church’s center of attention. Their desire was to focus on celebrating the Lord’s resurrection on the Sunday (or as close to that Sunday) in which Christ rose from the grave.

A Church Divided
To gain a better understanding of how the dating of the commemoration of Christ’s death and resurrection came about, we turn to Eusebius of Caesarea, who uses the witness of letters scribed by Polycrates of Ephesus and Irenaeus. Eusebius records that before the establishment of the Council of Nicaea in AD 325, a disagreement occurred over the duration of the observance of Christ’s death and resurrection. The dispute was not so much based on when but for how long one should celebrate these events.
Those in Asia Minor contended that the holiday should be kept to one day only and coincide with the fourteenth day of the Paschal moon, no matter what day of the week it fell on.[footnoteRef:476] Their tradition was that it need not coincide with a Sunday. According to Eusebius, however, this “was not the custom of the churches in the rest of the world to end it at this time, as they observed the practice which, from apostolic tradition, has prevailed to the present time, of terminating the fast on no other day than on that of the resurrection of our Savior.”[footnoteRef:477] Those in Asia Minor stood fast to their tradition of only celebrating it on the fourteenth. Polycarp, who held to this same view, journeyed to Pope Anicetus in Rome to discuss this matter and the other differences they had.[footnoteRef:478] [476:  Philip Schaff and Henry Wace, trans., “The Church History of Eusebius,” in Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, vol. 1 (Grand Rapids, Michigan: WM. B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1890), book 5, chap. 23, v. 1, www.ccel.org.]  [477:  Ibid.]  [478:  Ibid., chap. 24 vv. 16–17.] 

Polycarp, a disciple of John the Apostle, claimed he had received his custom from the apostle. The pope and those residing in the West contended they, too, had gotten their practice by way of apostolic tradition.[footnoteRef:479] They believed the celebration need not be held on one day only but should continue to the actual day of Christ’s resurrection, which was on a Sunday, as explained by the biblical text. Neither could convince the other of their practice, and the two men agreed to continue their respective traditions as they saw fit.[footnoteRef:480] [479:  Ibid., chap. 23 v. 1.]  [480:  Ibid., chap. 24 v. 17.] 

As one might guess, that was not the end of it. By the time of Pope Victor I, who served roughly from AD 189 to 199, the divergent opinion of the Quartodecimans, a term used to refer to those who held to the fourteenth day of Nisan as the day for the holiday, were becoming less tolerated by those in the West. According to Eusebius, “Synods and assemblies of bishops were held on this account, and all, with one consent, through mutual correspondence drew up an ecclesiastical decree, that the mystery of the resurrection of the Lord should be celebrated on no other but the Lord’s day [Sunday], and that we should observe the close of the paschal fast on this day only.”[footnoteRef:481] [481:  Ibid., chap. 23 v. 2.] 

However, the bishops in Asia continued to stand firm to their custom of holding it on the fourteenth day of the moon. Polycrates of Ephesus led this opinion in Asia.[footnoteRef:482] He scribed a letter to Pope Victor I, explaining he received the tradition from Polycarp and John the Apostle, among others.[footnoteRef:483] Supporting this claim was 1 Corinthians 5:7, which seemed to create a kind of link to the Jewish commemoration of Passover by proclaiming Christ as our Passover lamb. Pope Victor I, however, ended up excommunicating these churches.[footnoteRef:484] Eusebius tells us that even though Irenaeus, a Greek cleric, disagreed with the Quartodecimans, he nevertheless rebuked the pope for cutting ties with them.[footnoteRef:485] [482:  Ibid., chap. 24 v. 1.]  [483:  Ibid., vv. 1–8.]  [484:  Ibid., v. 9.]  [485:  Ibid., vv. 10–18.] 

After those in the West officially established that the celebration should end on a Sunday, the question remained as to which Sunday. A consensus and a tradition existed among those in the West that this should occur on a Sunday after the first full moon and after the vernal equinox.
The question of which Sunday the holiday should end on obviously mattered little to the Quartodecimans in the East. However, even among those individuals, varying opinions existed as to when their holiday should be observed. The fifth-century church historian Socrates Scholasticus describes these differing opinions:

“While therefore some in Asia Minor observed the day above-mentioned, others in the East kept that feast on the sabbath indeed, but differed as regards the month. The former thought the Jews should be followed, though they were not exact: the latter kept Easter after the equinox, refusing to celebrate with the Jews; ‘for,’ said they, ‘it ought to be celebrated when the sun is in Aries, in the month called Xanthicus by the Antiochians, and April by the Romans.’ In this practice, they averred, they conformed not to the modern Jews, who are mistaken in almost everything, but to the ancients, and to Josephus according to what he has written in the third book of his Jewish Antiquities. Thus these people were at issue among themselves. But all other Christians in the Western parts, and as far as the ocean itself, are found to have celebrated Easter after the equinox, from a very ancient tradition. And in fact these acting in this manner have never disagreed on this subject. It is not true, as some have pretended, that the Synod under Constantine altered the festival: for Constantine himself, writing to those who differed respecting it, recommended that as they were few in number, they could agree with the majority of their brethren.” [footnoteRef:486] [486:  Philip Schaff and Henry Wace, trans., “The Ecclesiastical History of Socrates Scholasticus,” in Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, vol. 2 (Grand Rapids, Michigan: WM. B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1890), book 5 chap. 22, www.ccel.org.] 


This variance between East and West and that which occurred amongst those in the East created a desire for harmony, i.e., a need to get everyone to agree on the same time and to be consistent in the commemoration’s nature, for some celebrated the holiday by “afflicting themselves with fastings and austerities, while others devoted their time to festive relaxation.”[footnoteRef:487] The Council of Nicaea strove to bring about a resolution.[footnoteRef:488] From a political standpoint, Constantine’s motivation to enact the council stemmed from his desire to keep his empire unified. The council, however, did not settle the dispute. Other quarrels, such as those in Northumbria, persisted. Anglo-Saxons debated on whether they should hold to their tradition for dating the holiday or align themselves with the Council of Nicaea’s decision. It was not until the Synod of Whitby (AD 663/664) that those in Northumbria agreed with the council’s decree.[footnoteRef:489] [487:  Philip Schaff and Henry Wace, trans., “The Life of Constantine with Orations of Constantine and Eusebius,” in Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, vol. 1 (Grand Rapids, Michigan: WM. B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1890), The Life of Constantine, book 3, chap. 5, www.ccel.org.]  [488:  Ibid., chap. 5-6.]  [489:  “Synod of Whitby,” https://www.britannica.com.] 

Today, groups still exist who do not hold to the early tradition of the West of ending the holiday on a Sunday, such as the followers of Herbert Armstrong, who, as mentioned, do not believe in a Sunday resurrection.[footnoteRef:490] They contend it happened on the Jewish Sabbath, a Saturday.[footnoteRef:491] [490:  “Christ’s Resurrection.”]  [491:  Followers of Armstrong hold their weekly worship on a Saturday, believing that Christians should keep to the Old Testament’s custom regarding a Saturday Sabbath. They fortify this idea with the notion that Christians who follow the practice of weekly worship on Sunday are adhering to a pagan custom. However, as shown, this criticism is inaccurate. Christ rose from the dead on Sunday, the first day of the week thus making it the Lord’s Day. Furthermore, Acts 20:7 describes Christians gathering together to break bread on the first day of the week. First Corinthians 16:2 speaks of the first day of the week being a day to take up a collection. These areas of the Bible show how Sunday was a time for Christians to gather. Despite this, whether one wants to hold their weekly worship on a Saturday or a Sunday is for their conscience to decide (see Romans 14:5-6). However, the choice should not be used as a form of condemnation or a way to mark who is a Christian and who is not. ] 

Another reason this diversity of opinion exists today is that certain questions still have not been answered to a satisfying degree. For example, if the whole point was to get back to the apostolic practice concerning the commemoration of Christ’s death and resurrection, there is little biblical, New Testament evidence of what that practice was. As shown, there was a wide range of customs concerning the duration of the holiday that, over the years, had become tradition for various groups. In a letter Irenaeus scribed to Pope Victor I admonishing him for excommunicating the Quartodecimans, Irenaeus puts it this way:

“For the controversy is not only concerning the day, but also concerning the very manner of the fast. For some think that they should fast one day, others two, yet others more; some, moreover, count their day as consisting of forty hours day and night.
“And this variety in its observance has not originated in our time; but long before in that of our ancestors. It is likely that they did not hold to strict accuracy, and thus formed a custom for their posterity according to their own simplicity and peculiar mode. Yet all of these lived none the less in peace, and we also live in peace with one another; and the disagreement in regard to the fast confirms the agreement in the faith.” [footnoteRef:492] [492:  Schaff and Wace, trans., “The Church History of Eusebius,” book 5, chap. 24 vv. 12–13.] 


In general, those in the West proclaimed a tradition by way of Peter and Paul.[footnoteRef:493] As mentioned, Polycarp of the East claimed he received his from John the Apostle. As Socrates writes, quoting a letter scribed by an apparently frustrated Constantine, “Neither of these parties however can produce any written testimony in confirmation of what they assert.”[footnoteRef:494] [493:  Schaff and Wace, trans., “The Ecclesiastical History of Socrates Scholasticus,” book 5, chap. 22.]  [494:  Ibid.] 

Adding to the difficulty was how Polycarp’s tradition created confusion. If you only celebrated the fourteenth of Nisan, what exactly were you commemorating? Christ’s death and resurrection occurred on two different days. On this one day of commemoration, what was being observed? Was Christ’s death, resurrection, or both being observed?
The origin of these conflicts rests in the ambiguity of the New Testament concerning whether Christians should even celebrate a yearly holiday marking Christ’s death and resurrection. The New Testament does not command it. Paul says, “Let us keep the feast,”[footnoteRef:495], [footnoteRef:496] but in the full context of the verse, Paul’s point is more spiritual in nature than in commanding believers to keep to the actual Israelite feast known in English as Passover, where a lamb is sacrificed and then eaten. Due to what Christ accomplished, there was no longer a need to sacrifice a lamb, which was the main function of the commemoration in the first place. [495:  1 Cor. 5:8.]  [496:  Herbert Armstrong believed 1 Corinthians 5:8 referred not to Passover but to the Feast of Unleavened Bread, emphasizing Christ’s taking away of our sins. However, Paul was probably speaking of Passover (in the spiritual sense) which Exodus 12:14 refers to as a feast.] 

Some see Communion as a replacement for this commemoration. Christ said we should do this “in remembrance of me,”[footnoteRef:497] but the text is ambiguous as to whether this should be done yearly on Passover. Some believe Communion is a memorial which would take place annually. However, because Christ rose again and is not dead, technically speaking, we cannot view Communion as a memorial unless we decide to focus on the events rather than on the person, which would not be the correct focal point. Without the person of Christ, the events would not be worth celebrating. [497:  Luke 22:19.] 

This brings us to an important point. Having a question of conscience concerning when one should celebrate Christ’s death and resurrection is one thing. Believing the physical children of Satan have purposefully altered the way in which people set the dates for the commemoration is something else entirely. This author’s argument is not with those who feel led to commemorate Christ’s death and resurrection on whatever day (or days) they have been convinced in their own conscience is correct. However, it is important to understand that, for Kenite Myth supporters, their dating is based on four false premises:

1. Satan had a sexual encounter with Eve.
2. From that union, Satan gained physical descendants.
3. Satan’s physical descendants have infected the Jews.
4. This Satanic ancestry has caused the Jews and other Christians to use the moon in their dating.

These foundational beliefs have led to the unbiblical notion of dating prescribed by Kenite Myth supporters.

It’s My Way Or . . . You’re a Kenite
By claiming that the Bible describes the events which deal with Satan’s supposed physical children in lunar terms,[footnoteRef:498] it implies anyone who uses the moon is a Kenite, or, at the very least, heavily influenced by Kenites. However, Kenite Myth supporters completely ignore the clear command of God to utilize the moon for dating. Supporters fail to mention that God commanded a new moon festival. Traditionally, elders attesting to its appearance marked the new moon. A new moon festival is mentioned in Numbers 28:11 where it is first commanded and then in 1 Chronicles 23:31, 2 Chronicles 2:4, 8:13, 31:3, Ezra 3:5, Psalm 81:3, Nehemiah 10:33 among other places as well. It would be difficult to believe, in reading the context of these verses, that God was merely talking to Satan’s supposed physical children or talking of Satan’s supposed physical children when He commanded this festival. [498:  “Exodus Chapter 12.”] 

In addition, throughout the Bible, the text describes the moon in positive terms. Psalm 104:19 tells us, “He appointed the moon for seasons.” 1 Corinthians 15:41 also says, “There is one glory of the sun, and another glory of the moon, and another glory of the stars.” Furthermore, 1 Thessalonians 5:5, which is the verse supporters use to say we are not children of the night, makes no command against using the moon for dating. In fact, 1 Thessalonians 5:5 does not even mention the moon.
Kenite Myth supporters’ focus is misguided when they look at how the moon is used in dating Jewish festivals. If modern-day Jews, who have yet to accept Christ, used all the so-called correct dating prescribed by Kenite Myths supporters, they would still have one enormous problem. Getting the dates correct for their feasts and festivals are the least of their problems, for they have rejected their Messiah!
Today, most Christians no longer celebrate Passover as it was known to the ancient Israelites. Passover and the other feasts and festivals, such as the Feast of Unleavened Bread and the Day of Atonement, are seen to have been fulfilled in Christ. However, the Feast of the Tabernacle and the Feast of Trumpets appear to have some additional symbolism relating to end times. For the ancient Israelites, the dating of Passover, in particular, was significant because it foretold what would occur with Christ. Now that this has been realized, the dating is no longer of the utmost of importance.
Messianic Jews and various other Christian groups claim believers should continue to celebrate the feasts and festivals the Old Testament describes. One understands the error these groups are trying to rectify. The church has no doubt gone wrong when it has completely ignored these feasts and festivals that the Israelites commemorated, deciding instead to only preach from or focus on the New Testament. When this is done, the church misses how God fulfilled these commemorations through Christ. However, on the other side of things, the groups who command the church to continue to celebrate these feasts and festivals are in error. When this is done, the church also ends up missing the point, which is God fulfilled these commemorations in Christ.
The correct response to this is to teach on and not to ignore the feasts and festivals recorded in the Old Testament. In doing this, it will provide an accurate background for Christ’s actions here on earth. However, claiming believers must observe these commemorations, or claiming those believers who do are somehow special, is erroneous. Colossians 2:16–17 explains, “Let no man therefore judge you in meat, or in drink, or in respect of an holyday, or of the new moon, or of the sabbath days: Which are a shadow of things to come; but the body is of Christ.”[footnoteRef:499] [499:  Col. 2:16–17.
] 

When we realize there is no benefit in observing the ceremonial laws, then we can truly say Christ is our Passover. Passover then becomes more than just a date on the calendar, for Paul did not say the events of the crucifixion and the resurrection are the “new” Passover. Paul said Christ is our Passover! The celebration and dating of these events is not what really matters. Christ is what matters.
Sadly, the strict adherence to the commemoration on the fourteenth by Kenite Myth supporters serves to take the focus off Christ and place it on ceremonial law. This command implies that those who do not adhere to it are Kenites, Satan’s so-called physical children, or are heavily influenced by them. This implication isolates Kenite Myth supporters from the rest of the Christian community, further empowering their leaders’ control over them and their spiritual lives.


[bookmark: Chapter15]Chapter 15
Alexander Hislop: The Man behind the Legend

Those involved in the Kenite Myth decry the word “Easter,” for they believe it to be pagan, originating with the Babylonian goddess Ishtar.[footnoteRef:500] This notion is gained from Reverend Alexander Hislop, who wrote a pamphlet in 1853, later expanded in 1858, titled The Two Babylons or The Papal Worship Proved to be the Worship of Nimrod and His Wife. [500:  “Exodus Chapter 12.”] 

Alexander Hislop was a minister who, as his book title suggests, had a very particular view concerning the Catholic Church. Hislop’s main goal was to demonstrate how the Catholic Church had origins in the pagan religion of Babylon and how the church continued in this belief system.[footnoteRef:501] Hislop begins with Revelation 17:5, which says the “MYSTERY, BABYLON THE GREAT, THE MOTHER OF HARLOTS AND ABOMINATIONS OF THE EARTH”[footnoteRef:502] sits on “seven mountains.”[footnoteRef:503] Hislop argues this reference to “seven mountains” provides the location to where Babylon, the harlot woman, would be located. To Hislop, this is Rome, a city often described as the “city on seven hills.” Taking this a step further, Hislop asserts that since the location of the Catholic Church is in Rome, the church is Babylon not the city of Rome itself.[footnoteRef:504] [501:  Rev. Alexander Hislop, The Two Babylons or The Papal Worship Proved to be the Worship of Nimrod and His Wife (1853), pp. 3-4, https://archive.org.]  [502:  Rev. 17:5.]  [503:  Hislop, The Two Babylons, p. 3.]  [504:  Ibid.] 

Because he believed the Catholic Church was Babylon, he claimed it was also pagan. To make this connection, he states all paganism stemmed from one source: Babylon (Chaldea).[footnoteRef:505] He believed this influence flowed to Rome and ultimately to the Catholic Church. Hislop claims Jeremiah alluded to this centralized source for paganism when he wrote:[footnoteRef:506] [505:  Ibid., p. 13.]  [506:  Ibid. pp. 5 and 13.] 


“Babylon hath been a golden cup in the LORD’s hand, that made all the earth drunken: the nations have drunken of her wine; therefore the nations are mad.” [footnoteRef:507] [507:  Jer. 51:7.] 


Out of this need to have a starting point for paganism, Hislop thought every female goddess, particularly the Mesopotamian goddess Ishtar and her Syrian and Canaanite counterpart Astarte, originated from one, central, legendary figure known as Semiramis,[footnoteRef:508] who was the wife of an individual named King Ninus. [508:  Hislop, The Two Babylons, p. 5 and pp. 107–108 (footnotes).] 

The legends surrounding Semiramis and the goddess Ishtar (Astarte) do share similarities. Ishtar was, among other things, the goddess of war. Semiramis is supposed to have been ambitious in her military endeavors. Both are also associated with doves. Legend has it that, after her mother Derceto abandoned her, doves cared for Semiramis.[footnoteRef:509] Archeological evidence suggests doves and the goddess Ishtar share a connection.[footnoteRef:510] Both Ishtar and Semiramis admired a man who refused them. For example, in an Armenian legend, Ara refuses Semiramis. In the Epic of Gilgamesh, written probably around 2100 BC, Gilgamesh scoffs at Ishtar’s advances.[footnoteRef:511] [509:  Jan P. Stronk, trans., Ctesias’ Persian History: Introduction, Text, and Translation, part 1 (Dϋsseldorf: Wellem Verlag, 2010), p. 207, (https://books.google.com).
C.H. Oldfather, trans., Diodorus Siculus, Diodorus of Sicily in Twelve Volumes, vol. 1 (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1933), book 2, chap. 4, vv. 2–6, an online transcript that is easy to navigate is available at: penelope.uchicago.edu/Thayer/E/Roman/Texts/Diodorus_Siculus/2A*.html#4. ]  [510:  G. Johannes Botterweck & Helmer Ringgren, ed., Theological Dictionary of the Old Testament, vol. 6 (Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1990), p. 35, https://books.google.com.]  [511:  Andrew George, trans., The Epic of Gilgamesh (London: Penguin Books, 2003), pp. 48–51. The Epic of Gilgamesh should not be confused with Leonidas Hamilton’s Ishtar and Izdubar published in 1884, a translation that does not stay true to the original text. A reliable translation of the epic can be found with Andrew George’s translation available at Amazon.com.] 

Hislop saw similarities like these and concluded there had to have been a connection between these two female figures. Unfortunately, Semiramis’s legends were just too new to have inspired the very ancient Ishtar, so Hislop argued for an earlier Semiramis. Establishing the existence of a very early Semiramis was extremely important to Hislop’s entire theory. His approach, however, had one fundamental flaw. He was guilty of an assumption of cause and effect. Because Ishtar and Semiramis shared similar legends, Hislop assumed Semiramis had to have come first to produce the goddess Ishtar. However, a more reasonable explanation as to why a likeness between Ishtar and Semiramis existed, which better aligns with the historical record, is that Ishtar’s mythology merely became intermingled with Semiramis’s legends.[footnoteRef:512] [512:  Agop J. Hacikyan, ed., The Heritage of Armenian Literature, vol. 1 (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 2000), p. 39, https://books.google.com.] 


Nimrod and Semiramis
To produce a more ancient Semiramis, Hislop attempted to place her alongside the biblical figure Nimrod. Hislop held to the traditional view that it was Nimrod who built Babylon, even though the Bible only relates that Babel (Babylon) was said to have been a part of “the beginning” of Nimrod’s kingdom.[footnoteRef:513] Due to the ambiguity of Genesis 10:10, one could argue that the Bible does not even attribute the building of Babel to Nimrod. The idea of Nimrod founding Babylon is simply gained from Christian and Jewish tradition. After all, Nimrod was the fourth generation, commencing with Noah (Noah > Ham > Cush > Nimrod) after the flood. It is not difficult to imagine others founding cities before his birth. [513:  Gen. 10:10.] 

Nonetheless, understanding that it was Nimrod who built Babylon, Hislop attempted to mesh his interpretation of the biblical record with an account by Greek historian Diodorus Siculus, who lived in the first century BC. Diodorus copied from the Greek writer Ctesias of Cnidus, who was alive during the fifth century BC. Diodorus tells of a King Ninus and his wife Semiramis, who resided in Babylon. To Hislop, King Ninus was the biblical figure Nimrod[footnoteRef:514] and Semiramis was his wife.[footnoteRef:515] [514:  Throughout history, many attempts have been made to connect Nimrod’s identity with various historical figures. Within Clementine Literature, Nimrod is identified as being King Ninus (Recognitions: book 4, chap. 29). However, he is also said to have been Zoroaster (Homilies: homily 9, chap. 4 –/ Nebrod is Nimrod).   ]  [515:  Hislop, The Two Babylons, pp. 24 and 29.] 

But this only gets Hislop so far. Diodorus explains how King Ninus dies and Semiramis founds Babylon.[footnoteRef:516] Hislop tries to mend this inconsistency between Diodorus’s account and his theory by stating, “The real reason that Semiramis, the wife of Ninus, gained the glory of finishing the fortifications of Babylon, was that she came in the esteem of the ancient idolaters to hold a preponderating position, and to have attributed to her all the different characters that belonged, or were supposed to belong, to her husband.”[footnoteRef:517] [516:  C.H. Oldfather, Diodorus Siculus, book 2, chap. 7, v. 2 and chap. 8, v. 4. Some interpret these passages to mean Semiramis reconstructed the very ancient city of Babylon.]  [517:  Hislop, The Two Babylons, p. 31.] 

At first glance, this may seem to be a reasonable argument from Hislop. However, if Semiramis’s building of Babylon were merely a fabrication by the ancients, then one would have to question how this high esteem, in which the ancients held Semiramis, began if one of her most significant accomplishments was simply a manufactured fiction produced by the ancients. Furthermore, Diodorus’s account does not mention Ninus having anything to do with constructing Babylon. Instead, his record has Ninus only founding the city of Ninus, which is considered to be Nineveh.[footnoteRef:518], [footnoteRef:519] [518:  C.H. Oldfather, Diodorus Siculus, book 2, chap. 3.]  [519:  The NIV translation has Nimrod as the one who built Nineveh (Genesis 10:8-11). The KJV, however, has Asshur, a son of Shem, leaving and building Ninevah: “Out of that land went forth Asshur, and builded Nineveh.” (Genesis 10:11). Asshur was the patriarch of the Assyrians.] 


The Real Semiramis
Some contend that Semiramis was inspired by a real historical figure known as Sammuramat, who, after the death of her husband, supposedly ruled in Assyria from approximately 811 to 808 BC during the Neo-Assyrian Empire. Those who equate Semiramis with Sammuramat believe Sammuramat reigned either until her son could do so himself or alongside her son. Those who adhere to this idea argue that a woman ruler, during this period, would have made an impression.
To what extent Sammuramat ruled has been widely debated. Three archeological finds mention Sammuramat: a pair of Nabu attendant statues, which describes Sammuramat and her son, Adad-nirari III, [footnoteRef:520] a stele, located at Ashur dedicated to Sammuramat, and an inscription on the Pazarcik stele, which describes her along with actual military campaigns.[footnoteRef:521] This last record is the most telling since it implies Sammuramat played some part in leading the empire. Others take aim at this by calling attention to the listing of kings, which does not include Sammuramat. Therefore, this means she did not rule. However, she could have been an important, influential advisor to her son without having been named queen. Either way, the fact that she is referenced at all on these archeological finds cannot be overlooked. [520:  Gera, Warrior Women, p. 69.]  [521:  Ibid.] 

There are other reasons Sammuramat is thought to have been the inspiration for Semiramis, and this has more to do with the fact that Sammuramat lived during the Neo-Assyrian Empire (c. 911 - 609 BC). Many of the records we have concerning Semiramis, including Ctesias’s, seem to point to the Neo-Assyrian Empire. Semiramis and her supposed husband, King Ninus, are briefly mentioned in a work by Greek historian Herodotus (c. 484–425 BC).[footnoteRef:522] This account does not describe Semiramis and Ninus as being husband and wife. Instead, it records them separately. Herodotus explains Semiramis lived “five Generations”[footnoteRef:523] before Nitocris. Generally, a generation is twenty to thirty years. Nitocris’s existence (not to be confused with the Egyptian queen of the Sixth Dynasty) is questionable, but she is usually regarded as living around 550 BC. It has been proposed that she was the daughter of Nebuchadnezzar II.[footnoteRef:524] If correct, this would have made Herodotus’s Semiramis alive around 700 BC, near the middle of the Neo-Assyrian Empire period. In addition, according to the list of Assyrian Kings, Sammuramat’s son, Adad-nirari III, ruled approximately between 810–783 BC, which would have placed Herodotus’s Semiramis near Sammuramat’s lifetime. [522:  George Rawlinson, trans., The History of Herodotus, vol. 1 (London: J.M. Dent & Sons LTD, 1910), p. 4 and pp. 93–94, https://archive.org.]  [523:  Ibid., pp. 93–94.]  [524:  “Nitocris,” https://www.brooklynmuseum.org/eascfa/dinner_party/heritage_floor/nitocris.] 

As mentioned previously, Diodorus Siculus copied from Ctesias’s work.[footnoteRef:525] Ctesias was very loose with the facts when it came to his so-called historical account. Nonetheless, one can surmise that Ctesias proposed that both Ninus and Semiramis lived about 2166 BC,[footnoteRef:526] which is well before the Neo-Assyrian Empire. Ctesias’s date for Ninus is right in the midst of when most biblical scholars believe Nimrod lived (2268–1868 BC). [525:  C.H. Oldfather, Diodorus Siculus, book 2, chap. 2, v. 2.]  [526:  Gera, Warrior Women, p. 68.] 

Ctesias’s dating of 2166 BC for King Ninus is very much at odds with Herodotus’s dating, demonstrating the conflicting versions of these two descriptions.[footnoteRef:527] However, in another place in his work, Ctesias reveals, perhaps unintentionally, that he was documenting events occurring during the Neo-Assyrian Empire. This is because Ctesias refers to the Arabians.[footnoteRef:528] The first time any secular record references an Arab is during Shalmaneser III’s reign in 853 BC.[footnoteRef:529] Since Ctesias claimed his information was gained from Persian archives and state records,[footnoteRef:530] he unknowingly mixed his so-called early King Ninus with the Arabians. This was a people group not discussed within secular documents until the middle of the Neo-Assyrian Empire. This adds support to the theory that whoever King Ninus was, his real-life counterpart most likely lived during the Neo-Assyrian Empire. [527:  Another work which also conflicts with both Ctesias’s and Herodotus’s timeframe for Semiramis is The Annals of Clonmacnoise, an English translation from the 1600s of the lost chronicles of Ireland. It places Semiramis’s reign during Abraham’s early life. This would result in Semiramis having ruled at approximately 2020 BC. Like Herodotus’s dating, this would mean Semiramis lived too late to be the source for all paganism.]  [528:  Stronk, Ctesias’ Persian History, pp. 203 & 205.]  [529:  Tony Maalouf, Arabs in the Shadow of Israel: The Unfolding of God’s Prophetic Plan for Ishmael's Line (Grand Rapids, MI: Kregal Publications, 2003), p. 159, https://books.google.com.]  [530:  “Ctesias (Greek Physician and Historian),” https://www.britannica.com.] 

Additionally, an Armenian legend, tells how Semiramis admired Ara, the mythological king of Armenia. The tale explains that after the death or fleeing of Ninus to Crete, Semiramis sends messages to Ara concerning her desire for him. Receiving no word, she wars with Armenia to bring Ara to her. Ara dies in battle despite Semiramis’s order that the military spare him. Semiramis then dresses someone up like Ara, proclaiming the gods have brought Ara back to life. The hoax is believed, and the war with Armenia ends.[footnoteRef:531] The legend is thought to have been scribed around 800 B.C. since King Ara is believed to have been Arame, who lived during the ninth century B.C.[footnoteRef:532]  All of this again points to the time of the Neo-Assyrian Empire. [531:  Hacikyan, The Heritage of Armenian Literature, pp. 35-39.]  [532:  Adrienne Mayor, The Amazons: Lives and Legends of Warrior Women across the Ancient World, (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2014), p. 364, https://books.google.com.] 

Providing this information is not to suggest a Neo-Assyrian Semiramis is a closed case. The fact that definite evidence does not exist perhaps explains why the debate on who she was persists even today. Nevertheless, this information does damage the notion of a very ancient Semiramis living alongside Nimrod.
It is not difficult to understand why Hislop did not like the idea of Semiramis living during the Neo-Assyrian Empire. It was just too late. A later, singular Semiramis would not fit with his need for an early, centralized female character who inspired the entire pagan world. He required a harlot. He needed Semiramis to be Nimrod’s wife.
From a biblical perspective, we know very little about Nimrod. Hislop uses this lack of information about Nimrod to insert Semiramis into the picture. But this is Hislop’s invention. The Bible makes no mention of a female character being the originator for paganism. In fact, Romans 1:22–23 tells us how paganism began. In addition, the Bible does not give an account of Nimrod’s wife or that he even had a wife. This is very odd if Nimrod’s supposed wife was truly the inspiration for every goddess myth that has ever existed. This is a giant hole in Hislop’s theory.
As mentioned, the biblical text is ambiguous as to whether Nimrod even constructed Babel. What we do have is a clearer picture of who erected the Tower of Babel. Hislop tries to say Nimrod’s father, Cush, whom he believed was Bel, was the “ringleader” for the project.[footnoteRef:533] However, the Bible does not mention Cush or even Nimrod having anything to do with constructing the Tower of Babel. The Bible tells us it was a group effort. Genesis records that the “whole earth”[footnoteRef:534] was involved in the process. The Bible mentions “they [the whole earth] said, Go to, let us build us a city and a tower.”[footnoteRef:535] [533:  Hislop, The Two Babylons, p. 28.]  [534:  Gen. 11:1.]  [535:  Gen. 11:4.] 

Others have slightly altered Hislop’s centralized notion for paganism by claiming the Tower of Babel was the origin of all false religions and that the tower itself was a form of a ziggurat, which could hold a temple at the top. There is some archeological evidence for this—if you believe certain ancient ziggurats could be the Tower of Babel. However, the Tower’s design may have been later copied for religious purposes. The biblical text does not make any indication of this false religion being administered at the Tower of Babel. In fact, the motivation behind building the Tower is completely egotistical, hence the portion of the verse that reads, “let us make us a name.”[footnoteRef:536] If there was a purpose behind building the Tower, it was motivated by a form of humanism that caused the population to think they could do everything on their own without God. No gods or goddesses are spoken of here. These individuals were only interested in themselves. The conclusion we must draw from this is the Bible does not support the notion of the Tower of Babel being built for the worship of false gods. Therefore, the claim that Semiramis was Nimrod’s wife and that they were the originators and administrators of a false religion at the Tower of Babel is unbiblical. [536:  Ibid.] 


Misunderstandings and Faulty Connections
Hislop’s attempt to squeeze Semiramis into the biblical narrative was just one of his faults. He also had a bad habit of misunderstanding the Bible. As mentioned, Hislop uses Jeremiah 51:7 to claim paganism had a centralized beginning with Babylon. However, when we read the text surrounding this verse, we realize that what this chapter is relaying is that God will destroy Babylon due to its sins. In verse seven, where it reads, “Babylon hath been a golden cup in the LORD’s hand,”[footnoteRef:537] the text is recollecting the fact that God allowed Babylon to become very prosperous. By the time we reach the second half of this verse, we find something has gone wrong. The Bible explains how the people have abused this wealth since it “made all the earth drunken: the nations have drunken of her wine; therefore the nations are mad.”[footnoteRef:538] In other words, everyone got drunk on Babylon’s riches. There was no discipline and no right-mindedness. This abuse of wealth led to everyone going mad. Of course, these riches led to certain evils, such as idolatry, but in this particular verse, idolatry is not the topic. The focus is on Babylon’s and the nations’ abuse of riches—not paganism. If we understood this verse as Hislop did, we would have to assume God was the source of paganism since it is coming from a cup in His hand. This would be unbiblical and ridiculous to believe. [537:  Jer. 51:7.]  [538:  Ibid.] 

But Hislop must hold to his centralized belief of paganism originating in Babylon with Semiramis, Nimrod’s (Ninus’s) supposed wife, for Semiramis provides the bridge that connects her to the harlot of Revelation 17:5 and eventually to the Catholic Church. Hislop continues this path by pointing out that Pliny mentions a large-scale cup of Semiramis[footnoteRef:539] being carried away by Cyrus.[footnoteRef:540] He then goes on to equate this to a medal struck in 1825 by Pope Leo XII, which also had an image of a woman holding a cup.[footnoteRef:541] Since the harlot of the book of Revelation is holding a cup too,[footnoteRef:542] Hislop believed the church, by producing this metal, was displaying their Babylonian/pagan roots. Connections such as these were generic, to say the least. As mentioned, God himself is holding a cup in Jeremiah 51:7. [539:  This cup was more likely a drinking bowl. Due to its large scale, what was meant by it being Semiramis’s was a bit of tongue-in-cheek. See Pliny the Elder’s The Natural History, book 33, chap. 15, footnote 5 available to read online at www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/. ]  [540:  Hislop, The Two Babylons, pp. 5–6.]  [541:  Ibid., p. 7.]  [542:  Rev. 17:4.] 

Hislop had an obvious bias against the Catholic Church. This bias blinded him to other possible suppositions. His claims were similar to concluding that if someone is wearing black, they must live the Goth lifestyle, without considering that maybe the individual is wearing black because they are attending a funeral, that he or she simply likes the color, or because all his or her whites are in the laundry. Hislop’s predisposition caused him not to examine other possibilities for such images and practices of the Catholic Church, such as realizing that the woman on the 1825 coin was the representation of the church, the Bride of Christ and the chalice being held within her hand was merely a Communion cup.
Hislop’s foundational belief of Revelation 17:5 even alluding to the Catholic Church is another example of his misuse of the Bible. He ignores that the harlot woman is described later as a “great city”[footnoteRef:543] and a place where one could buy and sell products.[footnoteRef:544] This does not fit with an institution such as the Catholic Church. This description may have worked much better during Hislop’s day when the pope reigned over a region in central Italy known as the Papal States. This territory had its system of commerce. However, since 1870, this territory is no longer within papal hands. Today, only Vatican City, which has a population of less than a thousand people, mostly comprised of clergy, is all that remains of the papacy’s jurisdiction, where its economy centers on tourism. As to Hislop’s point about the city of Rome being on seven hills, this could be the city of Rome itself, or it could be Jerusalem, which has been said to have seven hills. [543:  Ibid., v. 18.]  [544:  Ibid., 18:11–23.] 

Hislop held to exaggeration and conspiracy. He did not say at some point the church was influenced by paganism, an idea with which most would probably agree. Instead, he claimed something extreme. He thought Catholics were and are through-and-through pagans. He thought no one in its leadership was sincere in his or her love for God, Christ, or the Holy Spirit and that a veneer of Christianity simply covered a pagan faith.[footnoteRef:545] But Hislop’s exaggerations extended to the Protestant Church as well. Despite the fact that there is an abundance of references to the cross in the New Testament, Hislop writes, [545:  For the Catholic Church, tradition, gained mostly from the teachings of the church fathers, is viewed on the same level as that of the Bible. This, as well as erroneous biblical translations and interpretations, has caused views that differ greatly from the Protestant church. Those who believe that the Catholic Church is mainly in error due to paganism will be blindsided when Catholics begin to quote their Bibles in order to show where their beliefs originated. It is important to learn why Catholics believe what they believe. Unfortunately, Hislop failed in doing this essential first step. ] 


“To say that such superstitious feeling for the sign of the cross, such worship as Rome pays to a wooden or a metal cross, ever grew out of the saying of Paul, ‘God forbid that I should glory, save in the cross of our Lord Jesus Christ’—that is, in the doctrine of Christ crucified—is a mere absurdity, a shallow subterfuge and pretence. The magic virtues attributed to the so-called sign of the cross, the worship bestowed on it, never came from such a source. The same sign of the cross that Rome now worships was used in Babylonian Mysteries, was applied by Paganism to the same magic purposes, was honoured with the same honours. That which is now called the Christian cross was originally no Christian emblem at all, but was the mystic Tau of the Chaldeans and Egyptians—the true original form of the letter T—the initial of the name of Tammuz.” [footnoteRef:546] [546:  Hislop, The Two Babylons, p. 177.] 


Hislop simply could not help himself. To him, every symbol, every gesture ever made by a Catholic was disingenuous and a product of Babylon. However, the symbol of the cross extends to the Protestant Church. This so-called connection demonstrates Hislop’s ridiculous supposition that when worn by a Christian, set upon a steeple, or sung from a hymnal, the cross simply means the worship of Tammuz. It is similar to claiming that the British are pagans because they have lions, a symbol of Ishtar, on their flag. If you are anti-British, you would love this theory.
Hislop could have done a good work and simply pointed out how the Catholic Church has moved away, at times, from biblical teachings. In his day, Hislop was a witness to some unbiblical statements coming from Pope Pius IX who was most likely motivated by his diminishing power to the forces of secularism when he declared the papacy’s ex cathedra decrees were infallible.[footnoteRef:547] Hislop most likely saw such actions as a great overstep. Why he could not have written of his disapproval in a more straightforward way is unknown. The approach he took was certainly more entertaining. It was no doubt influenced by the secular notion made popular during the nineteenth century that claimed Christianity was merely the product of ancient mystery religions. Unfortunately, what Hislop’s “evil symbol” ideology ended up doing was hindering the simple message of the gospel and turning off those who may have benefited most from what little truth lay behind his inaccurate biblical references and, at best, dubious connections. [547:  Mark A. Noll, Turning Points: Decisive Moments in the History of Christianity, 3rd Edition, (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academics, 2012) p. 256-257] 


A Not-So-Happy Easter
Hislop’s theory of Semiramis’s fame growing and spreading to such an extent that it became the inspiration for every goddess who ever existed played nicely into his belief that the word “Easter” originated with Astarte (Ishtar), whom he saw as just another goddess inspired by Semiramis. In this work, Hislop writes,

“Then look at Easter. What means the term Easter itself? It is not a Christian name. It bears its Chaldean [Babylonian] origin on its very forehead.” [footnoteRef:548] [548:  Hislop, The Two Babylons, p. 101.] 


As shown, Hislop’s main line of attack was against the Catholic Church, which he saw as a pagan institution with no sincerity toward God. However, when it comes to the usage of the word “Easter,” Roman Catholics do not use the term. Instead, the word Pasch, which is derived from the Greek word Pascha, which is a transliteration of the Hebrew word Peçach, was and is still used by European Catholics today.[footnoteRef:549] If there is any association between the words “Ishtar” and “Easter,” the Catholic Church cannot be blamed for it. It is the English and the Germans (i.e., Anglo-Saxons) who use the term “Easter” or some form of it. Those in Germany say the word Ostern. When they offer the phrase, “Happy Easter,” it is translated as “Frohe Ostern!” [549:  Because the Catholic Church does not have a direct connection to the word Easter, Hislop attempted to find pagan roots in the forty days of Lent (p. 102) celebrated amongst not only Catholic denominations but also Protestant congregations. However, this season of fasting, prayer, and preparation for Holy Week is in commemoration of the forty days Christ spent in the desert. ] 

If we are to find the origin of a word, we need to begin with the people who used it. This brings us to Venerable Bede (AD 672–735), who wrote extensively on the history of the English people. Bede provides his understanding of where the word “Easter” may have originated. In De temporum ratione, he records the names of the months the pagan Anglo-Saxons used. He writes,

“Eosturmonath has a name which is now translated ‘Paschal month’ and which was once called after a goddess of theirs named Eostre, in whose honour feasts were celebrated in that month. Now they designate that Paschal season by her name, calling the joys of the new rite by the time-honoured name of the old observance.” [footnoteRef:550] [550:  Marilyn Dunn, The Christianization of the Anglo-Saxons c.597-c.700, (New York: Continuum US, 2009), p. 62, https://books.google.com.] 


Some supporters of Hislop believe Eostre is merely an anglicized form for the goddess Ishtar. However, Bede’s account concerning the goddess Eostre is somewhat debated. Beyond his description of this deity, there is no other mention of her anywhere, causing some to suspect Bede was mistaken. There are German and English towns that have a direct or indirect etymological connection to the word Eostre. Whether these place-names originated with a goddess named Eostre or from some other meaning attributed to the word is speculative.
Some put forward the Proto-Germanic terms austrōn and aust and attempt to make an association with the word Eostre. For example, austron means “dawn.”[footnoteRef:551] Aust means “east.”[footnoteRef:552] The fact that the sun rises in the east may explain the spelling similarities between austron and aust. Out of this, some assert Eostre was a goddess associated with dawn and the east. However, dawn could simply mean the beginning of the day. Hence, Eosturmonath meant the dawn or the beginning of spring. One could see how this may have evolved into the term Easter since the celebration of Peçach took place in the springtime and Exodus describes it as “the beginning of months.”[footnoteRef:553] [551:  “Easter,” www.etymonline.com.]  [552:  Ibid.]  [553:  Ex. 12:2.] 

In the nineteenth century, Jacob Grimm attempted to find the origin of the word “Easter” in his work titled Teutonic Mythology. In this book, Jacob writes,

“We Germans to this day call April ostermonat…The great christian festival, which usually falls in April or the end of March, bears in the oldest of OHG. [Old High German] remains the name ôstarâ…it is mostly found in the plural, because two days…were kept at Easter. This Ostarâ, like the AS. [Anglo-Saxon] Eástre, must in the heathen religion have denoted a higher being, whose worship was so firmly rooted, that the christian teachers tolerated the name, and applied it to one of their own grandest anniversaries. All the nations bordering on us have retained the Biblical ‘pascha’…In the Edda a male being, a spirit of light, bears the name of Austri, so a female one might have been called Austra; the High German and Saxon tribes seem on the contrary to have formed only an Ostarâ, Eástre (fem.), not Ostaro, Eástra (masc.)…Ostara, Eástre seems therefore to have been the divinity of the radiant dawn, of upspringing light, a spectacle that brings joy and blessing, whose meaning could be easily adapted to the resurrection-day of the christian’s God.” [footnoteRef:554] [554:  James Steven Stallybrass, trans, Teutonic Mythology by Jacob Grimm, vol. 1 (London: George Bell and Sons, 1882), pp. 290-291, https://archive.org - For easier reading, certain parts of this quote have been removed. For a full reading, refer to this reference.] 


In 1958, stones were discovered with the name Austriahenae on them.[footnoteRef:555] The conclusion was this referenced a goddess. Some contend these inscriptions provide evidence for Grimm’s theory concerning the word “Easter” since he pulls Austri from the Edda into his etymological path leading to Eastre and Ostara, by stating Austri was a “male being, a spirit of light.”[footnoteRef:556] However, Austri in The Poetic Edda is a dwarf.[footnoteRef:557] It is believed he was associated with the east since he is listed among other dwarfs who had names such as Suthri (South) and Northri (North). [555:  Lisbeth Bredholt Christensen, Olav Hammer and David A. Warburton, ed., The Handbook of Religions in Ancient Europe (New York: Routledge, 2014), (This text does not employ page numbers. However, readers can simply search by Austriahenae to find information about this subject.), https://books.google.com.]  [556:  Stallybrass, Teutonic Mythology, p. 291.]  [557:  Henry Adams Bellows, trans., The Poetic Edda, vol. 1, (New York: American Scandinavian Foundation, 1936), Voluspo, p. 6, www.sacred-texts.com. There is a Prose Edda and a Poetic Edda. The Poetic Edda contains the information that Austri is a dwarf. The Prose Edda is a bit more ambiguous as to Austri’s identity. See Arthur Gilchrist Brodeur’s translation of The Prose Edda, pp. 133-134.] 

“Bright grows the sun at dusking, The earth sinks into the dark sea, The Toil of Austri bursteth,”[footnoteRef:558] are three lines from The Prose Edda. Due to the context and because “The Toil of Austri bursteth,” meaning his work was done, this reference probably meant that evening was descending, and light was diminishing, suggesting Austri was associated with light. These lines are perhaps why Grimm believed Austri had something to do with light. This is Grimm’s connection of Austri to the dawn and to the east, which is not debated. [558:  Arthur Gilchrist Brodeur, trans., The Prose Edda (New York: The American-Scandinavian Foundation, 1916) p. 134, www.sacred-texts.com.] 

However, we are still left with little to connect Austri to Eostre in the sense that Eostre is a goddess. In fact, pointing out that there was a dwarf named Austri only further complicates matters. It demonstrates how the name Austri could be applied to an individual who was not a goddess. Furthermore, Austri could have a meaning with no ties whatsoever to any individual. For example, the country Austria means “eastern borderland,”[footnoteRef:559] with no ties to any goddess. [559:  “Austria,” www.etymonline.com.] 

Grimm argues for a connection between Austri and Ostara and hence Eástre. He assumes this link is due to a goddess because he begins with the premise that Bede was correct. But the association between these words may simply have been that the word Ostara and later Ostern were born out of the word Austri having to do with the dawn with no relation to a goddess. Grimm provides no other evidence for the goddess Eostre other than what Bede describes. Grimm, however, believed there was no reason to doubt Bede, for he thought him a devoted Christian who would not have manufactured a goddess.[footnoteRef:560] [560:  Stallybrass, Teutonic Mythology, p. 289.] 

This author agrees with this statement. There is no reason to believe Bede would purposefully make up a goddess; however, since he is the only witness for Eostre, some conclude, as mentioned, that Bede was simply mistaken in assuming the month of April was named after a goddess. They contend that this brings into question the very idea of the month of Eosturmonath having anything to do with an actual goddess.
Whether a goddess was behind the naming of the month of Eosturmonath, the point of contention is actually with some who claim, by way of Bede’s account, that those who use the term Easter are continuing to worship purposefully or in ignorance the goddesses Ishtar or Eostre. When Bede writes, “calling the joys of the new rite by the time-honoured name of the old observance,”[footnoteRef:561] it is somewhat ambiguous as to what he is saying. By this, does Bede mean these individuals, by using the name Eostre, combined their Christian beliefs with goddess worship? It is true that Germanic pagans were polytheists and probably had little difficulty adding Christ to their list of gods. Was Bede contending that those in Britain did the same, or by his statement, did he mean these individuals decided to keep the name for tradition’s sake? [561:  Dunn, The Christianization of the Anglo-Saxons, p. 62.
] 

Whatever your answer is to these questions, it is nonsensical to say sincere Christians today continue to pay homage, either purposefully or ignorantly, to a pagan goddess simply because they use the term “Easter.” It is also hypocritical since Christians employ many words with pagan roots or meanings such as the planets Mars and Venus, as well as the days of the week. Yet if individuals were to call us pagans merely because of this usage, we would think them a bit thick in the head.
Just as Grimm tells us Bede, a God-fearing Christian, would not have manufactured a goddess, there is no reason for us to believe sincere Anglo-Saxon Christians worshiped or continued to worship a pagan goddess because they used the term. To think this, we would need to conclude that every early Anglo-Saxon who claimed to be a Christian was a pagan or had mixed their pagan goddess worship with Christianity. It is doubtful that many are willing to go that far with this “Using the term ‘Easter’ means you’re a pagan or you’re not really a Christian” formula.

The Rabbit and the Egg
Nothing can be found within the biblical text concerning eggs and rabbits being associated with the commemoration of Christ’s death and resurrection. These concepts are merely cultural additions to the observance. If one wants to disregard these activities and associations because it is believed that they take away from the real purpose of the celebration, then he or she will receive no argument from this author.
The dispute this next section will focus on is whether these cultural inserts are pagan. And if they are pagan, then the secondary argument becomes that uttering the word “Easter” and allowing the activities of painting eggs, hunting for eggs, eating yellow stale sugary peeps, and sitting on the lap of an oversized white furry mascot to get one’s picture taken is, in God’s eyes, as bad as bowing down and worshiping the ancient goddess Ishtar. When we look at how these conclusions have been reached, we will find them unconvincing, for they are often founded on false information.
In Bede’s short account concerning the alleged goddess Eostre, the only record of her anywhere, there is nothing concerning rabbits or hunting eggs. However, those who hold to Hislop’s idea that Eostre is the product of Ishtar (Astarte), tack on eggs and rabbits as being associated with both these goddesses. This belief is based on three things:

A. The goddess Ishtar was a fertility goddess.
B. Her symbols were eggs and rabbits.
C. Eostre is Ishtar.

The only statement of these three that bears any evidence is that Ishtar was a fertility goddess. Ishtar was associated with love and sex, but she was also connected with war. Her symbols were an eight-pointed star and a lion.[footnoteRef:562] There is also no evidence of a relationship to Eostre being a form of Ishtar other than phonics. This in and of itself is not a reliable way to find a link. Similar-sounding words can be found in many cultures but will have very different meanings behind them. You need further evidence to back the connection up. [562:  “Inana/Istar,” oracc.museum.upenn.edu/amgg/listofdeities/inanaitar/.] 

Due to Ishtar not having eggs or rabbits depicted in any of her imagery, some have attempted to add these symbols themselves. One can see evidence of this all over the internet, where modern-day pictures of eggs and rabbits have been Photoshopped around genuine, ancient images of Ishtar, all in an attempt to convince people that these were her symbols. Some have even used a form of a Guatemalan goddess named Ixchel hugging a rabbit to imply that this is a statue of Ishtar.
When it comes to Ishtar’s symbols, it seems this, too, is where Hislop backs himself into a corner. As shown, Hislop thought all goddess worship sprang from one centralized figure. Due to this, he contended that the Roman goddess Venus was a product of the Babylonian goddess Ishtar. It is true that some myths were inspired by others or were tangled together, for there are similarities amongst them, particularly between Ishtar and Venus. As with Ishtar, Venus was regarded as a fertility goddess who was also associated with war. Ishtar was said to have been connected with the planet Venus. This link between these two goddesses is much more winding, however. Venus was inspired by the Greek goddess Aphrodite, who was often equated with Astarte, whose Mesopotamian counterpart was Ishtar.
Venus’s birth legend records that she came from a fallen egg. Fish then rolled the egg to the banks of the Euphrates River. Doves then came to sit on the egg, and once the egg was heated, it hatched Venus. The legend goes on to explain that Venus was later called the Syrian goddess.”[footnoteRef:563] This Syrian goddess is thought to be the goddess Atargatis, whom some contend originated from the combination of the names Astarte and Anat. Hislop concludes that Astarte (Ishtar) is connected with eggs because Venus came from one.[footnoteRef:564] However, Venus’s Roman legend concerning being birthed from an egg has nothing to do with Astarte (Ishtar). The story of Venus’s birth was created after the legend of Astarte (Ishtar) and was developed in a completely different culture. [563:  “Venus,” http://www.theoi.com/Text/HyginusFabulae4.html.]  [564:  Hislop, The Two Babylons, p. 105.] 

Hislop goes a step further to try and form a more direct connection between Astarte and an egg. He creates what is referred to as the “Mystic Egg of Astarte.”[footnoteRef:565] Hislop gains his basis for this egg from John Landseer,[footnoteRef:566] who starts by discussing a Japanese imagery of a bull alluding to a creation myth. The bull’s horns in this depiction are, according to Landseer, shown to break the shell of an egg. With its breath, the bull brings to life what is inside the egg.[footnoteRef:567] Recalling this item brings to Landseer’s mind a large-scaled “antique vase of an egg-like form”[footnoteRef:568] illustrated by artist Luigi Mayer. The actual vase, reports Landseer, was found near what was possibly a temple to Venus.[footnoteRef:569] Landseer explains that a bull is sculpted on the surface of this object. He determines from this that the bull was probably linked to Taurus[footnoteRef:570] who the Romans saw as being ruled by Venus. As a side note, Landseer speculates that this illustration of a bull may have had some early connection to Asteroth (Astarte/Ishtar),[footnoteRef:571] who was sometimes depicted with horns. [565:  Ibid. pp. 105-106.]  [566:  Landseer writes, “I believe that our festival of Easter, is by Bochart and Gale, and also by Parkhurst, asserted to be of Phoenician origin [Israel, Lebanon, Syria, and so forth]: I believe that it was originally the feast of Aestarte, Aesterth, or Asteroth, as the name is variously written.” (Sabaean Researches, p. 86). Landseer is not an objective observer when it comes to the issue of the origin of the word Easter.  ]  [567:  John Landseer, Sabaean Researches (London: Hurst, Robinson, and Co., 1823), p. 80, https://books.google.com.]  [568:  Ibid., p. 81.]  [569:  Ibid., p. 82.]  [570:  Ibid.]  [571:  Ibid.] 

Hislop latches on to Landseer’s description of this vase being in the form of an egg. The reason both men see this vase as an egg is that, in Luigi Mayer’s depiction, the base of the object is hidden by ground and weeds, causing it to appear to be one enormous egg. However, it is not an egg but a vase, a cistern employed to hold water for pagan rituals for the large populace who came to the temple. It becomes obvious that the object is a cistern when it is viewed on its own with the ground and weeds removed.[footnoteRef:572] In fact, on Mayer’s illustration, which can be viewed on the internet, Mayer titles the object, “A Colossal Vase near Limisso (Limassol) in Cyprus.” This object is not an egg. And it certainly is not the “Mystic Egg of Astarte,” which is merely another of Hislop’s inventions. Hislop uses this creation as part of his main argument that the egg was a pagan corruption on the commemoration of Christ’s death and resurrection. But this central piece of so-called evidence Hislop employs is not even an egg. [572:  “Vase from Amathus,” www.louvre.fr/en/oeuvre-notices/vase-amathus - Amathus is in the Limassol District of Cyprus. Another photograph of the vase can be found at https://168hoursofmotion.wordpress.com/2013/05/01/vase-from-amathus/.] 


Further Down the Egg-cellent Trail
If Eostre was a fertility goddess, then we may be able to say she had a connection to eggs and rabbits since eggs tend to mean new life, and rabbits are rather diligent in their reproductive habits. But if we are merely basing our ideas solely on conjecture, then there are other possibilities we need to consider concerning how eggs and rabbits became a part of the Pasch celebration. Some contend that the rabbit was pulled into the springtime celebration because it was a reflection of an agricultural society. If you are a gardener or a farmer, you know how rabbits show up like locusts in the springtime. Certainly, our ancestors who were farmers more than anything else would have viewed this connection of rabbits and springtime and thus the celebration of Pasch. Others may maintain that the rabbit is merely a symbol for life, which would connect with the Christian concept of spiritual rebirth and life.
This same varying opinion also extends to the egg. Some contend that the egg was pulled into the holiday because, when some Christians fasted, they abstained from eating eggs[footnoteRef:573] and painted them while they waited for the feast. There is also a Russian Orthodox tradition of cracking red-painted, hard-boiled eggs while stating, “Christ is risen.” In this tradition, the egg symbolizes the tomb, and the red symbolizes Christ’s blood. This custom seems to have originated from a legend concerning Mary Magdalene when she supposedly met with Emperor Tiberius to tell of Christ’s unjust treatment. When she spoke to the emperor, she handed him a red egg, symbolizing the resurrection and eternal life.[footnoteRef:574] [573:  Evidence of Christians abstaining from eating eggs during the Pascal season can be found with Socrates’s remarks in “The Ecclesiastical History of Socrates Scholasticus” in Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, vol. 2 (Grand Rapids, Michigan: WM. B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1890), book 5 chap. 22, online at www.ccel.org.]  [574:  This legend is depicted in a painting by artist Sergei Ivanov, which can be seen at the Church of St. Mary Magdalene in Jerusalem. “Painting illustrates Mary Magdalene Legend,” http://www.seetheholyland.net/church-of-st-mary-magdalene.] 

It is interesting that stories containing such connections between the egg and Christ’s resurrection are mostly unheard of in the West. This is due in part to secularism, which merely wants to focus on the childlike images of springtime rabbits and eggs, rather than on the traditional Christian connotations that were associated with them. This, of course, has allowed speculation to enter into our thinking concerning the origin of these symbols. This is where Alexander Hislop’s conjecture becomes persuasive. His influence is so widespread and his claims so blindly accepted by some that many churches have declared that they don’t celebrate Easter.[footnoteRef:575] This causes those who have not succumbed to Hislop’s influence to scratch their heads, since, to them, the term “Easter” is simply synonymous with Pascha. [575:  “Christians Who Don’t Celebrate Easter,” https://www.ucg.org/the-good-news/christians-who-dont-celebrate-easter-what-do-they-know. ] 


I Command You to Say “Passover”
	As previously stated, Kenite Myth supporters have a rigid adherence to the word “Passover.” It is an odd little rule since the word “Passover” was never uttered by an ancient Israelite. The word was invented in the 1500s. The origin of the term comes from William Tyndale, who, while translating the English Bible (the Tyndale Bible), found he did not have an English equivalent for the Hebrew term Peçach, so he made one up.[footnoteRef:576] He called it passeouer[footnoteRef:577] to be exact. [576:  David Teems, Tyndale: The Man Who Gave God an English Voice (Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 2012), prologue, pp. xix-xx.]  [577:  “William Tyndale’s Translation, (Exodus),” wesley.nnu.edu/sermons-essays-books/william-tyndales-translation.] 

In conflict with this command to use “Passover” is also the demand to use the Hebrew name Yeshu’a instead of the name Jesus. The reason for this is that, to supporters, the name Jesus is a soiled term with pagan origins. They claim the name of Jesus originated with the Greek god Zeus. This is not true, of course. We arrive at the name Jesus because Yeshu’a is translated from Hebrew to Greek in the Greek Septuagint, thus becoming Iesous, which became Jesus in English. Again, this is a bit of cherry-picking on supporters’ part since they can use “Passover,” an English word, but they must say Yeshu’a, a Hebrew word, making the rules of this system rather confusing.
For those involved in the Kenite Myth, the use of the word “Passover” seems to originate once again with their heavy reliance on The Companion Bible. Its notes for Acts 12:4 read, “Easter. Gr. [Greek] to pascha, the Passover. Easter is a heathen term, derived from the Saxon goddess Eastre, the same as Astarte, the Syrian Venus, called Ashtoreth in the O.T.”[footnoteRef:578] How this conclusion was reached is not explained. Bullinger or his associates, who completed The Companion Bible after his death in 1913, apparently were familiar with Hislop’s work and parroted them. The assuredness in this note has led some supporters of The Companion Bible to assume that uttering the word “Easter” is a damnable offense. As shown, there is no evidence of a connection between Eastre and (Astarte) Ishtar. And as for Eostre in particular, we have found only one witness who claimed she may have been worshiped. This is not a firm foundation to build such a command. [578:  Bullinger, The Companion Bible, notes on Acts 12:4, https://archive.org.] 


Easter and the KJV
Kenite Myth supporters are, if nothing else, consistent in their disapproval of the word “Easter.” Anyone who is newly initiated into this group is quickly shown that the KJV erroneously inserted the word Easter in Acts 12:4. Others, however, stand in opposition to this. They contend that the KJV’s placement of the word “Easter” in Acts 12:4 was the work of God. They assert that the KJV translation is error free[footnoteRef:579] because the Holy Spirit supposedly guided the translators in creating this perfect translation. Some even go so far as to say other translations are part of a grand conspiracy to misguide Christians.[footnoteRef:580] Those who perpetuate these ideas are part of what is referred to as the King James Only Movement. What these individuals refuse to see, however, are the obvious errors in the KJV. These mistakes occurred because the translators had a lack of knowledge concerning Hebrew and Greek. One such example, which has already been touched on, is how the KJV translates the Hebrew word for rame or “wild bull” to unicorn(s) nine times throughout the Old Testament. This is just one noticeable mistake of the KJV. Other translations have errors as well. This is not because of some grand conspiracy but because translators are fallible human beings. [579:  Dr. Peter S. Ruckman, Twenty-Two Years of the Bible Believers’ Bulletin, vol. 1 (Pensacola, Florida: BB Bookstore, 1999), Articles From 1979.]  [580:  G.A. Riplinger, New Age Bible Versions: An Exhaustive Documentation of the Message, Men & Manuscripts Moving Mankind to the Antichrist’s One World Religion (A. V. Publications, 1993).] 

Those involved in the King James Only Movement have an explanation for why Acts 12:4 contains the word “Easter.” They argue that Herod did not postpone killing Peter until after the Jewish Passover. Instead, he waited until after a pagan holiday, supposedly called “Easter.” To these supporters, Easter is also associated with Ishtar. Therefore, they believe the KJV translators were inspired to insert “Easter” and not “Passover” into this verse.
This group contends that the text that precedes Acts 12:4 speaks of the Jewish Passover already taking place and that the Feast of Unleavened Bread had already begun since a portion of Acts 12:3 reads, “Then were the days of unleavened bread.”[footnoteRef:581] Therefore, to them, there was no reason for Herod to wait until after the Jewish Passover since it had already ended.[footnoteRef:582] [581:  Acts 12:3.]  [582:  Some King James Only proponents believe Herod was waiting for the pagan holiday of Easter to begin in order to bring to trial and execute Peter. (See “Isn’t ‘Easter’ in Acts 12:4 a mistranslation of the word ‘pascha’ and should it be translated as ‘passover’?” (https://www.chick.com/reading/books/158/158_02.asp). 
These individuals point out that the Romans and the Jews had no difficulties having someone put to death during their holidays (ex. Christ at Passover). The problem with this idea is that the KJV clearly states “after Easter.” Even if you believe Herod was focusing on a pagan holiday, the text explicitly states he was waiting until after it ended to execute Peter. ] 

This conclusion is a result of not understanding the way in which some Jews celebrated Passover. As mentioned, for most, the lamb was slaughtered on the fourteenth, but the celebration of eating the lamb continued into the fifteenth, which coincided with the first day of the Feast of Unleavened Bread. Therefore, the text does not have to point to a pagan holiday instead of the Jewish Passover. On the fifteenth, the first day of the Feast of Unleavened Bread, which was also Passover for the majority of the Jews, Herod was waiting until after the fifteenth (Passover) to try Peter.
On the other hand, the fact that the Bible states that it was “the days of unleavened bread”[footnoteRef:583] and then records how Herod wanted to wait until “after Easter”[footnoteRef:584] (Passover) to try Peter may also be an early indication of the present-day practice of combining the Feast of Unleavened Bread with Passover, thus turning Passover into a seven- to eight-day commemoration. Either way, Passover had not ended from the perspective of those involved. Due to this, there is no reason to believe the translators were divinely inspired to insert a supposedly pagan holiday into the text. [583:  Acts 12:3.]  [584:  Ibid., v. 4.] 

Furthermore, we are not specifically told why Herod put off Peter’s public trial until after Passover. The reason for this could simply have been a timing issue. He may have thought there would be more of an audience once Passover ended. Acts 12:1-3 tells us Herod was interested in pleasing the Jews. Due to this, he most likely wanted a large audience witnessing him persecuting a Christian in public.
In the end, this idea fails because the Greek word in Acts 12:4 is Pascha.[footnoteRef:585] It is not “Ishtar” or anything similar to that word. When followers of the King James Only Movement claim the KJV translators were inspired to write “Easter,” a word not found in the original Greek manuscripts, they are concluding that the KJV translators were more inspired than the original writer! This line of reasoning becomes nonsensical to defend. The Bible does not tell us to watch out for a special translation that will provide unique revelations and be error-free. This is a pronouncement made by mere men. [585:  Strong, Strong’s New Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, pascha, 3957.] 

In translating Pascha to “Easter,” the KJV translators were actually following Tyndale’s example. Tyndale employed both passeouer and ester (Easter) in his translation. From a language standpoint, the Tyndale Bible became the basis for the KJV.[footnoteRef:586] In Tyndale’s translation of the Bible, he inserted the word ester (Easter)[footnoteRef:587] for the Greek word Pascha in Acts 12:4. This is not the only place he did so. Throughout the New Testament, he used ester for the Jewish commemoration of Passover.[footnoteRef:588] For 1 Corinthians 5:7, he translates, “For Christ oure ester lambe is offered vp for vs.”[footnoteRef:589] Tyndale, viewing the Greek text, saw the word Pascha and had no problem translating it to ester. For the portion of the Old Testament he completed, he used his newly formed word of Passeouer. In addition, Martin Luther used the terms Ostern, Osterfest, and Osterlamm in his Bible for the Jewish commemoration in both the Old and New Testaments.[footnoteRef:590] The Anglo-Saxon Gospels, or Wessex Gospels, written about AD 990 employed the word eastron,[footnoteRef:591] demonstrating the long history of using a variance of the word “Easter” for the Jewish and Christian concept of Passover. [586:  “William Tyndale,” http://www.britannica.com.]  [587:  “William Tyndale’s Translation, (Acts 12:4).”]  [588:  Ibid., Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John.]  [589:  Ibid., 1 Corinthians 5:7.]  [590:  “Ostern and Osterlamm,” Luther Bibel (1545), https://www.biblegateway.com.]  [591:  Benjamin Thorpe, ed., The Anglo-Saxon Version of The Holy Gospels (London: J.G.F. and J. Rivington, 1842), p. 214 https://books.google.com. The word Eastron, for example, is used in John 12:1 for the Jewish concept of Passover. ] 

The translators of the KJV did not exist in a vacuum when they translated this version of the Bible. Along with the Tyndale Bible, they also drew from other English translations, including the Miles Coverdale Bible (1535), Great Bible (1540),[footnoteRef:592] Matthew Bible (1537), the Geneva Bible (1587), and the Bishops’ Bible (1568), which was one of their primary sources. To some extent, all these translations made use of Tyndale’s translation. King James I provided some requirements to the KJV translators. One rule stipulated that the Tyndale Bible, Miles Coverdale Bible, Great Bible, Matthew Bible, and Geneva Bible should be employed when they coincided better with the Hebrew and Greek text than with what the Bishops’ Bible had.[footnoteRef:593] [592:  The Great Bible was also called Cromwell’s Bible, Whitchurch’s Bible, or the Chained Bible.]  [593:  Laurence M. Vance, A Brief History of English Bible Translations (Pensacola, Florida: Vance Publications, 1993), p. 27. These rules can be viewed online at www.vancepublications.com/history.htm when you click the excerpt option.] 

Below are the number of times in these translations (except for the Matthew Bible) where we find the word “Easter” or ester translated for the Jewish Passover or Christian concept of Passover.

Tyndale Bible (1534):		
Ester: 23 times in the New Testament (including Acts 12:4)
Easter: 0 times[footnoteRef:594] [594:  “Tyndale,” www.biblestudytools.com. (Use the search key to find the word in its content.).] 


Miles Coverdale Bible (1535): 	
Ester: 0 times
Easter: 53 times in both the Old and New Testaments (including Acts 12:4)[footnoteRef:595] [595:  “Miles Coverdale Bible (1535),” https://www.studylight.org.] 


Great Bible (1540):
Ester: 2 times (John 2:13 and Acts 12:4)[footnoteRef:596] [596:  The Great Bible is available to view at https://archive.org. This site provides the 1540 text. Ester will appear as “efter” where the “s” is written as an “f.”] 

Easter: 13 times in the Old and New Testaments

Bishops’ Bible (1568):		
Ester: 0 times		
Easter: 2 times in the New Testament
(John 11:55 and Acts 12:4)[footnoteRef:597] [597:  “The Bishop’s Bible (1568),” https://www.studylight.org.] 



Geneva Bible (1587):		
Ester: 0 times
Easter: 0 times[footnoteRef:598] [598:  Ibid., “The Geneva Bible (1587).”] 



Except for the Geneva Bible, these translations utilized the words ester and/or “Easter.” The Bishop’s Bible used “Easter” and a variation of Tyndale’s made-up word, passeouer, changing it slightly to passouer, so these translators had no problem using both terms but instead chose “Easter” for Acts 12:4 and John 11:55. Since a majority of these Bibles used ester or “Easter” for Acts 12:4, the KJV translators decided to do the same. They did so because the term had already become synonymous with the commemoration. This is why Acts 12:4 contains the word “Easter.” Its placement has nothing to do with paganism, the goddess Ishtar, or divine inspiration.

Used Correctly and for the Right Reasons
To sidestep this controversy altogether, some Christians have opted to say “Happy Resurrection Day” on the Sunday that Christ’s resurrection is celebrated. For most, this is a reasonable, unifying step. It is done out of love and, frankly, for the right reasons. Unfortunately, this is not enough for the Kenite Myth follower who has been commanded to use “Passover” for both Christ’s death and resurrection.
The truth, however, is Peçach was never meant to be used for Christ’s resurrection. Nothing within the original Passover commemoration pointed to a resurrection. In addition, the Old Testament concept of Passover does not fully do the job of describing Christ’s sacrifice since, with the original commemoration, a lamb had to be slaughtered every year. Christ’s crucifixion was for all time. Also, the Old Testament Passover was not the enjoyable dinner most people have today, including Kenite Myth followers. It involved sacrificing a lamb and then eating it with bitter herbs and unleavened bread as Exodus 12:6 and 8 describes. This original commemoration was just a hint of the absolute sacrifice that was to take place through Christ.
Christ is our Passover Lamb, but there is no decree within the Bible that says we must use the made-up English word “Passover” for Christ’s resurrection. It is a false command invented by the manufacturers of the Kenite Myth.

Revising History
To turn the word “Easter” into an abominable term, supporters also tend to provide historical inaccuracies. Supporters put forth that Polycarp was motivated in going to Rome to visit with Anicetus because he wanted to persuade the Christians of the West from celebrating a pagan holiday supposedly known as “Easter.” This is complete fiction. Followers of Herbert W. Armstrong’s World Wide Church of God are usually behind this false account.[footnoteRef:599] As was touched on already, when Pope Victor I excommunicated the churches who held to Quartodeciman ways, Polycrates chastised Pope Victor I in a letter by using Polycarp and Anicetus as an example of how the two men could shake hands over their dissimilarities for the commemoration of Christ’s death and resurrection. Eusebius maintained this letter. Concerning this celebration, a portion of the message reads: [599:  Herbert W. Armstrong, Ambassador College Bible Correspondence Course (1964), lesson 33 of 58, p. 9 “Kept by New Testament Church” v. 5, (http://www.herbert-w-Armstrong.com/bible_study.html). Armstrong removes vital information from the texts he quotes. Armstrong does this to make it sound that when Polycarp visited Rome, Polycarp was able to get a great number of heretics to stop celebrating a pagan festival supposedly called Easter. 
What Irenaeus was talking about was the heretical doctrines of Gnostics Valentinus and Marcion and “the rest of the heretics” (meaning the rest of the Gnostics), not Christians supposedly commemorating a pagan festival called Easter. See Irenaeus’s Against Heresies – book 3, chap. 3, v. 4 provided at http://www.earlychristianwritings.com. See also Philip Schaff and Henry Wace, trans., “The Church History of Eusebius,” in Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, vol. 1 (Grand Rapids, Michigan: WM. B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1890), book 5, chapters 23-24. 
Valentinus was a candidate for Bishop, but when he was not chosen, according to Tertullian, he set out on his own, teaching Gnosticism and thus abandoning the faith. Marcion thought there were two separate deities that the Old and New Testament recorded. Marcion believed that the God of the New Testament was the one true God. Irenaeus is alluding to these heresies in his text. ] 


“And when the blessed Polycarp was at Rome in the time of Anicetus, and they disagreed a little about certain other things, they immediately made peace with one another, not caring to quarrel over this matter. For neither could Anicetus persuade Polycarp not to observe what he had always observed with John the disciple of our Lord, and the other apostles with whom he had associated; neither could Polycarp persuade Anicetus to observe it as he said that he ought to follow the customs of the presbyters that had preceded him. But though matters were in this shape, they communed together, and Anicetus conceded the administration of the eucharist in the church to Polycarp, manifestly as a mark of respect. And they parted from each other in peace, both those who observed, and those who did not, maintaining the peace of the whole church.” [footnoteRef:600] [600:  Schaff and Wace, trans., “The Church History of Eusebius,” book 5, chap. 24 vv. 16–17.
] 


Polycrates’s point was that if those two men could agree to disagree, so should we. If those in the West were truly celebrating an actual pagan holiday supposedly known as Easter on a Sunday, then Polycarp would not have just simply agreed to disagree with Anicetus and been on his way. Due to this, it is false to believe that Western Christians were celebrating a pagan holiday on a Sunday instead of, or alongside, observing Christ’s resurrection.
Armstrong’s motivation in presenting a false history concerning the church and Easter may be found in the Anglo-Israelism he followed. In believing himself to be an Israelite, he perhaps thought he should keep to the ceremonial laws of the Old Testament, particularly a Saturday Sabbath. This is why it is important for Armstrong’s followers to teach that Christ rose on a Saturday. If one follows what the New Testament says about Christ’s resurrection occurring on a Sunday, then the church has a point in having Sunday worship services. They would also then have the biblical evidence to commemorate Christ’s resurrection on a Sunday.
As a self-described Israelite, Armstrong could not have this, so he denied or fictionally tainted Christ’s Sunday resurrection, implying it pagan in order to add support to his practice of a Saturday Sabbath. This enabled him to think he was acting more like the Israelite he believed he was.
For the Kenite Myth supporter, on the other hand, the fear of apostasy seems to be at play here. If the church is celebrating Easter on a Sunday in a somewhat unifying manner, then this unification must be part of the one-world order and the Antichrist. The fact is there is nothing wrong with unity in and of itself. In John 17:20-23, Christ speaks on the unity among believers. Paul also hoped for unity many times when he was ministering to the early church. Furthermore, one day in the future, we as Christians will all be united under Christ. Therefore, unity is not the problem. The problem occurs when what or who we are unified under is evil, such as the Antichrist, who will first appear as a loving individual, but as he begins persecuting the saints, it will become obvious—at least to the saints—that he is the Antichrist. Celebrating Christ’s resurrection as one church on a Sunday, the day on which it happened, is hardly the work of the Antichrist. Furthermore, what Kenite Myth supporters do not realize is that they are already following a man-made system with ungodly intentions known as the Christian Identity Movement.
Whatever the motivation is for this revisionist history and the Passover command, it is not difficult to see why so many people follow it. The sanctification process that a Christian goes through can, at times, be very challenging. Getting a group to stop using the word “Easter” is an easy and simple way to have followers feel as if they have achieved some form of righteousness. This can be tantalizing for the Christian who struggles to gain victory over sins that are more challenging. If they are not uttering the word “Easter,” at least they have that covered and can feel superior to those who continue to do so. This is hardly something God gives points for, however. Not using the word “Easter” or deciding not to celebrate Christ’s resurrection on a Sunday provides little spiritual day-to-day value for the maturing Christian. Paul tells us in Colossians 2:17 that the ancient Israelite feast and festivals were simply “a shadow of things to come.” We should not want to continue to live in the shadows when a new life in Christ awaits, where we can mature in more important and significant ways.


[bookmark: Chapter16]Chapter 16
Other Miscellaneous Beliefs of Kenite Myth Supporters

The Book of Esther
Some Kenite Myth supporters hold a very particular belief concerning the book of Esther. According to these supporters, the book of Esther is a Kenite tale, and the celebration described therein, Purim, is a Kenite holiday.[footnoteRef:601] Supporters believe God allowed the book of Esther to remain within the Hebrew Canon to teach us how the Kenites set up shadow governments.[footnoteRef:602] [601:  “Satan’s Children" (A Study On The Kenites), https://pastorjosh2011.wordpress.com/2013/02/08/satans-children-a-study-on-the-kenites/.]  [602:  Ibid.] 

It is odd that God would allow a story that is supposedly a lie to remain within the Word of God without mentioning anywhere within the text that it is untrue. The fact that it takes someone outside the text to explain the “true” meaning of the book of Esther should be a red flag for any Bible student.
Nevertheless, criticism of the book of Esther commences with the fact that the text never actually contains the word “God.”[footnoteRef:603] This is mentioned to create skepticism for the text. After this suspicion is established, the story of Esther is turned upside down. Supporters make Esther and Mordecai out to be Kenites who are only posing as ethnically pure Jews. Haman, who is portrayed in the actual story as an evil plotter set out to kill all the Jews, is said to be the hero since, to supporters, Haman is only interested in killing all of Satan’s physical children: the Kenites. [603:  Ibid.] 

Supporters also tear down Esther in their revisionist account. They contend that her name is a transliteration of Ishtar.[footnoteRef:604] Notice Hislop’s influence even here. Haman then becomes a David-like character.[footnoteRef:605] Supporters then move on to Mordecai, whose name, to them, means a worshipper of Mars.[footnoteRef:606] [604:  Ibid.]  [605:  Ibid.]  [606:  Ibid.] 

Whether these connections can be substantiated, matters little. The names of Esther and Mordecai are nothing more than a reflection of where and when these particular Jews and their families were living at the time. They were in Persia where many were influenced by the culture to such an extent that they gave their children Persian-inspired names. Despite the fact that Esther did have a Hebrew name (Hadassah), Esther can no more be blamed for her Persian name than the boy named Sue.
From a biblical perspective, Esther 2:5 describes Mordecai as a descendant of the tribe of Benjamin. Esther is Mordecai’s cousin. Haman was the son of Hammedatha the Agagite, according to Esther 3:1. The Agagites were probably descendants of Agag, king of the Amalekites who is mentioned in 1 Samuel 15:8. In Genesis 36:12 and 1 Chronicles 1:35–36, we are told that the Amalekites were descendants of Esau. Throughout the biblical text, the Amalekites warred with the Israelites. God tells Saul to utterly destroy Amalek in 1 Samuel 15, and David raids apparently a separate group or Amalekite refugees in 1 Samuel 27:8. Due to this history, Haman was merely continuing in the family business when he attempted to wipe out all the Jews. Interestingly, most CI Movement followers would probably not view Haman as a hero once they found out he was descended from Esau.
Beyond ignoring this long biblical history which provides some background information for the events unfolding within the book of Esther, the other problem with this repositioning of characters is how it creates a faulty plot point that, perhaps, supporters don’t even realize. To supporters, the Jews Haman wanted to be killed were Kenites.[footnoteRef:607] But this creates the saquestion: Who instructed Haman to kill all the Kenites? Are we to believe this is a leftover command by God, given when the Israelites came into Canaan? [607:  Ibid.] 

The implication is that centuries later, Israelites are still supposed to be killing Kenites. But we don’t see Israelites later in the biblical text attempting to kill off this tribe, nor do we see any indication that anyone believed the Kenites were Satan’s physical children who needed to be killed. In fact, the exact opposite turns out to be the case: that the Kenites were nice sorts of people that, for the most part, were often Israelite allies. So, the question becomes: Where did Haman get this idea that there were evil Kenites needing to be killed? It’s just not there. Due to this, we end up with an individual wanting to eliminate an entire people group who are supposedly Kenites with no apparent command from God to do so. This is our hero?

Purim
To make things even more personal concerning the book of Esther, some supporters claim Esther and Mordecai’s descendants are now enemies of Christianity. To find evidence for this, supporters turn to Purim. Within the book of Esther, Purim is the holiday on which the Jews commemorated their ancestors not being slaughtered by Haman’s cunningness as described in Esther 9:20–22. Supporters, on the other hand, view this holiday as a celebration of Kenites over their enemies.[footnoteRef:608] [608:  Ibid.] 

Supporters add to this by criticizing modern-day celebrations of the holiday. They focus on the pastries that accompany Purim. One such pastry item is referred to as Hamantash, a triangular pastry, which, to some people, means Haman’s pockets since tash means a pocket or pocketbook in Yiddish. The meaning behind this is that Haman’s pockets held bribe money. Eating his pockets symbolizes victory over a man who essentially wanted to carry out genocide.
Another bakery item used mainly in Moroccan homes is bread in the shape of Haman’s head. Supporters liken this eating of a body part made of flour to cannibalism and go on to say this is anti-Christian and murderous, like Cain’s actions.[footnoteRef:609] Obviously, eating pastry items that look like body parts is not anything like cannibalism. [609:  Ibid.] 

The book of Esther does not describe eating and making pastries as being a part of Purim. The text describes the holiday: “As the days wherein the Jews rested from their enemies, and the month which was turned unto them from sorrow to joy, and from mourning into a good day: that they should make them days of feasting and joy, and of sending portions one to another, and gifts to the poor.”[footnoteRef:610] The pastry-eating traditions of Purim came later, similar to the traditions Christians have surrounding the birth of Christ. Just as we cannot rightly blame the book of Matthew for these Christmas traditions, we cannot fairly censure the book of Esther for the newer traditions that take place alongside the observance of Purim. [610:  Est. 9:22.] 

In the end, the reader of the book of Esther has a choice. Either he or she can believe the Kenite Myth supporters’ commentary on the book, or he or she can trust the actual Word of God. Holding fast to the Word of God has never proven detrimental for this author.

The Parable of the Fig Tree

In Jeremiah 24, we read:

“The LORD shewed me, and, behold, two baskets of figs were set before the temple of the LORD, after that Nebuchadrezzar king of Babylon had carried away captive Jeconiah the son of Jehoiakim king of Judah, and the princes of Judah, with the carpenters and smiths, from Jerusalem, and had brought them to Babylon. One basket had very good figs, even like the figs that are first ripe: and the other basket had very naughty figs, which could not be eaten, they were so bad. Then said the LORD unto me, What seest thou, Jeremiah? And I said, Figs; the good figs, very good; and the evil, very evil, that cannot be eaten, they are so evil. Again the word of the Lord came unto me, saying, Thus saith the LORD, the God of Israel; Like these good figs, so will I acknowledge them that are carried away captive of Judah, whom I have sent out of this place into the land of the Chaldeans for their good. For I will set mine eyes upon them for good, and I will bring them again to this land:…And as the evil figs, which cannot be eaten, they are so evil; surely thus saith the LORD, So will I give Zedekiah the king of Judah, and his princes, and the residue of Jerusalem, that remain in this land, and them that dwell in the land of Egypt…And I will send the sword, the famine, and the pestilence, among them, till they be consumed from off the land that I gave unto them and to their fathers.” [footnoteRef:611] [611:  Jer. 24:1–5, 8, and 10.] 


For Kenite Myth supporters, the bad figs described in these verses are Kenites. The good figs are so-called pureblooded individuals from the House of Judah (whoever they are).[footnoteRef:612] [612:  “Jeremiah Chapter 24: Captives, Remnant,” https://www.theseason.org.] 

In actuality, this section of text is talking about the people of Judah who are being carried away by the Babylonians. In God’s eyes, these individuals are the good figs because they are giving into Babylonian rule. This rule and placement into captivity by the Babylonians is God’s will and punishment on Judah. In other words, these folks are not resisting God’s will on them, and therefore things will go well for them. The bad figs are those in Judah who are doing the opposite. They are refusing to accept Babylonian capture and rule. God considers these individuals to be the bad figs because they are in reality fighting against His will.
The verses in Jeremiah never speak of Kenites. We know the Kenites became a part of Judah from 1 Chronicles 2:55 so, no doubt, there were people of Kenite heritage living in the Southern Kingdom of Judah. But the text never points this out. In fact, the Bible goes on to explain who specifically the bad figs are. They are “Zedekiah the king of Judah, and his princes, and the residue of Jerusalem, that remain in this land, and them that dwell in the land of Egypt.”[footnoteRef:613] These individuals are refusing to accept Babylonian rule over them. It never says they were Kenites. [613:  Jer. 24:8.
] 

The reason it is important for the bad figs to be seen as Kenites is that this view serves as a basis for Kenite Myth supporters’ perspective on the Parable of the Fig Tree described in Matthew 24, Mark 13, and Luke 13. Many mainstream Christians believe that when Christ alluded to the fig tree in Matthew 24, Mark 13, and Luke 13, He was speaking of the restoration of the State of Israel that took place in 1948. Christ then went on to mention that the generation that sees these things will not pass away. These mainstream Christians assert that what Christ was saying was that the generation who witnesses this restoration will not die off before the end comes.
Others believe this was not what Christ was referencing. Before describing the fig tree, Christ listed a few signs that would indicate the end times. He then spoke about how the opening of the fig leaves was a way to know it was summer. He then said, in this same way, these signs (which He spoke on before the fig leaves) will serve as a way to recognize the end.
For these individuals, the fig tree was merely used as an analogy. They do not view it as a specific sign that is representing Israel’s restoration. Due to this, they do not believe Christ was telling us that the generation that witnesses the restoration will live to see the end. These individuals only believe the signs Christ mentioned before the fig tree are the true signs of the end. These individuals insist that a reading of Luke 13 will provide an even clearer picture of this analogy. In Luke 13, the fig tree is mentioned but it is spoken of with other trees as well, thus illustrating that the fig tree is not to be understood as a symbol for Israel’s restoration but that trees, in general, are serving as the analogy. For these individuals, Israel’s restoration is a significant step toward the end times, for, without it, the Temple will not be rebuilt. However, in these particular verses, these individuals do not think this is the topic.
Because Kenite Myth supporters believe the Parable of the Fig Tree is speaking of Israel’s restoration, they claim that as Judah returns to a restored Israel, so, too, will Satan’s physical children, the Kenites. This is why you will often see them proclaim in their messages, “Understand the Parable of the Fig Tree!”
This notion is further supported by their belief that the bad figs in Jeremiah 24 were Kenites. The symbolism of the figs in both these cases and in the story of the garden of Eden, where they see the tree as a fig tree representing Satan, creates, for them, a kind of link between these areas of text. They believe these areas are all pointing to Satan’s offspring. Unfortunately, this is faulty biblical commentary based upon faulty biblical commentary.

Christ Killers
The semi-climactic point for the Kenite Myth supporter is in discovering who really crucified Christ. Apparently, Christ’s willingness to die for our sins is not enough to explain the event, so supporters must look to the Kenites. The accusation for this begins once more with 1 Chronicles 2:55. This verse informs us that some Kenites were, in fact, scribes. Supporters then claim the scribes whom Christ is speaking about in Matthew 23 were Kenites because 1 Chronicles 2:55 tells us some Kenites were scribes.[footnoteRef:614] [614:  “1 Chronicles 9: Genealogy of Jews, after the return out of Babylon,” https://www.theseason.org.] 

The reason supporters try to make the connection between these two different groups of scribes is so they can claim that Satan’s physical children sent Christ to the cross. Unfortunately, this is a complete misrepresentation of how Christ came to be crucified. The Gospel of John tells us, “He [Christ] came unto his own, and his own received him not.”[footnoteRef:615] Christ’s ministry was to those He saw as His own people. It was for the Israelites to hear and to accept or not to accept. Many rejected Him, believing He was not the Messiah; therefore, they crucified Him, since, to them, He was a blasphemer, professing to be God. Of course, some may have rejected Him for secondary reasons. For example, those in power may have thought their authority was being usurped by Christ. However, the fact that the Jews did not believe Christ was God was the main, underlying reason for their rejection. [615:  John 1:11.] 

Christ’s message was later expanded to other people groups, but initially, it was for the Israelites. Nowhere in the biblical text does it say a group of scribes conspired to kill Christ because they were Satan’s physical children.
Additionally, it was the Father’s will that Christ would die on the cross. Christ, too, was willing to be crucified. What ends up happening when we believe this portion of the Kenite Myth is Christ becomes someone whom the Kenites pulled a fast one on. Claiming the Kenites killed Christ strikes at God’s character—His omnipotent power, as well as His incredible love for us.

Nethinims
Related to the notion of Christ-killing Kenites is the supposed connection supporters try to create between the priesthood of Christ’s time on earth and the Kenites. They do this by way of the Nethinims and the Gibeonites found in the Old Testament. Supporters follow the traditional view that the Nethinims were descended from the Gibeonites.[footnoteRef:616] The Gibeonites were deceptive to Joshua, according to Joshua 9, and he placed them into the positions of woodcutters and water-carriers for the tabernacle. The Gibeonites eventually became known as the Nethinims. At this point, supporters veer off in their own direction and assert that this people group infiltrated the priesthood and eventually helped bring about Christ’s crucifixion. Some supporters believe the Nethinims, along with the Kenites, were looking to take over the Temple.[footnoteRef:617] Others believe the Nethinims were actually descendants of Kenites.[footnoteRef:618] Both tend to allude to Ezekiel 44 which reads, “Ye have brought into my sanctuary strangers, uncircumcised in heart, and uncircumcised in flesh,”[footnoteRef:619] to say the Kenites infiltrated the priesthood. [616:  Those who do not believe that the Nethinims were Gibeonites point out that in Ezra 8:20, David was the one who appointed the Nethinims to tabernacle duties. Joshua was the one who appointed the Gibeonites. Therefore, the Gibeonites and the Nethinims were not the same people group. To these individuals, it was most likely the Nethinims were simply foreigners whom David had captured and made servants of the Levites. ]  [617:  “Who’s In The Temple?” www.danielstimeline.com/page1.htm.]  [618:  “1 Chronicles 9.” For those who believe the Nethinims descended from the Gibeonites and that the Gibeonites/Nethinims were from the Kenites, 2 Samuel 21:2 tells us the Gibeonites were a “remnant of the Amorites.” The Amorites were descendants of Ham (see Genesis 10:16 - Ham > Canaan > Amorite). There is no indication in the Bible that the Gibeonites or the Nethinims were from the Kenites. ]  [619:  Ezek. 44:7.] 

Notice this verse in Ezekiel says no such thing. It is true that during Ezekiel’s day, some erroneous practices occurred regarding the priesthood and the Temple. In addition to the verse above, we see other evidence for this in Ezekiel 8, where idol worship took place within the Temple, including the mourning for the god Tammuz. In this case, the Israelites were at fault, for verse 6 reads, “The great abominations that the house of Israel committeth here.”[footnoteRef:620] [620:  Ibid., 8:6.] 

During their return from the Babylonian exile, another form of corruption happened amongst the priests and the people of Israel. As Ezra 9:1–2 tells us, this consisted of the old, wayward practice of men marrying women of other religions—pagans. The priests were doing this as well. What is interesting about this is that by the time Ezra and Nehemiah arrived on the scene in Jerusalem, they pretty much straightened this out, according to Ezra 10. The men give up their “strange wives.”[footnoteRef:621] [621:  Ezra 10:17-19.] 

Even after these reforms, other corruptions occurred, such as the unlawful use of the house of God.[footnoteRef:622] However, so great were the reforms that it was uncovered that “one of the sons of Joiada, the son of Eliashib the high priest, was son in law to Sanballat the Horonite.”[footnoteRef:623] This high priest just so happened to allow his grandson to marry Sanballat’s daughter. According to Nehemiah 2 and 4, Sanballat mocked the formerly exiled Jews for rebuilding the walls of Jerusalem. Sanballat also attempted to end the project, as Nehemiah 4 tells us. Amongst these many occurrences, including the one alluded to in Ezekiel 44, there is no indication that the Nethinims infiltrated the priesthood or even showed any interest in doing so. [622:  Neh. 13:4–9.]  [623:  Ibid., 13:28.] 

A supposed lack of priests amongst the returning exiles is another way supporters try to show how the Nethinims infiltrated the priesthood. This lack of priests allegedly allowed the Nethinims to become priests.[footnoteRef:624] Supporters claim these Nethinim (Kenite) priests helped bring about Christ’s crucifixion. [624:  “1 Chronicles 9.”] 

The premise for a lack of priests during the time of the exiles’ return from Babylonian captivity is erroneous. The book of Ezra tells of two groups returning to Jerusalem at two different times. Chapters 1–6 depict the first group of exiles that came back. Once in Jerusalem, these exiles rebuilt the Temple. In Ezra 2:36–40, we are told there were 4,289 priests and 74 Levites in the first group.
It is important to note that an individual could be a Levite and not serve as a priest. Aaron was from the tribe of Levi, (Levi > Kohath > Amram > Aaron) and only those in his specific line could serve as priests. Other Levites who were not from Aaron’s line had other tabernacle duties, but they did not serve as priests. This is why the biblical text can contain the words priests and Levites in the same sentence. There were Levites who never served as priests because they were not from the line of Aaron. This is what Ezra 2:36-40 is listing: the Levites who were priests and the Levites who were not.
Chapters 7–10 chronicle the second round of exiles, which included Ezra. Supporters acquire the idea for a lack of priests from extracting a single verse from Ezra 8. Before his arrival in Jerusalem, Ezra encamped on the Ahava Canal. He “viewed the people, and the priests, and found there none of the sons of Levi.”[footnoteRef:625] Not understanding that a Levite could be a Levite without actually serving as a priest, supporters read this verse as if Ezra looked at the priests and saw that none were of Levi.[footnoteRef:626] They claim these priests were Kenite descendants known as Nethinims. [625:  Ezra 8:15.]  [626:  “1 Chronicles 9.”] 

However, under the reforms Ezra carried out once he arrived in Jerusalem, we realize Ezra would have never allowed foreigners to be actual priests. Therefore, this verse should be understood to mean there were Levite priests at Ezra’s encampment since the verse does mention there were priests, but there were no non-priest Levites to carry out other Temple duties (for duties of Levites who were not priests, see Numbers 3).
Ezra, then seeing “none of the sons of Levi”[footnoteRef:627] who could help with Temple duties, told a few “chief men” and “men of understanding”[footnoteRef:628] to go and ask the Levites and the Nethinims to come and be a part of the exiles in order to perform the Temple duties in Jerusalem which were applicable to them.[footnoteRef:629] Ezra 8:20 mentions the Nethinims, but they were only helpers of the Levites. They were not priests. In addition, we should recall that there were already 4,289 Levite priests living in Jerusalem. In a state of abundance, what happens? You become very particular. The genealogical lineages of potential priests were probably carefully investigated, particularly in light of Ezra and Nehemiah’s reforms. [627:  Ezra 8:15.]  [628:  Ibid., v. 16.]  [629:  Ibid., vv. 16-20.] 

The unintended consequence drawn from this manufactured idea of the Kenites infiltrating the priesthood is that Ezra becomes the bad guy since he asked the Nethinims, the supposed Kenites, to come and help with Temple duties. This becomes a problem for supporters because the Bible depicts Ezra as a prophet of God and a reformer. By following this belief, supporters’ estimation of Ezra is that he was either wayward or, at the very least, an ignorant participant in bringing Satan’s descendants into the community.
For some supporters, however, this was simply God’s will. They use Jeremiah 35 to try and demonstrate this. In this chapter of the Bible, as we may recall, God compares the obedience of the Rechabites to their father, Jonadab, to the disobedience of the men of Judah toward God.
Supporters provide a perverse version of Jeremiah 35 to perpetuate their belief that the Kenites/Rechabites are of Satan. They contend that the Rechabites obeyed their father, Satan, and because the men of Judah did not follow God’s commands, God would allow the Kenites to invade the priesthood to punish the men of Judah.[footnoteRef:630] When God said that Jonadab’s descendants “shall not want a man to stand before me for ever,”[footnoteRef:631] supporters believe this meant that the Kenites would always be in the priesthood. [630:  “The Synagogue of Satan,” www.exposingtheenemy.com.]  [631:  Jer. 35:19. For those who hold rabbinical commentary in high regard, some rabbis suggest this phrase indicates that the Rechabites’ daughters married Israelite priests. Other commentary asserts that it meant the Rechabites would become scribes. They point to 1 Chronicles 2:55 as an indication that this occurred. Obviously, these rabbis did not think the Rechabites were Satan’s children. To them, it was a gift from God to give such a pronouncement to the Rechabites. It was not a punishment on the Israelites. 
] 

In actuality, the punishment described in Jeremiah 35:17 on Judah has nothing to do with the priesthood. The Babylonian invasion and subsequent captivity were Judah’s punishment. In addition, within the biblical text, the phrase found in Jeremiah 35:19, concerning an individual standing before God, did, at times, refer to a priest; however, this phrase is not exclusively used this way. Deuteronomy 29:10 is such an example. This verse tells us Israel was standing before God. This was not just the priests standing before God but all of Israel. Ezra 9:15 is another instance where Ezra said the returned exiles did not deserve to stand before God because they had taken strange wives. Due to these occurrences, we cannot conclude the phrase in Jeremiah 35:19 meant that Jonadab’s descendants would become Israelite priests. In fact, due to God’s exclusiveness concerning who could be a priest, this cannot be our answer. Instead, our conclusion should be that Jonadab’s line would not die out but would continue on.
In the end, supporters want us to believe that after the Babylonian captivity, God allowed Satan’s supposed children to gain access to the priesthood. This supposedly took place under Ezra’s careful watch as he fervently attempted to clean up various Temple corruptions. By this explanation, God ends up fighting against the very reforms He supported.























[bookmark: SectionV]Section V: 
Other Common Beliefs of the Christian Identity Movement 
(and consequently, those of the Kenite Myth Supporter)

The Serpent Seed Doctrine and Kenite Myth are two beliefs perpetuated by the Christian Identity Movement. The reader may be wondering at this point what the Christian Identity Movement is. This belief system is mainly interested in accomplishing two things:

1. disconnecting the Jews from their biblical identity in order to
2. insert its members into the identity of the Israelites.

Sometime in the early 1900s, the Christian Identity Movement grew out of Anglo-Israelism, which is the notion that Anglo-Saxons are the descendants of two Israelite tribes: Manasseh and Ephraim. To build a stronger case for Anglo-Saxons supposedly being the descendants of the Israelites, Anglo-Israelist writers began questioning Jewish ancestry. Over time, these inquiries grew hostile, and a radical side of Anglo-Israelism was born, which asserted that only Anglo-Saxons were true Israelites.
Out of this, such ideas as the Edomite Myth and the Khazar Theory, along with the Kenite Myth itself, developed. As shown, the Serpent Seed Doctrine is the foundational belief for the Kenite Myth; however, those within the CI Movement did not invent the Serpent Seed Doctrine. Instead, as shown, they borrowed it from earlier sources. The same can be said of the pre-Adamites theory, which will be discussed a little later.[footnoteRef:632] [632:  French theologian Isaac La Peyrère (1596–1676) is credited with coming up with the pre-Adamites theory. This concept is found in his book titled Praeadamitae. La Peyrère believed there were human beings prior to Adam and Eve. He argued that the Bible focuses on Adam and Eve because Moses was only interested in recording the events related to the Jewish people.  ] 

These concepts eventually took the Jewish people out of the picture somewhat or all together and assisted in replacing the Jewish people with Anglo-Saxons. It is reasonable to conclude that there would be no CI Movement without Anglo-Israelism, for once Anglo-Saxons were told they were God’s chosen people, their hands were free to disparage or separate the Jews entirely from their heritage since, to CI Movement followers, Genesis 12:3 would refer to them, not to the Jews.
In particular, CI Movement followers put forward the Edomite Myth and Khazar Theory to show that the Jews supposedly were not who they claimed to be, from a physical, ethnic sense, but were instead a group who was ethnically corrupted by Edomites and Khazars or were simply full-blooded Edomites and Khazars posing as Jews. In like manner, the Serpent Seed Doctrine allowed the Movement to assert that the Jews were nothing more than a product of Satan and Eve’s supposed sexual relationship. The Kenite Myth followed. Where many suburban, middle-class Americans would find the more aggressive views of the CI Movement completely abhorrent, the Kenite Myth has been accepted by many because it is presented as a supposedly more restrained version. After all, those perpetuating the myth today are only claiming that some of the Jews are Satan’s children.
As described, CI Movement followers share a few basic tenets. However, the Movement is sometimes difficult to detect due to the varying degrees of hostility that supporters have toward Jews. This hostility is evident with some. With others, the resentment is subtle. For those who take the less obvious route, leadership often gives the impression that they are just simple, independent Bible teachers who have no presupposed ideas with “no axes to grind,” and who have just so happened to run across these ideas while reading their Bibles. Their teachings, however, are what provide an identifying mark as to their connection to the Movement. The next few chapters will examine these other CI Movement concepts in more detail.


[bookmark: Chapter17]Chapter 17
Pre-Adamites

According to those who believe in the pre-Adamites theory, Adam and Eve were not the first human beings created by God. Another couple is said to have existed before them. Supporters point to Genesis 1:26–27 to say this is when this first couple was created. For some, this theory is an attempt to deal with an unanswered question that is produced from reading the Genesis text: Whom did Seth and Cain marry in order to have children? For others, and particularly for some within the Christian Identity Movement, this theory is the foundation for their concept that God wanted the races to be segregated. God supposedly did this by fashioning the white race through Adam while making all non-white races through this pre-Adam man and woman.[footnoteRef:633] [633:  “Adam: The First White Man,” https://israelect.com/ChurchOfTrueIsrael/verboten/vb-02.html.] 

Whichever motivation causes one to follow the pre-Adamites concept, one of its main problems is that the Genesis text clearly tells us Adam and Eve were the first human beings. Prior to the description of Adam and Eve, Genesis 2:5 describes a world where “there was not a man to till the ground.”[footnoteRef:634] This indicates that before Adam and Eve were created, no one else existed. Due to this, we have to conclude that the description of Adam and Eve in Genesis 2:7 and 2:21–23 is an expanded explanation of Genesis 1:26–27. [634:  Gen. 2:5.] 

Some try to explain away this lack of farming skills in Genesis 2:5 by claiming this supposed first couple preceding Adam and Eve were not farmers.[footnoteRef:635] To supporters, this is why the text says there was no one to work the ground. It was not because there was no one on earth, but rather it was that this first man and woman were not farmers, so God made Adam, who was a farmer. [635:  “The Two Creation Accounts of Genesis,” hope-of-Israel.org/twocreationsaccts.html.] 

This explanation is a bit odd in how it divides the world between farmers and non-farmers. There is no indication later in the Bible that this is of any importance since there are non-white/non-Israelite farmers. So, the question becomes: Why did God go to all the trouble of making this first supposed couple non-farmers and Adam a farmer? This explanation for Genesis 2:5 only produces more questions. The simple reading and understanding of “there was not a man to till the ground”[footnoteRef:636] is there was no one on earth prior to Adam. This farmer/non-farmer explanation is just an attempt to get around the plain meaning of the text. [636:  Gen. 2:5.] 

Additionally, Genesis 2:4 is an introductory sentence preparing the reader for what is about to be discussed. Genesis 2:4 precedes the verses where Adam’s creation is recorded:

“These are the generations of the heavens and of the earth when they were created, in the day that the LORD God made the earth and the heavens.” [footnoteRef:637] [637:  Ibid., 2:4.
] 


This area of text informs the reader that what will follow will be about the time when God created the heavens and earth. It is not discussing a time after they were created. God formed Adam and Eve within the context of the creation of the heavens and earth in Genesis 1:26–27. God did not fashion one earth for this supposed first couple and then another earth for Adam and Eve. Therefore, Genesis 2:4 is taking us back to the time of creation. It is not proceeding forward.
Moses’s in-depth summary of Adam and Eve continues at Genesis 2:5-6, where the text explains that after God watered the land and the plants sprang up, God created man. This is a repeat of Genesis 1:11–12 and 1:26, where plants come first, then man. However, Genesis 2:5-6 provides more detail and added complication. Notice the extra information Genesis 2:5-6 offers concerning the plants compared to Genesis 1:11–12. The earlier verses do not tell us the plants were watered first before they sprang up. Genesis 2:5-6, however, provides that additional fact. This same type of detail is given concerning Adam and Eve.
The other difficulty with the notion of a couple preceding Adam and Eve is found in 1 Corinthians 15:22. This verse provides a summary of mankind, which tells us all die in Adam, meaning all have a sin nature due to Adam. The Greek word in this context should not be taken to mean a generalized word defined as “human beings.” Some assert this to try to include their invented first couple into the definition. However, Adam is described here in the Greek as a specific human being, meaning an individual named Adam. Therefore, the message of this verse is that all die in the person specifically identified as Adam. It does not mean that all die in “general human beings” who may have existed prior to Adam. The fact that the verse compares two men, Adam and Christ, should help us see this.
Obviously, refusing to ignore 1 Corinthians 15:22 creates a gap for the pre-Adamites theory. Even if the descendants of this first supposed couple married Seth and Cain and created descendants for Adam’s line, there is no mention of this first couple, nor Seth’s and Cain’s wives and how they fit into Adam’s sin nature. We are told in Romans 3:9–18 that all have sinned, but we are left wondering how this first couple and their offspring fell into sin. Did they eat of the tree too? We don’t know. And it is odd that the Bible is silent on such an important point. This is another difficulty for those trying to support the pre-Adamites theory. However, there is an even bigger predicament.
First Corinthians 15:45–49 explicitly tells us Adam was the first man. In Genesis 3:20, Eve was called Eve because her name means “the mother of all living.”[footnoteRef:638] These straightforward verses dispel the notion of other human beings existing before Adam and Eve. [638:  Ibid., 3:20.] 

Those who maintain this idea of other people groups could point to the fact that Cain, after he murdered his brother, expressed a worry to God about others attacking him because of what he had done. This is described in Genesis 4:14. However, pointing out this section of text does not help the pre-Adamites theory. Cain’s worry concerns the future. In fact, Cain’s expression of his fear that “it shall come to pass”[footnoteRef:639] demonstrates that he was not troubled about some present act of retribution but rather a future one brought about by probably his yet-to-be-born siblings who would not find it acceptable that he’d killed a fellow sibling. [639:  Ibid., 4:14.] 

Other pre-Adamites supporters bring up the fact that Cain built a city after his wanderings. They question how he did this without help.[footnoteRef:640] They conclude that Cain had assistance from these other people groups. However, during this time, a person’s lifespan was much longer than it is today. For example, Adam lived 930 years, according to Genesis 5:5. We can assume Cain lived just as long. One can accomplish much in 930 years, so Cain may have “builded a city,”[footnoteRef:641] but we don’t know how long it took him, nor do we know the size of this city. Furthermore, the text does not tell us exactly when Cain started this project. It’s clear it occurred around the time when he was dwelling in the land of Nod, so we can assume that by this period in his life, Adam and Eve probably already had other children. By that point, these children, now adults may have contributed to their uncle’s building project if they didn’t have a problem with him. But again, the text does not give us these details. [640:  “Adam: The First White Man.”]  [641:  Gen. 4:17.] 


“Sister Wives”
Those within the hard-liner wings of the CI Movement accept the pre-Adamites theory to perpetuate their segregation ideology. Obviously, they do not think Seth married into the offspring of the other supposed first couple since, to them, they would not have been white. Instead, they explain Seth’s marriage by claiming he married one of his sisters. The question then becomes: Whom did Cain marry?
Wesley Swift offered an answer that was touched on earlier. Swift contended that Cain, Satan’s supposed child, married one of the pre-Adamites, thereby continuing Satan’s bloodline through these other non-white races. Because more interaction and community exists today between blacks and whites, most modern Kenite Myth supporters dispute this mid-twentieth-century version of the CI Movement. Instead, they explain Cain, like Seth, married one of his sisters, thereby continuing the bloodline of Satan through the white race that ultimately intermarried with the Jews. Unfortunately, in both cases, this theory is not used to reveal biblical truth but is instead employed for one goal only: to explain how Satan’s line continued without infecting the white race overall.
Some non-CI Movement Christian apologists also use the sister theory to fill in the gaps concerning Cain’s and Seth’s marriages.[footnoteRef:642] In addition, The Book of Jubilees offers this solution of sister wives as well. This concept is usually employed to combat atheist groups who complain that the book of Genesis does not provide an account of how Cain’s and Seth’s children were born. Mainstream Christian apologists counter this by asserting God had yet to give the law concerning incest. Therefore, incest was acceptable during this time. They cite Abram who was married to his half-sister and was not punished for it.[footnoteRef:643] They further contend that over time, mistakes compounded the genetic code. Thus, in the early days of human existence, the act of incest would not have produced unhealthy children. Due to this, it was fine to marry a close relative. From this, they conclude that by the time the law came about, mistakes had become so compounded that God had to put an end to the practice. [642:  “Cain’s Wife: It Really Does Matter!” www.icr.org/article/cains-wife-it-really-does-matter/.]  [643:  Abram married his half-sister Sarai (Genesis 20: 2,12) while living in Ur among the Babylonians (Genesis 11:27–32). It is likely he did this because it was acceptable within his pagan society. For example, we know Abram’s father worshiped other gods, according to Joshua 24:2, so we can assume Abram and his family were influenced by the pagan culture in different ways as well. God may have shown Abram grace in not dissolving his marriage with Sarai. His situation and the other instances of very close familial, marital relationships in the Bible are an indication of waywardness not God’s acceptance of the practice. ] 

This incest theory seems compelling, but it ignores the story of Cain, the flood, Sodom and Gomorrah, and so forth. Before receiving the law, God punished the world with a flood for violating some kind of law, did He not? The same is true for Sodom and Gomorrah. He also punished Cain for murdering his brother before giving any law concerning murder. These examples illustrate the presence of a natural law that God expected humans to follow. This existed prior to the law being handed out at Mount Sinai. Incest was a part of that natural law.

The Wife Maker
Due to the unsatisfactory nature of the sister wives theory, there is another possibility to consider. This idea takes into consideration the two teachings provided in the New Testament that all die in Adam and that Adam was the first man. In addition, it also upholds the biblical evidence of the law being in the hearts of mankind even in the initial pages of the book of Genesis. The theory is that God made both Seth’s and Cain’s wives just as He made Eve from Adam. This allows Seth’s children to have married Cain’s children since marrying one’s cousin was and has never been prohibited by God’s law.[footnoteRef:644] It also helps explain the marriages of Noah’s grandkids after the flood since they too would have wed their cousins. [644:  It has been demonstrated that the children produced from couples who are cousins have about the same risk for developing health issues as those children born from couples who have children later in life. The percentage of overall risk for a child coming from either couple is small. (“Birth Defect Risk Doubles in Children Born to Cousins,” https://www.medicinenet.com.] 

This theory avoids the problem of incest that has many troubling consequences, including causing people to believe that, during the antediluvian period, there was a kind of sexual free-for-all. For if a brother could marry a sister, what kept a father from marrying his daughter? It also eliminates the relativism produced from this theory, which is that certain sexual sins were and are okay under certain situations. The idea that God made Seth’s and Cain’s wives also has some backing in the Bible since that was how God formed Eve, and the process allowed Eve to come from Adam.
There are a few problems with this theory, however. By the time Seth and Cain were born, God had already rested from creating, according to Genesis 2:1–3. Technically speaking, however, God was not creating anything new when He made Seth’s and Cain’s wives since He had previously created the woman, Eve. Those who hold to the notion of Adam being the second man cannot complain about this idea since they, too, have to use this same reasoning for Adam to be created on the eighth day after God rested.
This theory also becomes a bit inelegant when we take into consideration that Adam and Eve had other daughters and sons, as recorded in Genesis 5:4. Of course, not everyone would have needed a spouse. Nevertheless, the notion turns oddly repetitive when we consider that God would have made wives for these other offspring.
As we wander down these different avenues of speculation, it should be understood that any commentary concerning Cain’s and Seth’s wives and even Abel’s wife—we don’t know how old Abel was when he was murdered—should be viewed as opinion. God’s Word does not tell us where these wives came from or who they were. However, the CI Movement’s version of the pre-Adamites theory fails in what it sets out to do, for it does not help to explain the existence of other races after the flood since according to the Bible, no one survived the flood except Noah and his family. Also, the Bible states God “Hath made of one blood all nations of men for to dwell on all the face of the earth.”[footnoteRef:645] If you believe other people groups or those of other “blood” did survive the flood, then you are no longer trying to explain the Bible but are standing in opposition to it. [645:  Acts 17:26.] 
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Khazar Theory and Edomite Myth

Khazar Theory
Supporters of the CI Movement use certain tactics in order to build a foundation for the belief that the Jews are not who they say they are. One such approach is the Khazar theory. Those who follow this idea claim that the Khazars usurped the term “Jew” and now live among us today as if they were ethnic Jews. This concept usually goes hand and hand with the notion that the Holocaust was all a lie. There are various accounts concerning this idea.[footnoteRef:646] For some Kenite Myth supporters, the Holocaust involved real ethnic Jews (the Germans) murdering fake Jews (the Khazars). To supporters, these real ethnic Jews in leadership roles were the Kenites—Satan’s children. [646:  “The Holocaust LIE is the Centerpiece of the New World Order/Beast Power of Revelation 13,” www.goodnewsaboutgod.com.] 

Supporters go on to explain that Cain’s descendants, the Kenites, are not interested in procreating with the everyday Jew since these Jews are the Khazars—the fake Jews. To supporters, the Kenites are only interested in procreating with true ethnic Jews in leadership roles. The reason this is done is so the Kenites can carry out their intended evil purposes. One of which is to twist history around, to make everyone think the real ethnic Jews were the victims in the Holocaust. This way, the Kenites could gain international sympathy and a title to the promised land. At that point, they would be free to set up the Antichrist’s throne. In other words, supporters believe that the international community granted the Jews their country back based on one big lie promoted by the Kenites.
None of this is within the biblical text. What we do see is that God will restore the Jewish people to their homeland. After the Babylonian captivity, God brought the Jews back to Israel. In Isaiah 11:11–12[footnoteRef:647] God promised to do so again, which is what we are seeing in our day with the restoration of the State of Israel and the returning of the Jews. Nowhere within the biblical text are we told that the Kenites, Satan’s supposed physical children, made all of this happen. [647:  The promise found in Isaiah 11:11-12 is distinct from the other assurances of restoration to Israel in that it is a global re-gathering of all Israel and therefore cannot be referring to the exodus from Egypt nor the return of the Babylonian and Assyrian exiles who were living in proximity to the land of Israel.  
The fact that these verses mention that it will be the second time that God will restore Israel is because Abraham lived in Canaan as a stranger (Genesis 17:8). Although, God promised that he and his descendants would acquire it one day, Abraham did not possess the land yet. In addition, this assurance is focused on giving it to Abraham’s offspring (Genesis 12:7 & 15:18), and in turn, it would be as if Abraham possessed it as well. Nevertheless, Abraham does receive a portion of land (Genesis 23); however, it is not all of Canaan. Because of this, the text does not count the Israelites’ exodus from Egypt into Canaan as a restoration since the land as a whole was not Abraham’s in the first place. The restoration after the Babylonian exile is the first restoration and the final restoration, which is happening now, is the second restoration.  ] 


Edomite Myth
The Edomite Myth, which is similar to and usually combined with the Khazar Theory, proposes that the Edomites, the descendants of Esau, intermarried with the tribe of Judah to such an extent that only a remnant of “pure” descendants of the tribe of Judah remain. Others contend that extensive intermarriage with such tribes as the Edomites completely wiped out Judah. Supporters of this idea argue that the term “Jew” no longer equates to the tribe of Judah but instead refers to Edomites.[footnoteRef:648] [648:  “Who Are the Jews?” www.millennialnorthstar.info/who-are-the-jews/.] 

Once more, we see the violation of the logical concept of descent, not race. Nevertheless, built upon this incorrect notion, supporters believe that when Paul summarizes in Romans 9 what God said, as recorded in the book of Malachi, “Jacob have I loved, but Esau have I hated”[footnoteRef:649] that God’s hatred toward Edom, toward the “Jews,” was and is perpetual. Therefore, even today God hates the Jews who are, in reality, Edomites. [649:  Rom. 9:13. (See also Malachi 1:1-3).] 

To a follower of this idea, these Edomites are easy to spot since, according to them, the color red marks their identity. Supporters acquire this notion from Genesis 25:25, where it tells us that Esau had red hair or red-toned skin, depending on the translation. Esau was also named Edom, which means red.[footnoteRef:650] Since the color red equates to the Communist movement, those who hold to the Edomite Myth conclude that the Jews of Eastern Europe and Russia are not Jews but are Edomites.[footnoteRef:651] [650:  Strong, Strong’s Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, ‘Ĕdôm, 123.]  [651:  Charles A. Weisman, Who Is Esau-Edom? (Apple Valley, Minnesota: Weisman Publications, 1991), p. 20. In this book, Weisman shamelessly misquotes Jews (Bernard Lazare and Marcus Eli Ravage) to make them sound as if they are radical individuals set out to destroy Christianity.] 

On the other side of this argument are some within Judaism who believe those of Western European descent, particularly the Irish, are Edomites because of their red hair. Similarly, others contend that red-haired individuals or Caucasians stem from Esau because they are referred to as “rednecks” in the southern states and appear to have reddish skin when they are born.[footnoteRef:652] Traditionally, many have thought the Edomites were Arabs because Esau married one of Ishmael’s daughters, as recorded in Genesis 28:9.[footnoteRef:653] Historically, Jews referred to Christians as Edomites. As we can see, pretty much everyone is an Edomite, according to one group or another. [652:  “Esau is the modern day Caucasian (White Man),” https://ahayahyashiyaisraelitesunite.wordpress.com.]  [653:  Ishmael’s daughter was called Mahalath in Genesis 28:9 and Bashemath in Genesis 36:3-4. Since Esau married a daughter of Ishmael and had children with her, some Arabs are descended from Esau. However, Arabs (Arabians) are a distinct people group from the Edomites as described in 1 Kings 10:15 and 2 Chronicles 26:7.] 

Although some of Esau’s descendants may have shared in his trait of red hair or a ruddy complexion, the reason his offspring were called “Edomites” had nothing to do with his red hair or red skin. The biblical text explains that Esau was called “Edom” (red) because he gave up his birthright for red stew.[footnoteRef:654] In addition, the Bible never teaches that red hair or ruddy skin tone should be used as an identifying mark for the Edomites. [654:  Gen. 25:30.] 

From a biblical perspective, Esau was Jacob’s brother. The Edomites were often the enemies of the Israelites, Jacob’s offspring. Obadiah 1:6–14 tells us the Edomites rejoiced over the Israelites’ calamity by way of the Babylonians. Obadiah 1:17–18 describes the consequence of these actions, whereby the house of Esau would become stubble by the fire of the house of Jacob and the flame of the house of Joseph, and that “there shall not be any remaining of the house of Esau.”[footnoteRef:655] [655:  Obad. 1:18.] 

Some who hold to the Edomite Myth believe the prophecy provided by Obadiah has not yet occurred but will take place at the end of this age. Those within the CI Movement often accompany this myth with the belief that the Jewish Holocaust did not happen. Ignoring, or perhaps not believing, the many accounts of our War World II veterans, supporters of the Edomite Myth claim the Jews, who are supposedly Edomites, are concerned about genocide, not because it happened in the past, but because they know it will happen in the future as prophesied by Obadiah. Due to this, the Jews concern themselves with passing anti-genocide laws.[footnoteRef:656] [656:  Weisman, Who is Esau-Edom? pp. 115–116.] 

Supporters of this all-encompassing future Edomite destruction are incorrect on two points. Firstly, Obadiah 1:18 is prophesying that no Edomites would remain upon mount Zion, meaning none would be left on Israelite land or in Jerusalem itself. This is the subject matter as described in Obadiah 1:17 that precedes the prophecy. The second point on which supporters of the Edomite Myth are erroneous is concerning their belief that the doom of the House of Esau will take place sometime in the future. This doom, however, is the removal of the Edomites from Israelite land, which has already occurred at the hands of Jacob and Joseph. The pathway to this took centuries and began with the destruction of the Edomite Kingdom at the hands of the Babylonians. After this devastation, the Nabatean Arabs displaced the Edomites from their homeland of Mount Seir.[footnoteRef:657] The Edomites then moved into an area once held by Simeon[footnoteRef:658] and Judah. The original Israelite land allotments are described in Joshua 13-19. This series of events are generally believed to be the fulfillment of the prophecies found in Ezekiel 35, as well as those recorded in Amos 1:11–12, Isaiah 34:5–7, and multiple times in Jeremiah,[footnoteRef:659] and which are confirmed in Malachi 1:3, where the destruction is already described in past tense. God punished the Edomites this way due to their ongoing hostilities toward their brother Israel. Second Kings 8:20–22 provides an example of this antagonism. The Edomites’ track of getting ever closer to Jerusalem was the beginning of the end for them as a people group and as holders of Israelite land. [657:  See Deuteronomy 2:1–5, which records where Edom was located.]  [658:  Simeon’s land allotment was within Judas’s territory. See Genesis 34 and 49:5-7 for background information as well as Joshua 19:1, 9.]  [659:  Jer. 25:15–21, 27:1–11, and 49:7–22.] 

From a historical perspective, Josephus’s Antiquities of the Jews explains that John Hyrcanus overtook the Edomites (called Idumeans when Greek became the common language) in the second century BC. He gave them two options: leave or convert to the ways of the Jews:

“Hyrcanus took also Dora and Marissa, cities of Idumea, and subdued all the Idumeans; and permitted them to stay in that country, if they would circumcise their genitals, and make use of the laws of the Jews; and they were so desirous of living in the country of their forefathers, that they submitted to the use of circumcision, and of the rest of the Jewish ways of living; at which time therefore this befell them, that they were hereafter no other than Jews.” [footnoteRef:660] [660:  Whiston, “Antiquities of the Jews,” book 13, chap 9, v. 1.] 


Supporters use this quote to claim that the Idumeans became known as Jews. However, the Idumeans simply adopted the ways of the Jews. We find evidence of the Idumeans still existing as a separate people group even as late as 47 BC when Julius Caesar appoints an Idumean by the name of Antipater as the procurator of Judaea. In 37 BC, Antipater’s son, Herod I the Great, is crowned king of Judaea by the Romans. Later in his reign, Herod hears of the birth of Christ and gives an order to murder all the boys aged two and under, fearing a rival as Matthew 2:1–16 records. If the Idumeans were called “Jews” at this point in history, we would not be able to identify Herod as an Idumean. He simply would be a Jew. As Josephus explains, Herod’s predecessor Antigonus II called Herod an “Idumean” and a “half-Jew,”[footnoteRef:661] so it was well known who the Idumeans were. [661:  Ibid., book 14, chap 15, v. 2.] 

Commencing sometime around AD 70, a sequence of events begins to unfold that ultimately leads to the end of the Edomites’ hold on Israelite land. Josephus describes this in his War of the Jews.[footnoteRef:662] Below is a summary of these events according to Josephus. [662:  William Whiston, trans., “War of the Jews,” in The Works of Flavius Josephus (1737), www.sacred-texts.com.
] 


Josephus explains how Jewish Zealots take control of the Temple in Jerusalem, carrying out executions and appointing high priests by casting lots (4.3.7). Ananus, a legitimate high priest by descent who was well-respected (4.5.2), urges the residents to rise up against the Zealots (4.3.7).
By night, John of Giscala (or Gischala), a double agent, gives information to the Zealots about Ananus’ group (4.3.13). By day, he acts as a friend to Ananus and his party. Ananus suspects John of Giscala due to his constant desire to be near and requests that he take an oath. John agrees and becomes an ambassador who will communicate with the Zealots (4.3.13).
Ananus instructs John of Giscala to explain to the Zealots that all he wants is for the corruption of the Temple to end and that he has no desire to see any of his fellow countrymen slain (4.3.13). John twists Ananus’s message so he can appear to be important in front of the Zealots. He informs them that Ananus has sent ambassadors to Rome to ask them to take the city (4.3.14). Fearful of this news, the Zealots send two messengers to deliver a letter to the Idumeans (Edomites) (4.4.1). The letter perpetuates John’s lie that if the Idumeans do not come to the Zealots’ aid, the city will fall to Rome (4.4.1).
Surprised by the news, the Idumeans show up with 20,000 men (4.4.2). However, upon seeing the gates of the city shut by Ananus, and after hearing a speech by his followers, the commander of the Idumeans responds. He complains that Ananus has no problem opening the gates of the city to Rome but shuts the gates on those who share the common city and ancestry (4.4.4). The Idumeans’ opinion is that Ananus is not for liberty since he has barred them from the city but is instead tyrannical and that they are probably dictatorial to the Zealots who have called for help (4.4.4). However, the Idumeans are not entirely settled on the matter. On the one hand, not seeing anyone in support of the Zealots causes the Idumeans to consider leaving. However, because of the shame that they would feel in not doing anything at all, they decide to stay and encamp outside the gates (4.4.5).
A violent storm breaks out, and Ananus allows his guards to slumber (4.4.6). Under cover of the noise from the storm, the Zealots decide to break out of the Temple and open the gates, allowing the Idumeans access (4.4.7). The Idumeans first make sure all the Zealots are free. Then, with the help of the freed Zealots, they kill Ananus’s sleeping guards (4.5.1). This does not quench the rage that the Idumeans felt at the injury of being shut out of the city and the bad humor they are in for the poor encampment they endured during the night’s storm. They turn their anger on the city and kill anyone they encounter, including Ananus (4.5.1–2).
The Zealots and Idumeans eventually set up unlawful tribunals to judge and execute the remaining offenders (4.5.4). Later, the Idumeans repent of what they have done and regret coming in the first place (4.5.5). In the midst of this, one Zealot meets with the Idumeans privately and explains that they were deceived into helping the Zealots since there had been no threat of Rome entering into the conflict. This Zealot recommends that the Idumeans leave the fight (4.5.5). The Idumeans release the prisoners and abandon Jerusalem (4.6.1). In the absence of the Idumeans, the Zealots then set out to murder their opponents (4.6.1).
Another individual by the name of Simon of Geras enters the picture. His army grows in strength. He begins to take control of certain portions of Judea and makes no secret about wanting to take Jerusalem. The Zealots come out and fight him, but still not trusting that his men can take the city, Simon decides to pick on the Idumeans first, who are motivated by defending the city of Jerusalem (4.9.5).
Simon and the Idumeans clash. The fight ends in a draw (4.9.5). An Idumean commander named Jacob agrees to help Simon if he holds him in high regard (4.9.6). He then proceeds to use fuzzy math by informing his fellow Idumean commanders that they should surrender to Simon because Simon’s army is of such great numbers (4.9.6). At the same time, he gets a message to Simon that he will disperse the Idumeans. As the Idumean soldiers assemble, Jacob follows through on his promise. He jumps on his horse and flees, causing the men to break rank in horror (4.9.6). Simon takes Hebron without bloodshed and levels the city (4.9.7). He then marches to Idumea (the original land of Simeon and Judah) and lays waste to it, of which some of it he burns (4.9.7).
The Zealots then kidnap Simon’s beloved wife, and Simon turns his rage on those who exit the gates of Jerusalem (4.9.8). He threatens to tear down the walls of Jerusalem and kill both the innocent and the guilty. The Zealots fear this and hand over Simon’s wife (4.9.8). Once his wife is returned to him, Simon proceeds to pick on Idumea again, causing many to take refuge in Jerusalem (4.9.10).
These Idumean refugees later band together and war with John of Giscala, who has been making a sport of murdering rich men and abusing women (4.9.10). The Idumeans, along with others, ask Simon to help fight John and his band of followers who, strangely enough, dress like women during their plundering activities (4.9.10–11). Simon then possesses the city. Infighting continues between these two groups because John and his party take a defensive position at the Temple (4.9.12). During this time, much injustice occurs within the walls of the city by these two groups, so much so that it is Josephus’s opinion that it is this sedition that “destroyed the city, and the Romans destroyed the sedition.” (5.6.1) Josephus believes that his people were to blame for their misfortunes.
Eventually, the Emperor of Rome, Vespasian, sends his son Titus to defeat Jerusalem. Simon’s army, which includes five thousand Idumeans, rallies with John to defend the city (5.6.1). James, son of Sosas, is cited as an Idumean commander who fought valiantly for the city (6.1.8). Things, however, begin to go wrong for those who are protecting the city, and the Idumeans decide to meet privately with the Romans to discuss their surrender (6.8.2). Titus agrees, knowing that if the Idumeans surrender, the resistance will fall. As the Idumeans prepare to march out, Simon discovers their plan. He kills the five representatives who had gone to see Titus and imprisons the Idumean commanders, including a son of Sosas (6.8.2). He has the remaining army watched. These Idumeans, however, begin to desert, and Simon slays many of them. He cannot keep up with the ever-increasing deserters, and the Romans receive many of them (6.8.2). A significant portion of the populace, including the Idumeans (we can presume), is sold into slavery. Some are punished. Over forty thousand are allowed to go where they please (6.8.2).

It is this author’s opinion that Obadiah’s prophecy was fulfilled during this time. Simon caused the Idumeans to abandon their home on Israelite land, thus inserting them into a battle with the Romans. Some were slain, sold into slavery, or dispersed, where they probably intermarried with other people groups. Whatever the fate of the Edomites, they ceased to be a specific people or nation after AD 70. At the hands of Jacob and Joseph, they met their fate.
Supporters of the Edomite Myth agree that the Idumeans dispersed after AD 70, but they consider it reasonable to assume that the Edomites traveled north, thus ultimately becoming the Russian “Jews.” However, it is just as reasonable to believe that the free Edomites journeyed east or south. Supporters do not know, and neither do we. History and the Bible are silent on where the Edomites did end up. We do know that they no longer hold Israelite land, and due to this, Obadiah’s prophecy has already been fulfilled.
As shown, those who perpetuate the Edomite Myth rely heavily upon Josephus’s words “that they were hereafter no other than Jews”[footnoteRef:663] to claim that this was the moment when the Edomites infected the line of Judah, since intermarrying with the Jews would have occurred in concert with the Edomites’ conversion. This intermarrying would have caused the offspring of these couples to be considered Edomites. However, this marital practice was already taking place long before the second century BC. [663:  Whiston, “Antiquities of the Jews,” book 13, chap 9, v. 1.] 

In Deuteronomy 23:7–8, we have evidence of this. Deuteronomy documents a rule enacted for those born of an Edomite and those born of an Egyptian. God did not allow these descendants to enter the congregation of the Lord until the third generation. This was done for spiritual reasons, not for reasons of ancestry. From this, we can conclude that the Edomites were already a part of the Israelite community.
So, what happened to those descendants who came from a union between the Edomites and the Israelites? Although the Bible does not point this out, they may have been caught up in Obadiah’s prophecy as well. However, this ruin was not based on “getting all the Jews,” which is the Edomite Myth’s focus. Instead, the destruction was based on punishing those who had come against the Jews. The Edomites were guilty of doing this. Other Israelites who had Edomite heritage, who identified themselves as Edomites, and who battled against their Israelite brothers would have probably seen this same punishment.
Beyond this question relating to intermarriage, even within the Edomite Myth, the Edomites became the Jews since, according to the Bible, the Edomites were a separate people group. After all, the Bible records God saying He loved Jacob but hated Esau. It does not depict Him saying, “I love Jacob and all his descendants, except those who were once considered Israelites.”
What supporters are doing is beginning with the idea that the Edomites are Jews, then going back into the Bible, and inserting the term “Jew” for Edomite. However, when the Bible speaks of Edomites, it is speaking of Edomites. It is not talking about Jews, that became “infected” by Edomite blood. Therefore, the Bible cannot be used to support the Edomite Myth since, in the Bible, the Edomites are Edomites, and the Jews are Jews, even according to those who support the myth.

Edomites = Pure Evil
The Edomite Myth is based on the false assumption that the Edomites are, to this day, an evil, organized people who are determined to do harm to Israel and Christians. As shown, God has already subdued the Edomites, so this simply is not the case. Furthermore, equating the Edomites with evil is somewhat inaccurate and fails to tell their entire story. From a biblical perspective, although Esau’s descendants would later show hostility toward Israel, Genesis 32–33 records Esau and Jacob reconciling. And as we have just read, Josephus shows how the Edomites, although a warlike people, were very interested in the preservation of Jerusalem. In Amos 9:11–12, we are told the line of David would possess a remnant of Edom in the day of Israel’s final restoration through Christ in which all of Israel’s enemies would be subdued. See also Acts 15:16–18, which provides a generalized statement about all non-Israelites, which would include Edomites, who call on the name of the Lord. Mark 3:7–8 further demonstrates the fanciful nature of the Edomite Myth. In these verses, we read that people from Idumea came to see Jesus. We can assume from this that many put their faith in Christ and became Christians.
Paul puts the “I hated Esau” statement found in Malachi 1:3 into the perspective of election in Romans 9. Examine Luke 14:25–27, where Christ explains that to be His follower, you must hate your parents. The point Christ is trying to get across, by using a bit of hyperbole, is that when you have a choice between following God or your parents, you need to follow God. In other words, you need to follow God in everything. The same idea of choosing is expressed by Paul. God chose Jacob, not Esau.
In the full context of Malachi 1:1–3, where Paul borrows this original quote from, we discover that Jacob (Israel) was asking God for proof of His love for them. God answered this by saying He had demonstrated His love for Jacob by hating and bringing destruction to Esau, who was Jacob’s enemy. It’s similar to saying, “I stuck up for you when your enemy came against you. That is my proof of my love.” In this context, God’s focus was not on His hate for Esau but rather on His love for Jacob. Furthermore, supporters forgo placing this in light of John 3:16, and for that matter, a command given in Deuteronomy by God to the Israelites: “Thou shalt not abhor an Edomite; for he is thy brother.”[footnoteRef:664] [664:  Deut. 23:7.] 


The Edomites and Various End-Time Scenarios
What this all comes down to for some who have been drawn into the Edomite Myth is that in the last days, the country of Israel will be invaded by Russian Jews, who are supposedly really Edomites from the North. Others, who have incorporated Herbert Armstrong’s[footnoteRef:665] Anglo-Israelism into their thinking, will tell you that during the end times, America will be Israel. Due to this, America will supposedly be the country invaded by the Russians (Edomites) by way of Alaska. [665:  To understand end-time events accurately, supporters of Herbert Armstrong assert one must first recognize what the “master key” is. To supporters, the master key was recognizing that the American and British people were Israelites. This false premise turns the United States and Britain into Israel, whereby all future prophecies concerning Israel become about these two countries. According to Armstrong, the State of Israel, as well as the Jewish people, will not be the focus of these events. One can see the appeal of this for the Christian Identity Movement. It pushes the Jews off to the side and places Anglo-Saxons at the forefront of biblical prophecy. ] 

Other Kenite Myth supporters place the Edomite idea on the back shelf while remaining true to Anglo-Israelism. They claim Cain’s descendants will invade America (Israel). They begin with Tubal, who Ezekiel 38:2 describes as one of the invaders of Israel. Supporters then point out that Tubal-cain is the name of one of Cain’s descendants.[footnoteRef:666] From this similarity of names, supporters conclude that the Russians who attack the United States will be Cain’s (i.e., Satan’s) descendants. One difficulty with this idea is that the Tubal mentioned in Ezekiel 38:2 has nothing to do with Cain’s descendant Tubal-cain. In 1 Chronicles 1:5, Tubal is described as one of the sons of Japheth. His other sons were Magog and Meshech, among others. All three of these sons (or land of these sons) are spoken of in the prophecy found in Ezekiel 38:2. It is widely agreed that these individuals are those of the Black Sea region or Russia. When the Bible references Tubal in Ezekiel, it is not pointing to Cain’s descendants. It is alluding to the area north of Israel. [666:  “Ezekiel Chapter 38: Judgment on God’s Enemies,” https://www.theseason.org.] 

The Bible is clear that Israel will be Israel at the end of this age, the very land God gave to the Israelite patriarchs as Ezekiel 36:28 records. All of these end-time ideas fail upon further scrutiny and so, too, does the Edomite Myth.















[bookmark: Chapter19]Chapter 19
Anglo-Israelism

It is generally accepted today that the term “Jew” identifies not only the tribe of Judah but encompasses every other tribe of Israel. Anglo-Israelism, or British Israelism, as it was known in its earlier days, stands in opposition to this view. Anglo-Israelism asserts that the term “Jew” only equates to the tribe of Judah.[footnoteRef:667], [footnoteRef:668] According to supporters of this system, when individuals in the United States, Europe, or any other part of the world say they are Jewish in the ethnic sense, what they are really saying is that they are from the tribe of Judah, or possibly the tribes of Levi and Benjamin, who held a close association with the Southern Kingdom. Supporters point out that Strong’s Concordance defines “Jew” as coming from the tribe of Judah. For them, this is proof that the term “Jew” cannot be used for the other tribes. However, supporters see no problem including the tribes of Benjamin and Levi. [667:  Armstrong, The United States and Britain in Prophecy, p. 79.]  [668:  Some supporters also view the English word “Gentiles” differently as well. They believe the word refers to the other Israelite tribes who were not part of the tribes of Judah, Benjamin, and Levi. The idea that Gentiles means “the rest of the Israelite tribes” greatly narrows the possibility of who can be saved. Due to this, demonstrating that they are Israelites, the only people group who will find salvation, becomes paramount to these supporters’ faith. 
	However, the English word Gentiles is used to refer to non-Israelites. See Hosea 8:8-9 where there is a clear distinction between non-Israelites who are labeled as Gentiles in the KJV and Israel who are specifically from the ten northern tribes. 
From an original language perspective, in the KJV, the Hebrew word gôwy and the Greek words, ĕthnŏs, ĕthnikŏs, and Hĕllĕn are translated to Gentile(s). However, in some cases, the KJV does not bother to translate these words to Gentiles. Instead, the KJV employs the word nation which can be applied to a variety of people. In Genesis 17:20, for example, gôwy is translated to nation and is speaking about Ishmael’s line. In Genesis 12:2, gôwy refers to Abram’s descendants, the Israelites. In the cases of Isaiah 1:1-4 (v.4) and Jeremiah 7:1-28 (v.28), gôwy is referencing Judah specifically. Acts 2:5 is a New Testament example where the Greek term ĕthnŏs is translated to nation and is employed in a similar generic way to mean all the nations of the world. Claiming the word Gentiles can only mean “other Israelites tribes” ignores the usage of the original Hebrew and Greek terms behind the English word Gentiles. ] 


Not allowing the term “Jew” to be a synonym for all the other tribes of Israel provides some open positions as to who the remaining tribes of Israel are. Those within the embryonic stages of British-Israelism believed the tribe of Ephraim was England.[footnoteRef:669] As for the United States, John Wilson, an early, prominent writer for the system, did not bother to define its tribe. Wilson was an Englishman. Due to this, he was only interested in linking England with the Israelites. He asserted that the United States was full of the descendants of Japheth, who coexisted with English immigrants from the tribe of Ephraim.[footnoteRef:670] Later, Reverend Glover, someone we will be covering later, came to define the United States as Manasseh. At first, Glover thought Manasseh was the Welsh people. However, after seeing signs he could no longer deny, he came to believe that Manasseh was the United States.[footnoteRef:671] [669:  John Wilson, Our Israelitish Origin: Lectures on Ancient Israel, and the Israelitish Origin of the Modern Nations of Europe, 3rd edition (London: James Nisbet and Co., 1840), Queries on the Subject of the Israelitish Origin of the British Nation, https://books.google.com.]  [670:  Ibid., p. 22.]  [671:  F.R.A. Glover, England, The Remnant of Judah and The Israel of Ephraim, 2nd ed., (Waterloo Place, London: Rivingtons, 1881), pp. 149–151, https://archive.org.] 


The Promises
The Anglo-Israelists’ commentary for their identifications begins with Abraham, who had several promises given to him by God. The assurances provided to Abraham regarding the subject at hand are:

Genesis 12:2
Abraham would be a great nation.
Abraham’s name would be great.
Abraham would be a blessing (i.e., through his seed, Christ would come—Acts 3:25–26).

Genesis 17:1–9
God told Abraham that He would multiply him.
Many nations would come from him.
Kings would also come, which occurred with others and with David, which led to Christ.
God promised the land of Canaan.

Genesis 26:4
This verse repeats the assurance of land, of Christ, and having many descendants (equating it to the number of stars in heaven). Genesis 22:17 also explains that Abraham’s fruitfulness would be like the sand upon the beach (the promise of many descendants).

Anglo-Israelists point out that the Bible indicates that these promises were divided before the death of Abraham’s grandson, Jacob.[footnoteRef:672] Two of Jacob’s sons were Joseph and Judah. First Chronicles 5:1–2 explains Judah was given the kingship line [footnoteRef:673] while the birthright was Joseph’s for his two sons, Ephraim and Manasseh.  [672:  Armstrong, The United States and Britain in Prophecy, chap. 4.]  [673:  In 1 Samuel 8:1–7, we find Israel asking for a king just like the pagans have. This displeases Samuel. Why Samuel is unhappy by this request is odd because God promised Abraham that kings would come from him, and Judah is specifically promised a kingship line. Certainly, Samuel would have known of this assurance to Judah and would have seen this demand by the people as a fulfillment of it. However, Samuel’s displeasure, and accordingly God’s displeasure with this request, may originate in the fact that the people were asking for a king similar to those of other nations. God’s plan for a kingship line over Israel was that it would be God-centered. But this apparently is not what the people wanted. Hence, by requesting a pagan-type kingship, they were rejecting God. Although not a pagan, perhaps this is why the Israelites ended up with Saul as their first king. Saul was not from the line of Judah, and compared to David overall, he was not seen as being in good standing with God.  ] 

The birthright would have contained a double portion of the material possessions a father would have held. The son who received this birthright, which was usually the firstborn son, would have been given leadership and authority as well. Joseph gained this birthright for his sons because Reuben, the actual firstborn, had sinned as 1 Chronicles 5:1 records. Joseph’s sons were also promised many descendants, according to Genesis 48:16. Generally, most Christians agree with all of this.
Where Anglo-Israelists take a wrong turn begins with their premise that the term “Jew” has not come to equate to every other tribe of Israel. Due to this, they believe the people called “Jews” (line of Judah) today never received the material possessions of Joseph’s sons or the promise of many descendants. Instead, God only provided the Jews with the kingship line. This stark division between Joseph and Judah allowed the early writers of Anglo-Israelism to equate Joseph’s inheritance of material possessions and having many descendants with the prosperity and population of the British Empire.
This idea is disproved when we recognize that another son of Jacob (tribe of Israel) had a king come from it, even though Judah was promised, “the sceptre shall not depart from Judah.”[footnoteRef:674] Obviously, this promise to Judah was given for a very particular reason: the coming of Christ as King. Nevertheless, this assurance is not as black and white as Anglo-Israelists want it to be since Saul, the first king of Israel, was from the tribe of Benjamin, not Judah. When Joseph was told his line through Ephraim[footnoteRef:675] would be “a fruitful bough,”[footnoteRef:676] it did not mean that the other tribes would find their wives to be barren. It just meant Joseph’s son Ephraim would be especially fruitful. [674:  Gen. 49:10.]  [675:  Ephraim means fruitful (see Genesis 41:52). The promise to Joseph about being fruitful is most likely alluding to Ephraim having many descendants.]  [676:  Gen. 49:22.] 

Besides this flawed concept of stark divisional promises, those from Joseph are now called “Jews.” The tribes are so intertwined at this point due to intermarriage that no one can tell what specific tribe they originated from, although genealogists seem to be able to trace at least some Jews back to the tribe of Levi.
The Israelite tribes did intermarry. David, for example, was of the tribe of Judah but married Michal, who was King Saul’s daughter of the tribe of Benjamin. The new couple aligned themselves with the husband’s tribe; however, from a genealogical standpoint, the Israelites were a tangled mix.
There were some restrictions to intermarrying outside of one’s tribe, however. Numbers 27:1–8 explains that if a daughter was the only heir, she would be given her father’s inheritance, which was a piece of tribal land. However, according to Numbers 36, she was restricted to marry only within her father’s tribe so that the land (the inheritance) would not pass to another tribe. Men who were single could marry into whatever tribe they chose since their father’s land inheritance went with them anyway. Single female virgins, who were not their father’s only heir, were also free to marry or be given in marriage [footnoteRef:677] into whatever tribe since they did not receive a land inheritance.  [677:  In the Israelite culture, a man was to give a dowry to the father of the woman he wished to marry. There is no law in the Torah instructing that a dowry had to be made. Although one could argue, it is implied. The law only stepped in concerning a bride-price when something went wrong such as in the case of seduction or rape as explained in Exodus 22:16-17 & Deuteronomy 22:28-29. In the case of Deuteronomy 22:28-29, the law stipulated that a man was to provide the bride-price or “dowry of virgins” to the father as if the woman were still a virgin. Exodus 22:16-17 even explains that when a father refused to give his daughter in marriage to the man who seduced his daughter, the man still had to pay the bride-price. 
There is also no command in the Torah that says a man or a woman needed to have their fathers’ permission to marry. The path to marriage actually varies greatly within the biblical text. At times, however, the father was heavily involved. For example, with God’s help, Abraham uses a servant to find a wife for his son Isaac (Genesis 24). Rebekah was found, and although Abraham and God give Rebekah the liberty to say no to the situation, Rebekah’s mother and brother only ask her permission later in the hope of a negative response, realizing they will miss her. 
       In another situation, Laban (Rebekah’s brother and Jacob’s uncle) sells his daughters Rachel and Leah to Jacob (Genesis 29). The daughters make it clear they are disgusted by Laban’s treatment of them (Genesis 31:14–16). Concerning the law, a father could refuse his daughter’s marriage, particularly if a man took his daughter’s virginity prior to the marriage through enticement (Exodus 22:16–17). At other times, the father was not involved, nor was it the man who took the initiative. This was how it was in the case of Ruth, a Moabite (descendant of Lot), and Boaz who was David’s ancestor. By way of her mother-in-law’s instructions, Ruth willingly initiates the suggestion of marriage to Boaz (Ruth 3:9). In addition, Song of Solomon makes it quite clear that when it came to tying the knot, there was some aspect of a woman’s interest, consent, and, of course, that all-important thing called love.] 

Levite priests had certain restrictions on them as well. Leviticus 21:7 defines this. However, even for priests, there was no explicit command given that they could not marry outside of the Levite tribe since tribal identity went through males and the Levites had no land inheritance.[footnoteRef:678] Later, within Talmudic Judaism, the pedigrees of priests were scrutinized, and further restrictions concerning whom priests could and could not marry were put into place. [678:  Some argue that the phrase “of his own people,” found in Leviticus 21:14 indicates a priest could not marry outside the Levite tribe. Others assert it only limits priests from marrying outside the tribes of Israel. However, the topic in which vs. 14 is located is concerning the high priest (see vs. 10). It deals with the type of woman he could marry. It is likely the high priest was restricted to marry only within the Levite tribe. Priests, in general, were allowed to marry into other Israelite tribes.   ] 

The practice of intermarriage between the tribes combined the initial promises given to the sons of Jacob. This included even the land. For example, today the Israelites returning to the State of Israel do not settle on their tribal lands. Instead, they settle in Israel, so even the promise of land has been jumbled together.[footnoteRef:679] This intermarriage contributed to the eventual loss of tribal identities for most, except for Levi and Judah, in which leadership and the religious community centered around. [679:  Ezekiel 47:13–48:29 describes a future Israel where the twelve tribes are living on their own parcels of land. These tribal lands are arranged differently than the original inheritance. ] 


Body Language and Seating Arrangements
Anglo-Israelists downplay or ignore the practice of intermarriage all together and focus on the promises Jacob provided to Joseph’s two sons Manasseh and Ephraim, particularly those given to Joseph’s son Ephraim. Genesis 48:19 tells us that Manasseh would be great but Ephraim would be even greater. Early writers of Anglo-Israelism asserted that the only way to explain the greatness they were experiencing within the British Empire was to conclude that Anglo-Saxons were the lost descendants of Joseph’s son, Ephraim, due to the promise of greatness. Things became awkward, however, when the United States grew more prominent than Britain, causing Anglo-Israelists to scramble for an answer.
The general explanation they provided was to ascribe the identity of Manasseh to the United States since, after all, most of the United States was comprised of Anglo-Saxons anyway. They claimed the United States’ promise for greatness had been delayed until Ephraim (Britain) received its blessing.
To find some biblical authority for this belated promise, some modern Anglo-Israelists utilize rabbinical commentary. This commentary focuses on Jacob’s hand gestures as well as Ephraim and Manasseh’s seating positions as they received their blessing. When Jacob proclaimed his blessing, he crossed his arms and allowed Manasseh, the firstborn, to remain to his right. Some Anglo-Israelists claim this meant God would give Manasseh’s blessing after Ephraim received his.[footnoteRef:680] [680:  www.britam.org/USAManasseh.html.] 

The biblical text, however, does not support this commentary of a tardy blessing. Genesis 48:13 makes it clear why this crossing of the arms was even pointed out in the first place. Standing before Jacob to receive their blessing, Joseph placed Manasseh, the firstborn, at the right-hand side of Jacob, where he traditionally would have been positioned. Ephraim was situated to Jacob’s left. Jacob crossed his arms and put his right hand on Ephraim’s head. This was completely unexpected since Manasseh was the firstborn and should have had Jacob’s right hand on his head.
Joseph even reminded Jacob of this. In fact, the text informs us that Joseph got upset at what Jacob was doing. Joseph would not have bothered reminding his father that Manasseh was the firstborn if he knew that remaining to the right meant Manasseh would eventually receive greatness as much as or surpassing Ephraim’s.[footnoteRef:681] Joseph knew Jacob was giving Ephraim the greater blessing. [681:  Some Anglo-Israelists argue that the United States did not surpass Britain in greatness. They contend that at the peak of the British Empire, the empire held more land and was more populous than the United States. ] 

In addition, Jacob was near death at this point. The easiest way to give this greater blessing to Ephraim, who was to his left, was to cross his arms and place his right hand on Ephraim’s head. This crossing of arms revealed Jacob’s condition and the fact that he completely disregarded Joseph’s expectation that Manasseh, the firstborn, would receive the greater blessing. Due to this, there was no indication of a postponed blessing to Manasseh. The Bible only tells us Ephraim would be greater than Manasseh. There was no secret body language or seating arrangements going on here that indicated a delay.

Ephraim Surpasses Manasseh
At the heart of Anglo-Israelism is a misreading of the promise Ephraim was given. Supporters believe Ephraim would be greater than everyone in the world. Therefore, to them, this would provide a link to the British Empire. However, this promise to Ephraim was never about the tribe being greater than all other people groups. It only promised that Ephraim would be great and would be greater than Manasseh.
To show that the tribe of Ephraim did rise to greatness over its older sibling, a summary of the history concerning the tribe of Ephraim—a history that Anglo-Israelists conveniently ignore—needs to be provided. The greatness of Ephraim begins with Joshua, who is also called Oshea or Hoshea, son of Nun, Jehoshua, or Jehoshuah.[footnoteRef:682] Joshua was a descendant of the tribe of Ephraim as Numbers 13:8 records. After God denied Moses entry into the promised land, Joshua was appointed the leader of the Israelites, according to Numbers 27:12–23. This gave great prominence to this tribe. The tribe of Ephraim then went on to be described as one with “mighty men of valour, famous throughout the house of their fathers.”[footnoteRef:683] [682:  Deut. 32:44, Num. 13:16, and 1 Chron. 7:20–27.]  [683:  1 Chron. 12:30.] 

Ephraim remained under the rule of the house of Saul until after the murder of Saul’s son, Ishbosheth, as 2 Samuel 4–5:1–3 tells us. Along with the rest of the tribes, Ephraim joined with David, who was ruling over Judah. Things did not remain peaceful, however, under this unified kingdom. Second Samuel 15 and 20 give an account of a few rebellions that take place against the House of David. Then, during Solomon’s reign, a prophetic utterance from Solomon’s servant, Jeroboam, a member of the tribe of Ephraim, told how Jeroboam would rule over the ten northern tribes. This prophecy set into motion once again a division between north and south.[footnoteRef:684] [684:  1 Kings 11.] 

This split occurred after Solomon’s death when Rehoboam became king over the still consolidated tribes. Solomon’s servant, Jeroboam, who was in Egypt after Solomon attempted to assassinate him, returned. When he did, he demanded a lighter tax for the citizens of Israel. Rehoboam refused to lighten the burden and, in fact, threatened to make it even heavier, along with the expectation of cruel punishment. Jeroboam, along with the other ten northern tribes, broke from the house of David. Jeroboam became king over the northern tribes of Israel.[footnoteRef:685] This is yet another indication of Ephraim’s greatness over Manasseh. Unfortunately, Jeroboam did evil, which brought about the prophecy of the northern tribes being scattered “beyond the river,”[footnoteRef:686] meaning the Euphrates River, which occurred with the Assyrian Deportation.[footnoteRef:687] Once Jeroboam died, his son, Nadab, reigned.[footnoteRef:688] A succession of kings followed until the last king of the Northern Kingdom, Hoshea, ruled.[footnoteRef:689] [685:  Ibid., 12.]  [686:  Ibid., 14:15-16.]  [687:  2 Kings 17:5–6.]  [688:  1 Kings 14:20.]  [689:  2 Kings 18:10.] 

Throughout its existence, the tribe of Ephraim’s population grew to such an extent that by the time of the final Assyrian deportation of the North Kingdom around 722 BC, the prophet Hosea refers to the entire Northern Kingdom of Israel as Ephraim (see the book of Hosea). This same renaming of all the tribes under a single tribe’s name would eventually happen with Judah. This history concerning Ephraim demonstrates how his greatness over Manasseh has already occurred. Therefore, we do not need the British Empire to prove that God’s promise to Ephraim was fulfilled.

Evolving Terminology
The progression of God’s chosen people coming to be known as Jews begins with Abraham. Abraham and his descendants through Isaac were called Hebrews. Traditionally, it has been believed that the word “Hebrew” originated with Eber (Heber), a descendant of Shem[footnoteRef:690] an ancestor of Abraham.[footnoteRef:691] It was not until after Jacob (Israel) that Abraham’s descendants were known as Israelites. The first use of the term “Jew” occurred when King Pekah of the Northern Kingdom warred with King Ahaz of the Southern Kingdom.[footnoteRef:692] After the Babylonian exile of Judah, the term “Jew” eventually comes to be used for all the tribes. [690:  Gen. 10:22–24.]  [691:  1 Chron. 1:24–27.]  [692:  Second Kings 16:6 contains the first use of the term Jews.] 

Paul is a conglomeration of this entire history, for he proclaimed that he was “the stock of Israel, of the tribe of Benjamin, an Hebrew of the Hebrews,”[footnoteRef:693] meaning both his parents were of Hebrew origin. Paul also refers to himself as a Jew in Acts 21:39. He does this using present tense, so this was not a religious label he once used to describe himself before becoming a Christian.  [693:  Phil. 3:5.] 

It was also not a description from where he came. Paul was not born in Judea. He was born in Tarsus in what was the Roman province of Cilicia, which is a part of Turkey today. Acts 22:3 informs us that he was brought up and studied in Jerusalem in Judea, but he was not a native-born Judean, and yet he defines himself as a Jew. If Paul, who was not from the tribe of Judah nor a native-born Judean but rather from the tribe of Benjamin, a tribe associated with Judah (but only in the very distant past), would come to call himself a Jew, it should not be difficult to believe that the other tribes did so as well after the divided kingdom ceased to exist.
The term “Jew” contains within it this entire history. Anglo-Israelists try to discount this history and attempt to keep the term isolated. Herbert Armstrong, who was mentioned earlier, endeavored to do this by stating that Israel never meant Jews exclusively,[footnoteRef:694] meaning the word “Israel” never pointed to the tribe of Judah on its own. However, this could be said about any of the other tribes. For example, Israel never indicated Ephraim, Manasseh, or Levi exclusively either. “Israel” was and is not an exclusive term. When used, it usually described all the tribes unless the context was referring to the time when the kingdom was divided. Even during those eras, the term “Israel” referred to the tribes of the Northern Kingdom. This is an erroneous argument by Armstrong. [694:  Armstrong, The United States and Britain in Prophecy, p. 80.] 

Another way in which Armstrong tried to equate the term “Jew” with the tribe of Judah exclusively was to remark how Abraham was never called a Jew.[footnoteRef:695] Of course, Abraham would not have been referred to as a Jew because Judah was not yet born. As we will see later, when it suits their needs, Anglo-Israelists have no problem with their own evolution of terms for the Israelites. [695:  Ibid.] 


As the Stars in Heaven
Another promise Anglo-Israelists like to equate to Anglo-Saxons involves the assurance of many descendants. Because Anglo-Saxons are a large people group, Anglo-Israelists conclude that they are descended from Joseph’s sons Ephraim or Manasseh because they were promised to be a multitude, according to Genesis 48:16. Once again, supporters of this system ignore biblical history to make this connection. Exodus 1:7 tells us the sons of Israel increased significantly. The tribes of Israel were already described as being like the stars in heaven in Deuteronomy 1:10–11. Nonetheless, Moses prayed to God to increase their number. In 1 Kings 3:8, we are told the Israelites were a great people, too many to be counted! Nehemiah 9:23 tells us that God made the sons of Israel numerous. This is equated to the stars in heaven. Another example of the promise of many descendants being fulfilled can be found in Deuteronomy 26:5. Although these examples do not speak of Manasseh and Ephraim’s offspring specifically, they certainly would have been included in these statements. The point is the assurance of Joseph’s sons having many descendants has already taken place, as recorded by the Bible.

Multitude of Nations
Another way Anglo-Israelists attempt to equate Ephraim with Britain specifically is to look to a promise given to Ephraim, which was his “seed shall become a multitude of nations.”[footnoteRef:696] To Anglo-Israelists, this points to Britain because of its many “Colonies and Dependencies.”[footnoteRef:697] The following is the section of text surrounding the biblical promise of “a multitude of nations:” [696:  Gen. 48:19.]  [697:  Glover, England, The Remnant of Judah and The Israel of Ephraim, pp. 140–141.] 


“And when Joseph saw that his father laid his right hand upon the head of Ephraim, it displeased him: and he held up his father’s hand, to remove it from Ephraim’s head unto Manasseh’s head. And Joseph said unto his father, Not so, my father: for this is the firstborn; put thy right hand upon his head. And his father refused, and said, I know it, my son, I know it: he also shall become a people, and he also shall be great: but truly his younger brother shall be greater than he, and his seed shall become a multitude of nations. And he blessed them that day, saying, In thee shall Israel bless, saying, God make thee as Ephraim and as Manasseh: and he set Ephraim before Manasseh.” [footnoteRef:698] [698:  Gen. 48:17–20.] 


Some Anglo-Israelites rely on the mistranslation of the Hebrew word translated here into “multitude.” In Hebrew, this word means fullness.[footnoteRef:699] Its root is defined as “to fill or be full of.”[footnoteRef:700] The phrase, “multitude of nations” should be understood to mean Ephraim would fill nations. And this is what they have done. Although we call them Jews today, some of these Jews have a heritage with the tribes of Ephraim, which have populated non-Israelite nations. This promise, however, began sooner with Ephraim first filling the nation of Israel. The entire phrasing of “become a multitude of nations” is merely the promise of many descendants that Abraham initially received. [699:  Strong, Strong’s New Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, melô’, 4393.]  [700:  Ibid., mâlê’, 4390.] 


A Nation and a Company of Nations
Another assurance Abraham received from God was that he would be the father of many nations as recorded in Genesis 17:4–6. This promise of forming a nation was eventually passed on to Jacob, although not exclusively, as will be shown. When told to Jacob, according to Genesis 35, God made this promise of nations more specific. God informed Jacob that he would be “a nation and a company of nations.”[footnoteRef:701] Anglo-Israelists believe this series of words fits well with the British Empire, which, through its means of colonization, birthed many nations, such as the United States, Australia, and Canada.[footnoteRef:702] They believe this promise was passed on from Jacob to Ephraim through the assurance of “a multitude of nations.”[footnoteRef:703] [701:  Gen. 35:11.]  [702:  “Ephraim-Britain: A Company of Nations,” www.britam.org/Company.html.]  [703:  Gen. 48:19.] 

However, as was just covered, the expression “a multitude of nations” does not equate to Ephraim forming nations, but rather only points to the tribe filling nations. In understanding this, what is interesting is that the specific promise given to Jacob of becoming “a nation and a company of nations” was not passed on to any of Jacob’s sons, nor was it given to Joseph’s sons, including Ephraim. The reason for this is this promise was fulfilled in Jacob! The phrase “a nation and a company of nations” perfectly describes what Israel is. They were, at least at one point, a collection of distinct tribes living together as one nation. They were “a nation and a company of nations.”

Everybody Loves Jacob
In regard to Abraham’s initial promise that he would be the father of many nations, it should be noted that Abraham had eight sons. Through Keturah, his sons were Zimran, Jokshan, Medan, Midian, Ishbak, and Shuah.[footnoteRef:704] Through Sarah, Isaac was born. Hagar bore him Ishmael. Despite the fact that God’s covenant and other specific promises eventually went to Jacob, Abraham’s grandson, such as the land of Canaan, as Genesis 28 informs us, Ishmael received assurances from Abraham as well, proving that this promise of many nations did not solely rest with Jacob’s line. Genesis 17 tells us what Ishmael received: [704:  Ibid., 25:1–2.] 


“And as for Ishmael, I have heard thee: Behold, I have blessed him, and will make him fruitful, and will multiply him exceedingly; twelve princes shall he beget, and I will make him a great nation.” [footnoteRef:705] [705:  Ibid., 17:20.] 


God explained that Ishmael would be a great nation. However, God also promised Abraham that many nations would come from him. Ishmael was included in that promise. Ishmael ended up having twelve sons (princes) and two daughters.[footnoteRef:706] Genesis 25:13–15 lists Ishmael’s sons. After this listing, we see confirmation of these twelve princes forming their own distinct people groups or nations: [706:  Ibid., 28:9.] 


“These are the sons of Ishmael, and these are their names, by their towns, and by their castles; twelve princes according to their nations.” [footnoteRef:707] [707:  Ibid., 25:16.] 


God’s promise developed through not only Jacob but also through Ishmael as well as through Abraham’s other sons.

The Gate of His Enemies
The book of Genesis tells us that Abraham’s seed “shall possess the gate of his enemies.”[footnoteRef:708] Anglo-Israelists see this as confirmation that Britain and the United States are ethnic descendants of Abraham since they have come to possess many strategic military sites within their enemies’ territories throughout the world.[footnoteRef:709] [708:  Ibid., 22:17. (Genesis 24:60 also records the promise being given to Isaac’s soon-to-be wife, Rebekah.).]  [709:  “Gates of Your Enemies: Biblical Locations of the Lost Ten Tribes,” www.britam.org/Proof/Blessings/blessGates.html.] 

Anglo-Israelists again ignore moments when the Israelites themselves seized and then occupied land, particularly that of the promised land. Also, Britain and the United States are not the only countries throughout history that have occupied their enemies’ territories or strategic sites. One thinks of the Persian and Roman Empires as just two examples. Therefore, claiming that the United States and Britain are Israelites simply because they have possessed tactical military locations does not work since other people groups have accomplished this very same thing, including the Israelites themselves. This explanation offered by Anglo-Israelists ends up highlighting their narrow, egocentric view of history, which attempts to make their situation appear to be unique when it is not.

You Judah—Me Israel
Those who are caught in the system of Anglo-Israelism make another wrong turn. Not only do they claim that the term “Jew” should only be taken to mean Judah, but supporters also assert that Judah/Jews should not be technically viewed as Israel. John Wilson explains this central belief of Anglo-Israelism, which Herbert Armstrong later repeats:

“In speaking of the chosen people of God, it is proper that we discriminate clearly between the two houses, generally distinguished by the names Ephraim, or Israel, or the house of Isaac, for the ten tribes; and Judah, or the Jews.” [footnoteRef:710] [710:  Wilson, Our Israelitish Origin, p. 52.] 


To make a case for this two-house theory, supporters once again look to the promises that Jacob (Israel) provided on his deathbed. To Joseph’s two sons, Ephraim and Manasseh, Jacob proclaimed, “Bless the lads; and let my name be named on them.”[footnoteRef:711] Never guilty of being inconsistent, Armstrong and those who support his notions, once again rely on their idea of stark divisional promises to say that from this moment on, only Ephraim and Manasseh would be referred to as Israel, or more specifically, the House of Israel.[footnoteRef:712] Judah and those associated with the tribe of Judah would be called the House of Judah. To an Anglo-Israelist, Ephraim, as well as Manasseh, are the heads of this Israel house, so, to them, the other tribes can also be called the House of Israel as well. However, Ephraim and Manasseh would be especially pronounced. Jews, however, as asserted by Armstrong, were and are never referred to as the House of Israel.[footnoteRef:713] [711:  Gen. 48:16.]  [712:  Armstrong, The United States and Britain in Prophecy, p. 81.]  [713:  Ibid.] 

Just a small amount of background information is necessary to discount this theory altogether and to understand why Jacob (Israel) took the extra step of placing his name on Ephraim and Manasseh. These two boys were Jacob’s grandsons, not his sons. Due to this, Jacob essentially adopted the sons of Joseph as his own and stated that they would be called by his name, Israel. This assurance, however, did not exclude Judah or the tribes associated with Judah from being called Israel, or the House of Israel as well. One only needs to read a little before this blessing to gain this understanding. In Genesis 48, Jacob says to Joseph:

“And now thy two sons, Ephraim and Manasseh, which were born unto thee in the land of Egypt before I came unto thee into Egypt, are mine; as Reuben and Simeon, they shall be mine. And thy issue, which thou begettest after them, shall be thine, and shall be called after the name of their brethren in their inheritance.” [footnoteRef:714] [714:  Gen. 48:5–6.									] 


Ephraim and Manasseh were placed under the designation of Israel or House of Israel. However, this did not mean the other tribes, including Judah, were not to be called by their father Jacob’s name, Israel. Anglo-Israelists misuse this promise as a kind of prophecy whereby they can imply Jacob was setting up two houses: Israel and Judah.
To add credence to the two-house theory, Armstrong claimed that the House of Israel never included the specific term “Jew.” Again, this is a bit of trickery on Armstrong’s part. The particular word “Jew” came into use well after Judah’s birth to refer to someone from the Southern Kingdom or someone specifically from Judah. Later, its definition expanded to include all the tribes. Even if you are an Anglo-Israelist who thinks the designation “Jew” only involves the tribe of Judah, then you have to disagree with Armstrong’s conclusion that the House of Israel never references Jews when you read such verses as Exodus 16:1-31, 40:38, Leviticus 10:6, 17:1-4, 22:18, Numbers 20:29, and Joshua 21. It would be ridiculous to believe Judah (i.e., Jews) was excluded from the conversations and events recorded in these verses.
It is true, however, that the phrase “House of Israel” was used exclusively to mean the northern tribes, particularly when the kingdom was divided and in the case of Hebrews 8:8, where there was a clear division. However, there were times when this phrase included all the tribes, as in the cases described already and in Acts 2:14–36. Context helps to determine which should be understood. Again, this is not as clear-cut as Armstrong wanted it to be.
This premise of division helps to build the Anglo-Israelists’ foundation for what they are about to claim next, which is that the House of Israel wandered off to Germany and then England to become Anglo-Saxons. This is the main reason Anglo-Israelists cannot accept the notion that the northern tribes came to be called Jews, or that Judah was included within the House of Israel. They need this division to be clear-cut and even God-ordained so that the House of Israel could separate entirely from Judah.

England or Bust
Anglo-Israelism makes it possible for its members to reject the traditional notion that as Europeans, or descendants of Europeans, they are not the little-talked-about line of Japheth within the biblical text. Japheth means “expansion,”[footnoteRef:715] which certainly identifies them quite well. However, the Anglo-Israelists’ desire is to be called God’s chosen people and to be the center of attention from a biblical perspective. It is this author’s opinion that without this belief, for many in this system, the Bible would be a very dull book that was just about Jews. [715:  Strong, Strong’s New Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, Yepheth, 3315.] 

To explain their much needed ancestral connection to Israel, specifically to the tribes of Ephraim and Manasseh, and to describe how these tribes arrived in England, Anglo-Israelists begin their commentary after the initial deportation by the Assyrians, commencing around 734 BC and the conquering of Samaria and final removal of the Northern Kingdom in 722 BC. After this, came the Babylonian captivity of the Southern Kingdom that lasted until 538 BC.
Supporters believe the tribes of the Northern Kingdom of Israel never returned home in the days of Ezra and Nehemiah after the Babylonian captivity.[footnoteRef:716] They believe they journeyed westward, settled in what is today Germany, and eventually moved on to Britain to become Anglo-Saxons. [716:  Armstrong, The United States and Britain in Prophecy, pp. 87–89.] 

The idea for the Northern Kingdom moving westward across the Euphrates “into a further country, where never mankind dwelt”[footnoteRef:717] to a region called “Arsareth”[footnoteRef:718] is explained in the Apocryphal book of 2 Esdras. This book describes how the Northern Kingdom decided to leave the heathen lands east of the Euphrates to find another place to reside. Perhaps with a bit of cynicism, the author adds that the Israelites wanted a place to live where they could “keep their statutes, which they never kept in their own land.”[footnoteRef:719] According to 2 Esdras, it took them a year and a half to arrive at the region referred to as Arsareth.[footnoteRef:720] [717:  “KJV Apocrypha,” https://www.kingjamesbibleonline.org/Apocrypha-Books/, 2 Esdras 13:41.]  [718:  Ibid., v. 45.]  [719:  Ibid., v. 42.]  [720:  Ibid., v. 45.] 

Anglo-Israelists tend to be very accepting of the Apocrypha.[footnoteRef:721] The reason for this is due to this particular section of 2 Esdras that appears to support their narrative of the northern tribes journeying far from Israel. Whether one accepts the Apocrypha or not, it should be understood that this section of 2 Esdras was written late, probably around AD 100, and was never included in the Hebrew, Catholic, or Protestant Canon. Except for the unknown place name of Arsareth, which many ascribe to various locations throughout the world, including Britain, 2 Esdras also does not explicitly tell us where the northern tribes supposedly traveled. In the end, 2 Esdras offers little specific information even if one only views it as a trustworthy historical text. [721:  The original KJV included a collection of books referred to as the Apocrypha. Some believe this set of books should never have been included in the Holy Scriptures since none of the original Hebrew manuscripts contained them. Others, however, think these books were inspired. Like reformer Martin Luther, others take a middle-of-the-road approach and contend these books were not inspired but are at least worth reading for instructional purposes.] 

This idea of the “Ten Lost Tribes” has been a romanticized misrepresentation of the biblical text that has led to countless theories and many published books. During the emergence of the British Empire, which occurred between the late 1500s and early 1700s, the British began to get the idea that they were the descendants of one of these tribes.
Today, there are a few prevailing theories on how Anglo-Israelism developed at this time. One idea asserts that it originated with the mythology of Freemasons. Another theory suggests it commenced within the aristocratic class who, once desiring to link Elizabeth I with King Arthur, laid the groundwork within the British mind to desire a better pedigree with that of the Israelites. Others claim Kabbalist John Dee, an advisor to Elizabeth I, invented British-Israelism to forge an ancestral link with Jewish merchants to further the British Empire.
Whichever theory is correct, it is reasonable to conclude that Anglo-Israelism did not exist in any formal way before the expansion of the British Empire for the simple reason that no one would have believed Britain was Ephraim prior to its “greatness.” We will leave for others to debate whether this belief was employed to bring about further expansion or was used as a justification for it. What is readily known is that a great many writers began to publish books concerning this belief during and after this expansion, including the aforementioned John Wilson.

One-Way Ticket
As mentioned, the starting point for Anglo-Israelism is the belief that the northern tribes never returned with Judah and the other tribes associated with Judah during the time of Ezra and Nehemiah. In opposition to this is the biblical text that describes that after the Babylonian exile of Judah, people from all the tribes assembled again in Israel due to an edict given by Cyrus, king of Persia. Nehemiah 12:47 tells us all of Israel was involved. Every single tribe was present, not just Judah, Benjamin, and Levi. In addition, in Ezra 6, a sin offering of twelve male goats is offered “according to the number of the tribes of Israel.”[footnoteRef:722] Ezra 8:35 says it rather plainly: “Also the children of those that had been carried away, which were come out of the captivity, offered burnt offerings unto the God of Israel, twelve bullocks for all Israel . . . twelve he goats for a sin offering.”[footnoteRef:723] [722:  Ezra 6:17.]  [723:  Ibid., 8:35.] 

The New Testament also indicates there were tribes other than Judah residing in and near Judea. Luke 2:36 tells us the prophetess Anna was from the tribe of Asher (Aser), which was a tribe from the Northern Kingdom, so at least this tribe was not lost. The Gospel of Matthew chronicles Christ telling His apostles to go and preach “to the lost sheep of the house of Israel.”[footnoteRef:724] Obviously, these Israelites were nearby in the Middle East regions in the early parts of the first century AD and not in some foreign, far-off land of what is now Germany/Britain. These Israelites were lost in the spiritual sense, not in the sense that no one knew where they were, for if they were geographically lost, Christ would have been sending His disciples on a futile mission. [724:  Matt. 10:6.] 

Further evidence of the northern tribes living nearby is found in the book of James. In a letter addressed to the twelve Israelite tribes, James describes them as being “scattered abroad.”[footnoteRef:725] James knew where they were, however, since he was sending them communication. Due to these biblical facts, we can conclude that the northern tribes, up until at least the time of the epistles in the first century AD, had not moved far from the Middle East region. [725:  James 1:1.] 


Believer in Christ: You Are Israel!
Some may ask: Could a few of the Israelites not have returned after the Babylonian exile and moved on to other foreign lands, causing their descendants eventually to become westernized and then Christianized? Of course, this is a possibility. However, the Bible does not indicate that this happened. In addition, this is not what Anglo-Israelism is proposing. Where some individuals may be able to show DNA evidence of a familial link to Middle Eastern Israeli people group heritage, this system contends that the Anglo-Saxons, as a group, were and are by default Israelites.
The central question for this group is: Why is it so important to know whether one is an Israelite? Of course, some are honestly trying to prove that God’s promises have come true and have come true through them. Nevertheless, many have an erroneous view of these assurances. Those who get a sense of pride out of thinking they are ethnically Israelites should take heed of what the book of Galatians teaches:

“For ye are all the children of God by faith in Christ Jesus. For as many of you as have been baptized into Christ have put on Christ. There is neither Jew nor Greek, there is neither bond nor free, there is neither male nor female: for ye are all one in Christ Jesus. And if ye be Christ’s, then are ye Abraham’s seed, and heirs according to the promise.” [footnoteRef:726] [726:  Gal. 3:26–29.] 


It seems it is not enough for some supporters to be the redeemed in Christ, for they must also show that they are the chosen people of Israel. Sadly, some believe their very salvation depends on it.

A Temporary Refocus
As we move into the New Testament, a refocus takes place. God has little interest in describing individuals’ specific tribal heritage, and the use of the term “Jew” is evermore increased. The answer as to why this happens is that the Holy Spirit’s center of attention changes from that of ethnic Israel to spiritual Israel. The renaming of the Israelites to Jews was of no real concern to God, for true Israel, in the spiritual sense, became, through the cross, anyone who believed in Christ, whether he or she was ethnically an Israelite or not. In God’s eyes, those who follow Christ were and are Israel. God’s focal point for this time of grace is on the spiritual meaning of Israel. However, God is not done with ethnic Israel. There is no reason to believe in what is known as replacement theology, which espouses that the church has completely and forevermore replaced ethnic Israel, for God will once again refocus on ethnic Israel at the end of this age.
Anglo-Israelists and those within the CI Movement center everything on ethnicity. They do not consider this refocusing of God from ethnic Israel to spiritual Israel. Instead, they claim the spotlight never left ethnic Israel. To them, it just went to England with the Anglo-Saxons.
For some, this has caused a misunderstanding of the events recorded in the book of Revelation. When someone expresses the belief that the church will be raptured before the tribulation, some supporters of Anglo-Israelism do not even consider this a possibility. This may be because when Anglo-Israelists encounter the term “Israel” in the book of Revelation, as in Revelation 7:4, they believe it is them (i.e., the church), not the Jews referenced. Therefore, they conclude that the church is still present during the tribulation. This is another possible reason why some followers of Anglo-Israelism loathe the idea of a pretribulational rapture. To them, the tribulation is about them and how God will force a purgatory-type cleanse on the church. The truth is, however, God’s focus for the end times will be on those who are not saved, particularly those of ethnic Israel who have not accepted the Messiah. The attention will not be on those who have already come to believe in Christ.[footnoteRef:727] [727:  Obviously, there will be individuals coming to know Christ during the tribulation who will have to endure that time. ] 


“A Senior Moment” of Epic Proportions
Because Anglo-Israelists believe the ten northern tribes never returned during the time of Ezra and Nehemiah, they propose that the Israelites eventually forget they were Israelites.[footnoteRef:728] Anglo-Israelists often take biblical verses out of context to promote their claims, and this is what they have done with this notion as well. Frequently cited in this attempt is a verse found in Jeremiah:[footnoteRef:729] [728:  Armstrong, The United States and Britain in Prophecy, p. 162. Armstrong claimed that, unlike the rest of the Israelites, the line of Judah never lost their identity because they held to a Saturday Sabbath. Armstrong saw a Saturday Sabbath as an identifying mark of who God’s people were. The line of Judah (Jews) held to a Saturday Sabbath and so did Armstrong’s supporters (although, apparently, his Anglo-Saxon ancestors did not and lost their identity). To Armstrong, his supporters, the line of Judah, and anyone else who holds to a Saturday Sabbath, were and are God’s people. ]  [729:  “Characteristics of Israel,” www.angelfire.com/ill/hebrewisrael/printpages/character.html.] 


“And thou, even thyself, shalt discontinue from thine heritage that I gave thee; and I will cause thee to serve thine enemies in the land which thou knowest not: for ye have kindled a fire in mine anger, which shall burn for ever.” [footnoteRef:730] [730:  Jer. 17:4.] 


The first part of the chapter in which this verse is found, reads, “The sin of Judah is written with a pen of iron.”[footnoteRef:731] This introductory sentence tells us that what follows will have something to do with Judah. This passage is not addressing the northern tribes. [731:  Ibid., v. 1.] 

The prophecy found in these verses was set in a time when Israel was divided. The Assyrians had already deported the northern ten tribes, and it was time for the Southern Kingdom to face the punishment for their sin and disobedience through the Babylonians. Jeremiah instructed Judah, the Southern Kingdom, to submit to the Babylonians. However, many of the Jews ignored Jeremiah. They rebelled, and the Babylonians destroyed Jerusalem.
Anglo-Israelists also misrepresent the Hebrew term translated to “heritage” in this verse. They imply that this word means “identity,” as in Israelite identity. However, the Hebrew word here is nachălâh, which means, “something inherited, occupancy or an heirloom, an estate, patrimony or portion.”[footnoteRef:732] This word does not mean “identity.” It means the land of Israel. Jeremiah was informing the Judeans that they would lose their inheritance and homeland and that the Babylonians would take them into captivity. [732:  Strong, Strong’s New Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible, nachălâh, 5159.] 

Other verses that supporters use to advance the idea that the Israelites would lose their identity are found in Isaiah:[footnoteRef:733] [733:  “Characteristics of Israel.”] 


“The vision of Isaiah the son of Amoz, which he saw concerning Judah and Jerusalem in the days of Uzziah, Jotham, Ahaz and Hezekiah, kings of Judah. Hear, O heavens, and give ear, O earth: for the LORD hath spoken, I have nourished and brought up children, and they have rebelled against me. The ox knoweth his owner, and the ass his master’s crib: but Israel doth not know, my people doth not consider.” [footnoteRef:734] [734:  Isa. 1:1-3.] 


What Isaiah saw, in this section of text, was “concerning Judah and Jerusalem.” Verse 3 does mention Israel, but this is just evidence that Judah can be referred to as Israel. In other words, these verses have nothing to do with the northern tribes. In fact, this area of text has nothing to do with the tribes losing their identity. It is informing us that Judah didn’t know God in the spiritual sense. The ox knows his owner, yet Judah didn’t even recognize God as their God because they became rebellious.
Anglo-Israelists also use Psalm 83:4:[footnoteRef:735] [735:  “Characteristics of Israel.”] 


“Let us cut them off from being a nation; that the name of Israel may be no more in remembrance.” [footnoteRef:736] [736:  Ps. 83:4.] 


Asaph, the author of this psalm, is quoting what Israel’s enemies (Edom, Ammon, Amalek, and so on) wanted to do. Did they succeed? Apparently not, since the name of Israel continues even today. Again, this verse provides no evidence for the northern tribes losing their identity.

An Israelite by Any Other Name Is Still an Israelite
Due to the belief that the Israelites eventually failed to remember they were Israelites, Anglo-Israelists assert that the northern tribes show up again in history under a different name. This is where the Scythians come in. Some Anglo-Israelists believe this people group,[footnoteRef:737] and in some cases the Cimmerians, were the ten northern tribes. These Anglo-Israelists claim that after the Ten Tribes were exiled to the cities of Medes that they eventually moved to an area near the Caspian Sea, ending up in the Black Sea region where they become known as the Sacae (variations include Saka or Sakai), a line of the Scythians. Anglo-Israelists contend that a branch of the Sacae came to be called Saxons. They argue that this people group originated with Isaac. [737:  Wilson, Our Israelitish Origin, p. 97.] 

Supporters of this notion rely heavily on historian Sharon Turner, who published The History of the Anglo-Saxons in 1840.[footnoteRef:738] In his book, Turner provides the theory that the Saxons were formerly a branch of the Sacae. [738:  Ibid.] 

To avoid confusion, it should be noted that, in certain works, the term “Scythians” referred to several Germanic tribes. Also, some contend that the label Saka itself was employed for just about any migrating people. It could be used in the same way we use our generalized term for “immigrant.” However, Turner based his claims on the classical Scythians mentioned by Greek historian Herodotus.
Turner provides some reasons for why he believed the Saxons shared an ancestry with the Sacae. For Turner, there appeared to be some etymological evidence for it. He cites a few historical eyewitnesses. For example, the Roman author Pliny wrote that the Sakai were part of the notable people of Scythia and that some of them were called Sacassani.[footnoteRef:739] Turner concludes that the Sacassani were “Sakai-suna, or the sons of the Sakai, abbreviated into Saksun, which is the same sound as Saxon.”[footnoteRef:740] He saw this as a “reasonable etymology of the word Saxon.”[footnoteRef:741] [739:  Sharon Turner, The History of the Anglo-Saxons, vol. 1 (Paris: Baudry’s European Library, 1840), p. 59 https://books.google.com.]  [740:  Ibid.]  [741:  Ibid.] 

Turner also cites Strabo, who places the Sacae, a branch of the Scythians, east of the Caspian Sea. This group had made raids into Armenia, eventually renaming it Sacasene after themselves.[footnoteRef:742] Turner takes this a step farther in an attempt to link the Sacasene with the Saxons: [742:  Strabo’s Geography can be viewed online at www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/collections, (book 11, chap. 8).] 


“If the Sakai, who reached Armenia, were called Sacassani, they may have traversed Europe with the same appellation; which being pronounced by the Romans from them, and then reduced to writing from their pronunciation, may have been spelt with the x instead of the ks, and thus Saxones would not be a greater variation from Sacassani or Saksuna, than we find between French, Francois, Franci.” [footnoteRef:743] [743:  Turner, The History of the Anglo-Saxons, p. 60.] 


This is a bit too rambling for most, so Anglo-Israelists tend to repeatedly cite another passage from Turner:

“It is also important to remark, that Ptolemy mentions a Scythian people, sprung from the Sakai, by the name of Saxones.” [footnoteRef:744] [744:  Ibid.] 


This information is important for the Anglo-Israelist for it provides a direct historical account between the Sacae and the Saxons and eliminates Turner’s theorizing. When it comes to Ptolemy, there is a highly flawed English translation of his book Geography, performed by Edward Luther Stevenson in 1932. However, it is generally known that Ptolemy places the Saxones in Germania. Providing a location for the Saxones is all he does, however. There is no indication that Ptolemy describes the origin of the Saxones as having come from the Sakai (Sacae).
Turner seems to have combined the Saxones with another people group mentioned by Ptolemy called the Sasones. Turner later alludes to this in his notes when he writes, “North of the Sacae, and near the Syebian and Tapurian mountains [Iran], Ptolemy has placed another people, the Sasones.”[footnoteRef:745] Turner apparently assumes that the Sasones are ancestors of the Saxones. [745:  Ibid., p. 66 – footnote (d).] 

However, Ptolemy does not claim this. It is Turner who contends that the Sasones and Saxones were one and the same. Ptolemy only provides the location of the Sasones and Saxones. He offers two different locations for them. The Sasones were in Iran, and the Saxones were in Germania. By recording this, Ptolemy implies that the Sasones and Saxones were distinct from one another. In addition, even without an accurate English translation, we can surmise by reading the title of Ptolemy’s work that he is interested in the location of people groups. He is not concerned about their origin as Turner is.
When Turner writes, “It is also important to remark, that Ptolemy mentions a Scythian people, sprung from the Sakai, by the name of Saxones” he is making two assumptions: that the Saxones were the Sasones and that the Saxons were originally Sacae. This is his conjecture. It is not the witness of Ptolemy. Turner is putting words in Ptolemy’s mouth to have a supposed ancient observer who believed as he did.
Even if one wants to believe that the Saxon people came from a branch of the Sacae, the truth is, Turner himself never once suggests that the Saxons were originally Israelites. He contends that the Saxons were originally Persian (Iranian). He writes, “Sakasina…seems to give a geographical locality to our primeval ancestors, and to account for the Persian words that occur in the Saxon language, as they must have come into Armenia from the northern regions of Persia.”[footnoteRef:746] [746:  Ibid., p. 59.] 

Obviously, Anglo-Israelists are not able to accept Turner’s conclusion of the Saxons originating from Iran. If they did, this would mean the Saxons were from Noah’s grandson Madai (Noah > Japheth > Madai) and not descendants of the ten northern tribes of Israel. It is doubtful that most today believe the Saxons were initially Iranian, so Turner’s conclusions are erroneous to even those outside of Anglo-Israelism. However, it is probable that the Scythians/Sacae were originally from Iran with no connection whatsoever to the Saxons who were just one of many ancient people groups migrating through the Black Sea region.

Just Call Me Saac
It is likely that the Saxon name originated from the short sword this people group used. This sword was called a seax or sek, which can be pronounced sax, hence Saxon.[footnoteRef:747] Despite this straightforward explanation, Anglo-Israelists insist the term “Saxon” originated with Isaac. Anglo-Israelist writer John Wilson utilizes bits and pieces of Turner’s work to claim the Scythians (Sacae) were Israelites. Wilson writes, “Saxon is, literally, or fully expressed, the son of Isaac.”[footnoteRef:748] In other words, to Wilson, Saxon is Saac’s sons. This is a very cunning play on words, which has served as a kind of billboard for the Anglo-Israelist system. [747:  “sek,” www.etymonline.com.]  [748:  Wilson, Our Israelitish Origin, p. 97.] 

From a biblical perspective, the tribes of Israel were named after Jacob. God changed Jacob’s name to Israel. Nonetheless, in Genesis 48:16, Joseph’s sons, Manasseh and Ephraim, were told by Jacob that his name, as well as those of Abraham and Isaac, would be on the two boys. This pronouncement was fulfilled during the time of Amos, prior to the Assyrian takeover where the Northern Kingdom was referred to as the “house of Isaac.”[footnoteRef:749] Anglo-Israelists use the phrase “house of Isaac” to claim it eventually evolved into Sacae and then Saxon (Saac’s sons).[footnoteRef:750] [749:  Amos 7:16.]  [750:  “House of Isaac,” https://www.bibletools.org.] 

By placing his name, as well as his father’s name, on Joseph’s two sons, Jacob was stating that the two boys belonged to him or held a connection to his line. In placing your name on something, the link between you and that person or object should be obvious. It should not require a long dissertation or a select group of men to figure it out. In like manner, Saxon does not provide a clear or obvious association with Isaac.
In addition, the fact that the expression “house of Isaac” was used during Amos’s time shows that this pronouncement by Jacob was fulfilled already. There is no reason to look for it later in history. Furthermore, the suggestion that a link between “Saac” and Saxon exists is based on a biased premise. Isaac was never referred to as Saac in the biblical text. Saac is an English-influenced nickname. 
As we have seen, Anglo-Israelists base many of their conclusions on the etymology of the words Sacae or Saka-suna, claiming it eventually forms into the word Saxon (Saac’s sons), which, to them, proves the Saxons were descendants of Isaac. Again, this is not easy to believe based on what they have already told us. If we are to conclude that the Israelites eventually lose their identity, we need to ask, how did the word Saxon (Saac’s sons) even come into use? If the Israelites did not know who they were and no one around them knew who they were, it is difficult to accept that they eventually ended up being called a version of the name Isaac since their connection to their supposed patriarch was supposedly lost long ago. These two beliefs end up contradicting one another.

Don’t Eat That
Another way Anglo-Israelists attempt to make a connection between the Israelites and the general people group referred to as “Scythians” is by highlighting a particular animal the Scythians avoided. As we know, God commanded the Israelites not to eat pork.[footnoteRef:751] This observance of the law has continued to this day for the followers of Judaism. Due to this long history of not consuming pork, Anglo-Israelists look to Herodotus who describes the Scythians as having a similar aversion to swine: [751:  Kenite Myth supporters tend to abstain from pork as well. Pigs are categorized in the Bible as being unclean, and supporters equate “unclean” with unhealthy. They believe this is why God didn’t want the Israelites to eat pork because it was unhealthy to eat. However, the Hebrew word for unclean should be understood to mean ceremonially or religiously unclean. It does not mean unhealthy in the physical sense. 
Some may point to Daniel’s diet in Daniel 1 and how he refused to eat meat from the king’s table. It has been suggested that the king was consuming pork, and Daniel’s refusal of it was due to health concerns. However, if we notice, Daniel also did not drink wine from the king’s table. Therefore, the reason Daniel abstained from both meat and wine was that it had been ceremonially offered to idols. Daniel had no clean meat to eat, so he and his companions had to essential become vegetarians. 
The New Testament teaches that a believer is at liberty to consume foods once forbidden. If pork was harmful to consume, the New Testament would not allow its consumption. In other words, health concerns were probably not the cause for the original command in light of the New Testament’s attitude on the subject. 
A better reason for this directive which focuses on the spiritual aspects of human beings is that God wanted to keep the Israelites from idolatry. The Israelites were to be a people separate and distinct from the pagan nations surrounding them. Having a different diet assisted with both these goals, for when the Israelites were prohibited from eating what pagans generally consumed, they were less likely to have community with them. God most likely told the Israelites to avoid pork and other unclean foods to keep them spiritually healthy and to maintain their distinctiveness of being God’s people. 
If believers are inclined to stay away from pork, then they are at liberty to do so. However, in reading about the subject in the New Testament, it is clear those who hold to these types of Israelite practices are considered weak in the faith (Romans 14:1-2). Supporters may want to examine why this is.   ] 


“Such are the observances of the Scythians with respect to sacrifice. They never use swine for the purpose, nor indeed is it their wont to breed them in any part of their country.” [footnoteRef:752], [footnoteRef:753] [752:  Rawlinson, The History of Herodotus, p. 312.]  [753:  Herodotus’s observation concerning the Scythians’ treatment of the pig could be interpreted as the Scythians revering the pig. This could be why they did not sacrifice it or want it in their country since they viewed it as a sacred animal. In like manner, it has been debated whether the Egyptians, at one point, viewed the pig as abominable or as sacred. See Egyptian Myth and Legend, by Donald Mackenzie p. 65 and Sir James George Frazer’s The Golden Bough, chapter 49, section 4 (Osiris, the Pig, and the Bull) at www.sacred-texts.com to see the differing opinions on the Egyptian’s view of the pig. ] 


Anglo-Israelists believe this passage adds further support to their notion of the Scythians being Israelites. The difficulty with this is the Scythians did not hold a monopoly on viewing the pig as an abominable animal. The Assyrians, too, thought it to be an unholy creature and abomination.[footnoteRef:754] Muslims also held and continue to hold an aversion to pork. The general agreement among non-Muslims is that this influence originated with those within Judaism. In this same way, it is reasonable to conclude others simply influenced the Scythians. [754:  W. G. Lambert, Babylonian Wisdom Literature (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1996), pp. 213 and 215 (v. 16), https://books.google.com.] 

While pointing out this dislike for the pig, supporters tend to ignore the other ways in which Herodotus describes the Scythians. Herodotus says that they were well skilled on horseback, that they sacrificed cattle but were more inclined to offer up horses, and that they used their enemies’ skulls as drinking cups. This use of human skulls as drinking vessels was not only employed on strangers. If there was a feud between relatives, they did the same, offering the skull of their victim to visitors to drink while proudly recounting the conquest. Their barbaric ways were also apparent in how they made cloaks from the scalps of their enemies. As for their origins, according to Herodotus, they had several tales, one of which claimed that their first king, Targitaüs, was a son of Zeus (Jove). Herodotus discounts this as a fable.[footnoteRef:755] [755:  Rawlinson, The History of Herodotus, pp. 288-312.] 

There is little, if any, success in attempting to reconcile this group with the Israelites. Historically, the Israelites were goat and sheepherders, who viewed a dead body as unclean and who had a rich oral history. The Scythians that Herodotus describes and that Turner alludes to in his work sound more like an Arabian tribe with a barbarian nature, equestrian skills, and who were all too willing to do detestable things to the human body. These characteristics do not equate to the Israelites.
Furthermore, Herodotus wrote his account of the Scythians around 440 BC. This is about 282 years after the final Assyrian deportation of the northern tribes. Are we to believe that everyone within the Scythian society completely forgot their so-called Israelite heritage in less than three hundred years? One could see them failing to remember the law (2 Kings 22) or falling deeper into idolatry, but to cease to recall everything about themselves in that short amount of time is not easy to accept. This is similar to claiming that, in the present year, everyone in the United States would have forgotten about George Washington and Thomas Jefferson. Some have little knowledge of American history, but, obviously, not everyone has failed to recall this history.
In the end, to assert the idea of the Scythians being Israelites, supporters must rely on two false premises:

· The northern tribes moved far from the Middle East shortly after the Assyrian exile.
· God caused the Israelites to forget everything about themselves.

As shown, both ideas contradict the biblical text. Furthermore, it is more likely that the northern tribes, and particularly those possessing a skilled trade, remained in Medes after the Assyrian deportation and assimilated into Assyrian society. For many, life went on as it had prior to the exile with one glaring exception of not being home.
We know the Israelites were wayward in their relationship to God, so remaining in a culture that was tolerant of other religions was perhaps not much of a hardship. They had no reason to journey off to some unknown place as 2 Esdras claims. They did, however, have one important reason to stay in the region, and it was for a promise that shined through even their lukewarm hearts: the assurance of the coming of the Messiah through the line of Judah. Knowing this, they would have wanted to remain close to their brother Judah and not journey away to a land that promised them nothing.[footnoteRef:756] [756:  Obviously, the Jews eventually did disperse to lands beyond the Middle East, but it is interesting that only happened after Christ’s ministry on earth. God gave the Israelites a chance to repent and to believe in His Son. The supposed Ten Lost Tribes would not have been given the opportunity since, according to the theory, they were nowhere near the Middle East region. This idea of non-local Israelite tribes not being given the opportunity to believe in their Messiah again places God in a bad light. 
During his ministry, it is true that Paul’s intention was to travel as far as Spain. From this, some claim he went even farther. However, his purpose in doing this was not to minister to his fellow Israelites supposedly living in some distant land, but it was to minister to non-Israelites. Remember, the gospel came first to Israel then to those not of Israel. Anglo-Israelism simply does not mesh with this.] 


Caucasians
Anglo-Israelists believe there is an obvious way in which they can prove they are Israelites. They claim the ancient Israelites were white, and since Anglo-Saxons are also white, they conclude they are Israelites. What diminishes this argument is that even some Anglo-Israelists recognize that not all white-skinned people were or are Israelites.[footnoteRef:757] However, to distinguish themselves from other white people groups, Anglo-Israelites claim to be descendants of those so-called journeying Israelites who moved into the Black Sea region who eventually traveled on to Germany and England. Some amend this tale by claiming that when the Israelites passed through the Caucasus Mountains on their way to Germany and England, they were bestowed with the name Caucasians. However, no one was referred to as a Caucasian until the late 1700s. The word was not invented until that time. [757:  “Israel’s Lost Tribes,” americanwisdomseries.com/1064.html.] 


The Book of Gates
For those who believe only the Israelites were white, there is a funerary text called The Book of Gates produced during the New Kingdom period (sixteenth to eleventh century BC). This ancient artifact contains a rendering of the four races known to the Egyptians. The Book of Gates itself does not categorize these races. It depicts them in an inscription and describes how each of them were created. The way in which they are described in the following quotes is the work of E. A. Wallis Budge in 1905. These classifications and descriptions may or may not be correct:

RETH = “Egyptians.” They are shown to be light reddish-brown.

AAMU = “Dwellers in the deserts to the east and north-east of Egypt.” Today, this would be Israel, Jordan, and Lebanon. This group is shown to be white.

NEHESU = “Black races.”

THEMEHU = “Fair-skinned Libyans [Berbers].” They are shown, just like the AAMU, to be white.[footnoteRef:758], [footnoteRef:759] [758:  E. A. Wallis Budge, trans., The Book of Gates (London: Kegan, Paul, Trench, Trübner & Co., 1905), chap. 6, pp. 151-155, www.sacred-texts.com.]  [759:  The actual illustration of these races can be found online by searching “The Book of Gates.” ] 


The illustration, along with the inscription, shows and describes four distinct people groups. Two of these have white skin whose dress is unique from one another. This image would suggest being white was not unique to those of Israel. Therefore, the attempt to make a connection between Anglo-Saxons and Israelites on skin color alone loses its validity since Anglo-Saxons could have descended from this other white group, or another white group the Egyptians didn’t even know existed.

Other Fallacies
Attempting to make a familial connection by way of skin color and facial features can sometimes lead to erroneous conclusions. For example, if a white man with white grandparents marries a black woman and they have a black child, the black child would be wrong in saying his white grandparents are not related to him because they are white. Connecting oneself to a people group based solely on skin color is not entirely dependable since skin color can change within one generation. This type of classification is not exact in determining origin. And the fact that it is flawed means it is not biblical.
We’ll leave to others to argue whether UV rays play a role in skin color (those closer to the equator have darker skin than those farther away, at least before the age of advanced transportation). From a biblical perspective, if you take the hard-line position and assert that only the Israelites were white, then this means only Shem was white, and Noah’s other sons, Japheth and Ham, were not. This does not work unless you are willing to suggest inbreeding (i.e., a brother marrying his sister) continued after the biblical flood event, which gets quite uncomfortable to believe in at that point. Due to this, you would have to agree that Shem’s descendants needed to have married into their uncles’ descendants, who would also need to be white according to this theory.
If you believe Noah’s other son, Japheth, was at least white, then you are diminishing your argument that whiteness can determine your connection to the Israelites, since Japheth could be the ancestor of the Anglo-Saxons. Furthermore, we know Shem had other descendants other than Arphaxad (Abraham’s ancestor), as recorded in Genesis 10:22. These other sons (Elam, Asshur, Lud, and Aram) could have also carried the white gene that eventually led to the Anglo-Saxon race.
Let us also not forget that Joseph married an Egyptian. The depiction in The Book of Gates suggests, at least at that point in history when the illustrations were produced, that the Egyptians had brown-reddish toned skin. Even if you claim Joseph’s Egyptian wife was somehow white, she still more than likely carried the brown-reddish skin tone trait; therefore, the tribes of Manasseh and Ephraim, who were Joseph’s descendants, would have held these same genes within them.
Some Christians suggest that Noah’s sons contained all the skin color genes found in humankind. Those who hold to this idea correctly explain that race is a man-made system of categorization founded by the racist arm of the Evolutionary Theory and that the Bible never speaks of race as a dividing factor, but rather commanded the avoidance of certain tribes during the Israelite period who were following pagan ways. These Christians rightfully see the result of this fabricated system as a means to separate believers of different skin color from each other.[footnoteRef:760] [760:  It is perhaps human nature to self-segregate. Hence, the reason we still have different “races.” There is nothing particularly wrong with this or necessarily right about it either. It simply is human nature. People tend to want to be with those who are like them. This self-segregation can get rather specific, particularly during the teenage years. Teens gravitate toward those who dress the same, have the same hairstyle, and so forth. Most outgrow this rigid form of segregation as they mature.    ] 


The Declaration of Arbroath
In moving away from the topic of skin color, Anglo-Israelists assert they have another supposed piece of evidence of the Anglo-Saxons, particularly the Scots, being Israelites. They point to a document known as The Declaration of Arbroath, a letter written in 1320 to Pope John XXII concerning Scottish Independence from English kings. The letter declares the support for Robert the Bruce’s native reign over Scotland. Within this document, the author begins by describing a bit of Scottish history by telling of the initial journey of the Scots to Scotland. Anglo-Israelists specifically quote the lines, “Most Holy Father, we know and from the chronicles and books of the ancients we find that among other famous nations our own, the Scots, has been graced with widespread renown. It journeyed from Greater Scythia[footnoteRef:761] by way of the Tyrrhenian Sea and the Pillars of Hercules, and dwelt for a long course of time in Spain among the most savage peoples, but nowhere could it be subdued by any people, however barbarous. Thence it came, twelve hundred years after the people of Israel crossed the Red Sea, to its home in the west where it still lives today.”[footnoteRef:762] [761:  There is a long tradition concerning St. Andrew being well regarded in Scotland. According to Eusebius, St. Andrew was given Scythia to go and preach the Good News. Some theorize Scotland’s longtime reverence to St. Andrew was due to the explanation found in old myths of the Scots being from Scythia. Due to this, the Scots believed it was to their ancestors whom St. Andrew preached. 
One source for this myth is found in the Lebor Gabála Érenn. This manuscript contains the notion of the Scythians being descendants of Magog’s supposed son identified in this source as Baath (the Bible does not provide the names of Magog’s sons). The myth accounts Baath as having a familial link to the Scythians who eventually became known as the Gaels. Magog’s other son, referred to as Ibath, was believed to be the ancestor of the Saxons (Lebor Gabála Érenn - https://archive.org, pt. 1, p. 167). 
Biblically, Magog is associated with the area north of Israel, the Black Sea region. This is probably why the Scots linked the Scythians to Magog, a descendant of Japheth. As a result, the Scots during the Middle Ages may have believed they were from Scythia, but they thought this people were descendants of Japheth. They did not think they were Israelites. ]  [762:  Alan Borthwick, comp., The Declaration of Arbroath (The National Archives of Scotland, 2005) http://www.nas.gov.uk/about/090401.asp.] 

Anglo-Israelists take the phrase between the commas, “twelve hundred years after the people of Israel crossed the Red Sea,” to mean the author of this document was stating that the Scots were the Israelites who crossed the Red Sea.[footnoteRef:763] Anglo-Israelists interpret it this way due to their adherence to the manufactured histories of Reverend Glover.[footnoteRef:764] However, no ancient Irish/Scottish history explains that the Scots were Israelites. In fact, they linked themselves to Japheth. [763:  “David’s Throne Found in Britain,” https://www.cai.org.]  [764:  “Tea-Tephi Never Existed?” https://www.cai.org.] 

By referring to the Israelites, the author of The Declaration of Arbroath is simply providing a period of twelve hundred years. The early historians of British history often mentioned biblical events alongside their genealogies to give their readers a familiar timeframe. For example, when historians of this region wrote about a particular ruler of their day, they would cite a biblical event that occurred in concert with that reign. Similarly, to give the reader a timeframe, the writer for this document informs us that the Scots were on the move twelve hundred years after the Israelites crossed the Red Sea
Due to the sentence structure, it is also evident that the author of this letter did not intend to claim the Scots were Israelites. If he had, he would have begun his historical summary with the crossing of the Red Sea. He would not have placed it as an insert (between two commas) into the main point of his sentence. Notice also that “the people of Israel” are spoken of as a separate people group. It is not the Scots crossing the Red Sea. It is the people of Israel.
Furthermore, deciding to include this bit of so-called history into a letter addressed to Pope John XXII would have been political suicide. It would have made the Scots the laughingstock of the church. At this time, no one believed the Scots were Israelites. Proclaiming such a belief in a document where your sole aim was to get the pope to side with you regarding who should rule Scotland would have been a disastrous political move.

The Stone of Destiny
With no historical or biblical evidence to back them up, Anglo-Israelists turn to mythology and to what is known as the Stone of Destiny.[footnoteRef:765] Anglo-Israelists defend this relic and the myths that surround it with so much zeal and surety that it nearly borders on idolatry. From their perspective, however, there is a biblical purpose in defending the stone so fervently. To them, the stone is a marker, a symbol of God’s supposed promise of the kingship line of David continuing through the British monarch. [765:  In England, the Stone of Destiny is also known as the Coronation Stone or the Stone of Scone. It is a block of sandstone used in coronations. Some believe the Lia Fáil, a pillar set in Ireland is the Stone of Destiny. ] 

Anglo-Israelists contend that the stone is the very one on which Jacob rested his head in Genesis 28:18. Jacob then used the stone to build a pillar after having a dream of God’s assurances to him. According to Anglo-Israelists, following his abduction to Egypt, the prophet Jeremiah returned to Judah and removed Jacob’s stone from its hiding place where he had stashed it away before his abduction. Later, Jeremiah, along with scribe Baruch, and Zedekiah’s daughters,[footnoteRef:766] one of which would allegedly continue David’s throne, are said to have carried the stone with them when they supposedly journeyed to Ireland. [766:  In order to have a man rather than a woman sit on the throne, some Anglo-Israelists assert one of Zedekiah’s daughters would marry a descendant of David from the line of Zarah. (See “British Israel,” www.cai.org).] 

The problem with this history is it is only to be found within the mind of Reverend F. R. A. Glover. For some time, there had been a myth circulating about the coronation stone being from Israel. A rather well-known quote from John Toland (1670–1722) suggests this: “I had almoft forgot to tell you, that ‘tis now by the vulgar call’d Jacob-ftone, as if this had been Jacob’s pillow at Bethel.”[footnoteRef:767] No doubt, this rumor was stoked by those who desired to find a familial link to the Israelites, a motivation that was becoming popular at this time. However, it is not until Glover, who in the 1800s published a book titled England, the Remnant of Judah, and the Israel of Ephraim, that this rumor is applied to a completely fabricated history. [767:  J. Peele, ed., A Collection of Several Pieces of Mr. John Toland, vol. 1 (London: 1726), p. 105, https://books.google.com.] 

To show “proof of the Descent of the Queen of England from the Kings of Judah,”[footnoteRef:768] Glover rearranges and misrepresents the Annals of the Kingdom of Ireland by the Four Masters. This work is a collection of Irish histories brought together in the early 1600s by a Franciscan friar named Brother Michael O’Clery and three others, hence the name “the Four Masters.” [768:  Glover, England, The Remnant of Judah and The Israel of Ephraim, Preface, vii.] 

The Annals contain the genealogies of those who ruled in Ireland as well as those of distinguished families. Sprinkled with myths such as a story about a mermaid washing ashore,[footnoteRef:769] a tale concerning Noah’s granddaughter reaching Ireland’s shores forty days before the flood,[footnoteRef:770] as well as genealogical errors, the information found within the Annals is not exactly what one would call accurate. That said, even amongst all its storytelling and genealogical difficulties, there is no indication that the prophet Jeremiah ever came to Ireland with the stone from Bethel. [769:  John O’Donovan, trans., Annals of the Kingdom of Ireland by the Four Masters, vol. 1 (Dublin, 1849), p. 541 https://archive.org.]  [770:  Ibid., p. B1 footnote b and p. B2 – According to the Annals, Ceasair is Noah’s supposed granddaughter who came to Ireland with fifty girls and three men, one of which was called Fintain who is said to have survived the flood (p. 4 footnote i). However, another tale records that Ceasair is the daughter of someone named Grecian (p. B1 footnote b). ] 

Glover uses generalized statements about a man referred to as Ollamh Fodhla within the Annals, whose first name was Eochaidh. Glover tries to argue that the descriptions concerning Eochaidh (Ollamh Fodhla) are about the prophet Jeremiah.
The actual text of the Annals, on the other hand, provides a very different picture of Ollamh Fodhla than the one Glover develops. This is what the Annals tell us of Eochaidh (Ollamh Fodhla):

· “The Age of the World, 3882. After Faildeargdoid had been ten years in the sovereignty, he fell by Ollamh Fodhla, son of Fiacha Finscothach, in the battle of Teamhair.

· “The Age of the World, 3883. The first year of the reign of Ollamh Fodhla, son of Fiacha Finscothach.

· “The Age of the World, 3922. Ollamh Fodhla, after having been forty years in the sovereignty of Ireland, died at his own mur [house] at Teamhair. He was the first king by whom the Feis-Teamhrach was established; and it was by him Mur-Ollamhan was erected at Teamhair. It was he also that appointed a chieftain over every cantred, and a Brughaidh over every townland, who were all to serve the King of Ireland. Eochaidh was the first name of Ollamh Fodhla; and he was called Ollamh [Fodhla] because he had been first a learned Ollamh, and afterwards king of [Fodhla, i.e., of] Ireland.

· “The Age of the World, 3923. This was the first year of the reign of Finnachta, son of Ollamh Fodhla, over Ireland.” [footnoteRef:771] [771:  Ibid., pp. 53–55.] 


Notice that Ollamh Fodhla is not a foreigner who journeyed from some faraway land. Ollamh was a native of the land of Ireland, whose father was Fiacha Finscothach. In addition, Ollamh becomes king. We might also add that Ollamh, according to the Annals, was not living during Jeremiah’s lifetime. 

Glover’s Fabrication
Obviously, Glover did not like the fact that Ollamh Fodhla was described as a king within the Annals since it was not Jeremiah who was to rule but a daughter of Zedekiah. To disconnect Ollamh Fodhla from his throne, Glover relies on the general knowledge of the Annals’ genealogical errors.[footnoteRef:772] In utilizing this, Glover twists the text into such a pretzel that the reader will be amazed by how far the highly imaginative reverend was willing to go to make Ollamh Fodhla into Jeremiah. [772:  Glover, England, The Remnant of Judah and The Israel of Ephraim, p. 19.] 

Glover begins his revisions by pointing out that Ollamh is just a title, which, from reading the text, is accurate; however, Glover goes on to say “Ollav Fola” is no king at all,”[footnoteRef:773] when, in fact, the text clearly indicates Ollamh Fodhla did reign. This does not persuade Glover. His way out of this is to make Eochaidh (Ollamh Fodhla) into two different men. [773:  Ibid., p. 20.] 

To do this, he argues, Eochaidh (Ollamh Fodhla), at some point in history, became mixed together, that Eochaidh is really an adjective for the word “respect,” and that Eochaidh is the “respected” Ollamh Fodhla,[footnoteRef:774] not King Eochaidh. After making Eochaidh (Ollamh Fodhla) into two men, Ollamh and Eochaidh, Glover then combines Eochaidh and a king named Heremon together, thus creating his respected King Heremon (i.e., King Eochaidh-Heremon).[footnoteRef:775] This frees Glover up to say Ollamh was Jeremiah and not a king. According to Glover, the result is this King Eochaidh-Heremon was a Danite who married Tea-Tephi, who was supposedly one of Zedekiah’s daughters.[footnoteRef:776] [774:  Ibid., p. 26.]  [775:  Ibid., p. 27. The way in which Glover spells the names of individuals recorded within the Annals usually does not coincide with O’Donovan’s translated designations. ]  [776:  Ibid., p. 128.] 

No doubt, the reader will be somewhat confused at this point, and he or she should be, since Glover’s concoctions and arrangements of persons are so wildly different from the actual Annals. Glover goes on to argue that King Heremon and Ollamh Fodhla were also contemporaries despite the fact that the Annals explain that the real King Heremon (Eremhon) began his reign in the year 3501,[footnoteRef:777] which is 382 years before Ollamh Fodhla ruled. Glover writes, “Now, as to the proof that Ollam-Fola and Heremon Ardri were not ‘one man.’ We have been informed that ‘Heremon gave Ulster to Ollam Fola.’ Clearly, here are Two men, instead of One man; and, as the Heremon Eochaid, was the king, the other was not king.”[footnoteRef:778] What Glover is trying to say here is Heremon, whose reign began in 3501, could not have given Ulster to Ollamh Fodhla unless they were two different men living at the same time. There is no argument that Heremon and Ollamh Fodhla were two separate men. What is in dispute is that Ollamh Fodhla and Eochaidh were two different men, that King Heremon was really Eochaidh, and that this invented person by Glover, King Heremon-Eochaidh, lived at the same time as Ollamh Fodhla. [777:  O’Donovan, Annals of the Kingdom of Ireland by the Four Masters, p. 27.]  [778:  Glover, England, The Remnant of Judah and The Israel of Ephraim, p. 28.] 

As one looks a little more into this, one realizes that the quote Glover provides concerning Ulster is not presented in its full form. Glover leaves something out of the quotation of “Heremon gave Ulster to Ollam Fola.”[footnoteRef:779] The direct quote is: [779:  Ibid.] 


“Siorna was of the race of Eiremon [Heremon]; Ollamh Fodhla of the race of Ir, to whom, it was said, Eiremon gave Ulster.” [footnoteRef:780] [780:  Rev. Matthew Kelly, ed., Cambrensis Eversus, (Dublin: The Celtic Society, 1848) p. 431, footnote e, https://archive.org.] 


This quote is taken from the Cambrensis Eversus edited by Reverend Matthew Kelly, who explains in his notes that Eireamon (Heremon) and Ir were brothers. Kelly goes on to say, “According to the common story, Ireland was divided into two parts; Eireamon took the north, but granted Ulster to his brother, Ir.”[footnoteRef:781] In other words, Heremon gave Ulster to Ir, who was of the same race as Ollamh. Glover erroneously takes this out of context, giving it the meaning he needs, which is Heremon gave Ulster to Ollamh, making it seem as if these two men lived during the same era.[footnoteRef:782] [781:  Ibid., p. 462, footnote p.]  [782:  Glover, England, The Remnant of Judah and The Israel of Ephraim, p. 26 footnote 2.] 

The Annals themselves also disagree with Glover’s revision, despite the fact that they provide an additional, if slightly different, account than Kelly’s. Concerning Ulster, the Annals explain that “Eremhon divided Ireland. He gave the province of Ulster to Emhear, son of Ir.”[footnoteRef:783]  In this version, Ulster goes to Ir’s son. Either way, Ulster is not given to Ollamh Fodhla since he was not even born yet. [783:  O’Donovan, Annals of the Kingdom of Ireland by the Four Masters, p. 29.] 

What is in dispute here is whether King Eochaidh (Ollamh Fodhla) was, in fact, two men. In reading the Annals, they were not. Glover suggests that the reason Ollamh was considered “to be a king when he was none other than a prophet”[footnoteRef:784] is that the “Conductor and Guardian of the King’s Daughters, would, as guardian of these high-destined women, be held by the vulgar, and by the Bards also in course of time, as himself a king.”[footnoteRef:785] Glover provides no other evidence than his misquote from Reverend Kelly and his own opinion that it was the ignorance of the Bards who couldn’t tell the difference between a sage and a king that caused Eochaidh (Ollamh Fodhla) to be tangled together into one man. However, the Annals tell us Eochaidh (Ollamh Fodhla) was one man. [784:  Glover, England, The Remnant of Judah and The Israel of Ephraim, p. 22.]  [785:  Ibid.] 


Ollamh Fodhla, the Hebrew Prophet
After attempting to extract Ollamh Fodhla from his name, Eochaidh, and his throne, Glover tries to squeeze Ollamh into an identity more like Jeremiah by saying Ollamh “was the chief and first, and founder of the Order of Ollams, in Ireland.”[footnoteRef:786] For Glover, this order was “not of kings, but of priests or sages; Druids so called…They were not Pagans. They were, simply, Deistical Teachers.”[footnoteRef:787] Glover continues, “This Ollav-Fola founded, also, a College of Ollams, at Tara; or, as the Hebrews would say, ‘a School of the Prophets;’ but not ‘a College of Kings.’”[footnoteRef:788] [786:  Ibid., p. 20.]  [787:  Ibid.]  [788:  Ibid.] 

Glover goes on to equate the Hebrew word Ollam with the title Ollamh by pointing out that Ollam in Hebrew means “any period of time short of Eternity; or, of Eternity.”[footnoteRef:789] Glover believes this is “a natural word to apply to the office of a man whose business it was to teach men to look to Him ‘who keeps the times and season in His own hand.’”[footnoteRef:790] This is quite a stretch. [789:  Ibid.]  [790:  Ibid.] 

It should be noted that it is not entirely clear what structure Eochaidh (Ollamh Fodhla) built. The Annals tell us, “Mur-Ollamhan was erected at Teamhair”[footnoteRef:791] by Eochaidh (Ollamh Fodhla). The Annals also give an account that Ollamh “died at his own mur [house] at Teamhair.”[footnoteRef:792] We can surmise from this that the Mur-Ollamhan was simply Ollamh’s grand home. Nevertheless, the Annals do not explicitly tell us what this Mur-Ollamhan was. [791:  O’Donovan, Annals of the Kingdom of Ireland by the Four Masters, p. 53.]  [792:  Ibid.] 

In his second edition of the Annals, John O’Donovan suggests in his translational notes that the Mur-Ollamhan might have been a palace. O’Donovan writes:

“In Mageoghegan’s translation of the Annals of Clonmacnoise, it is stated ‘that he [Ollamh] builded a fair palace at Taragh only for the learned sort of this realm, to dwell in at his own charges.” [footnoteRef:793] [793:  John O’Donovan, trans., Annals of the Kingdom of Ireland by the Four Masters, 2nd edition, vol. 1 (Dublin: Hodges, Smith, and Co., 1856), p. 52, footnote n, https://archive.org.] 


O’Donovan believed, however, this was “probably one of Mageoghegan’s interpolations” even though “a similar explanation of Mur-Ollamhan is given by O’Flaherty in his Ogygia.”[footnoteRef:794] [794:  Ibid., pp. 52-53, footnote n.] 

O’Donovan goes on to suggest that this so-called palace may not have even existed for “Keating, who quotes an ancient poem as authority for the triennial feast or meeting at Tara, has not a word about the palace built for the Ollamhs.”[footnoteRef:795] However, against this is the witness of the actual Annals, which states Eochaidh (Ollamh Fodhla) built Mur-Ollamhan. [795:  Ibid., p. 53, footnote n.] 

The result of this brings us back to not knowing what the Mur-Ollamhan was since the Annals do not tell us. Glover wants us to believe that the Mur-Ollamhan was a school Jeremiah built to teach and provide prophecy. It’s interesting that the Annals make no mention of these strange Israelite teachings Jeremiah (Ollamh) supposedly presented to the pagans at Mur-Ollamhan. Certainly, that would have made the history books.
Whether Mur-Ollamhan was a school or a palace is of no concern to those who do not support Glover’s theories. Similar to Irish historian Roderic O’Flaherty, who believed like Glover that the Mur-Ollamhan was a school, we do not need to separate Ollamh’s identity from that of a king to show Mur-Ollamhan was a school. In Ogygia, O’Flaherty writes:

“Ollamfodla, of the house of Hir, the son of king Fiach, slew Faldergod in the battle of Temor, and ascended the throne.” [footnoteRef:796] [796:  Rev. James Hely, trans., Ogygia, vol. 2 (Dublin: W.M. Kenzie, 1793), p. 70, https://archive.org. For easier reading, O’Flaherty’s quote has been modernized. During this era, the letter “s” was written as our letter “f.”] 


“He [Ollam] being a man of great literary knowledge, is called Ollam-fodla, i.e. through Ireland which is called Fodla in our language, he was a great professor of learning…which he deservedly obtained on account of his extensive learning. He erected Mur-Ollamhan, i.e. the wall of the learned, at Tara. You may call it a college, a canopus, a prytaneum, an academy, or a lyceum.” [footnoteRef:797] [797:  Ibid., p. 71.] 


Unlike O’Flaherty, Glover can’t seem to imagine that Eochaidh (Ollamh Fodhla) could have been a king as well as a learned man who had the ability and the means to establish a great place of learning. However, Americans have a man in their country’s history: Thomas Jefferson, who was not only the third president of the United States but also the founder of the University of Virginia.

A Man of His Time
According to Glover, other evidence convinces him that Ollamh was Jeremiah. Glover again quotes Dr. Matthew Kelly, who provides Glover with the means to make Eochaidh (Ollamh Fodhla) at least a contemporary of Jeremiah and, by Glover’s logic, the same man.[footnoteRef:798] According to Dr. Kelly: [798:  Glover, England, The Remnant of Judah and The Israel of Ephraim, pp. 27–28.] 


“A very old authority cited by O’Connor…namely, a poem attributed to Fortchern, ‘omnium hactenus memoratorum antiquissimum,’ tracing the genealogy of Cimbaoth the Irian, makes him eighth in descent from Ollamh Fodhla…If Fortchern be right, Ollamh may have lived some 240 years before Cimbaoth, and not about 589, as Dr. Lynch will have it, or about 320 according to O’Flaherty.” [footnoteRef:799] [799:  Kelly, Cambrensis Eversus, p. 441, footnote c.] 


The difficulty with using this quote is the period for King Cimbaoth’s reign is unsettled. Tighernach[footnoteRef:800] has it about 305 BC.[footnoteRef:801] The Annals have it in the year 4484[footnoteRef:802] (716 BC). According to the Annals, since Ollamh reigned in 3883, then he was king 601 years before Cimbaoth (1317 BC). If we take Tighernach’s date of 305 BC for Cimbaoth’s reign, along with Fortchern’s information that Ollamh was alive 240 years prior to Cimbaoth, then this would make Ollamh’s lifetime to be around 545 BC. In using this dating, it is plausible that Ollamh could have lived during Jeremiah’s lifetime. However, since the period for King Cimbaoth’s reign is debatable, we are left with an unreliable starting point. Furthermore, even if it were found that Ollamh was a contemporary of Jeremiah, it would not prove that Ollamh was Jeremiah. [800:  Tighernach O’Braein – Irish annalist, one of the earliest, who died 1088.]  [801:  Martin Haverty, The History of Ireland, Ancient and Modern (Dublin: James Duffy, 1867), p. 25, second footnote. https://books.google.com.]  [802:  O’Donovan, Annals of the Kingdom of Ireland by the Four Masters, 2nd edition, p. 69.] 


Tea Time
As mentioned, the reason why it is vital for Glover to make Eochaidh (Ollamh Fodhla) into two men is that a King Ollamh would not coincide with the prophet Jeremiah, who did not have a rightful place to reign within the Davidic line. Glover’s other motivation in splitting Eochaidh (Ollamh Fodhla) into two and combining Eochaidh with Heremon of the year 3501 is because Heremon married a woman named Tea. Glover desperately needs a woman in his story because it is through one of Zedekiah’s daughters that he believes the line of David was to continue. Once he turns Eochaidh into Heremon, he then transforms Heremon’s wife, Tea, into Zedekiah’s daughter. He then goes on to combine Tea with another woman identified in the Annals as Tephi because of her connection to Taragh, which was later called Tea-mur.
What is actually recorded in the Annals is very different from what Glover presents. To demonstrate this, we first begin with Tea, who was the daughter of Lughaidh, son of Ith.[footnoteRef:803] The Annals also document Tea marrying Eremhon (Heremon) in Spain.[footnoteRef:804] Next, we turn to Tephi. Glover utilizes a poem written by Cu-au O’Cochlain in 1024 concerning Tara. Glover shamelessly cuts out a part of the poem describing Tephi as the daughter of Cino Bachtir and the wife of Canthon. He leaves in the information of Tea being the wife of Heremon. By excluding the information concerning Tephi’s origin and marriage, the poem ends up sounding as if these two separate women were one and the same.[footnoteRef:805], [footnoteRef:806] [803:  O’Donovan, Annals of the Kingdom of Ireland by the Four Masters, p. 31.]  [804:  Ibid.]  [805:  Glover, England, The Remnant of Judah and The Israel of Ephraim, pp. 59–60 and 87–88.]  [806:  To view this poem in its entirety, see The Annals of Ireland Translated from the Original Irish of the Four Masters translated by Owen Connellan vol. 2, pp. 294–295, available at https://books.google.com, and compare it to Glover’s edited version on pages 59–60 and 87–88.] 

Glover then goes on to write, “Now all this, it is to be observed, was at Tara, called also Teamar; where the Stone, which came from over the sea, was set up, with the promise of blessing and perpetuation, at the time that the Jacob’s Pillow disappeared from Judea. And this Woman, mysterious and royal, is declared to have caused the importance and consequence of Teamar; and to have given it a new name, as the Stone was said to have done, also, to Tara. That her name also should be Teamar, or Teamair, is not without significance, considering that Tamar, as a woman’s name, occurs twice in the nomenclature of her ancestry.”[footnoteRef:807] [807:  Glover, England, The Remnant of Judah and The Israel of Ephraim, p. 88.] 

With this statement, Glover attempts to combine the identity of Tea and Tephi due to their shared connection to Taragh, which was renamed Teamhair or Tea-mur after Tea. He then tries to claim that this one woman, whom he refers to as Tea-Tephi,[footnoteRef:808] was a Hebrew because Tephi is a Hebrew word[footnoteRef:809] and because Teamhair or Tea-mur, which Glover spells conveniently as “Teamar,” is similar to the name of Tamar, King David’s daughter. [808:  Ibid., p. 87 footnote 2.]  [809:  Ibid., p. 92.] 

This theory once again falls apart when we read the actual Annals and Cu-au O’Cochlain’s poem in its entirety. Not only are Tea and Tephi described as two completely different women, with two completely different husbands, but Irish history also provides its own explanation for why the place was referred to as Tea-mur. It was not named after an individual from the line of David but was simply named after Tea. O’Donovan provides Mageoghegan’s translation of the Annals of Clonmacnoise, which says the following:

“But first, before they landed on this land, Tea, the daughter of Louthus, that was wife of Heremon, desired one request of her said husband and kinsmen, which they accordingly granted, which was, that the place she should most like of in the kingdom should be, for ever after, called by her name; and that the place so called should be ever after the principal seat of her posterity to dwell in; and upon their landing she chose Leytrymm, which is, since that time, called Taragh, where the King’s pallace stood for many hundred years after, and which she caused to be called Tea-mur. Mur in Irish, is a town or pallace in English, and being joined to Tea, maketh it to be the house, pallace, or town of Tea.” [footnoteRef:810] [810:  O’Donovan, Annals of the Kingdom of Ireland by the Four Masters, p. 30, footnote h.] 


In other words, Tea established a place named Teamhair or Tea-mur. In this story, a palace is built on top of the site. In this way, Tea-mur is understood as House (Mur) of Tea. It should be added that, in another tale, Tea is said to have been buried at this location. In this story, it is thought that Tea-mur refers to this mound (Tea’s mound).[footnoteRef:811] The name Teamar, as Glover spells it, has nothing to do with this supposed Tea-Tephi’s genealogical connection to Tamar, David’s daughter. [811:  Ibid., p. 30 footnote e.] 

The influence of Glover’s fictional Tea-Tephi is so great that if the reader were to do a Google search on Zedekiah’s daughter—the first and main result generated would be Tea-Tephi. However, the biblical text makes no mention of the names of either of Zedekiah’s daughters, and the annals of Irish history do not record anyone with that combined name. Tea-Tephi is merely the result of Glover’s manufactured narrative.

“Oh, Danny Boy”
Several legends exist concerning how the chair, on which kings sat, ended up in Ireland and then Scotland. One begins with the king of Greece, Neolus or Heolaus, who had a son named Gaythelos. Because King Neolus did not give his son, Gaythelos, any authority, Gaythelos rebels against his father. His father then banishes him. There are variations to this story, but the basic tale is that Gaythelos sails to Egypt and marries Scota, the daughter of Pharaoh.[footnoteRef:812] Scota’s father is then killed at the Red Sea while chasing the Israelites.[footnoteRef:813] The Egyptians then force Gaythelos out because he is a foreigner.[footnoteRef:814] Later, he becomes the king of the banished Greek and Egyptian nobles who decide to search for a new land.[footnoteRef:815] Gaythelos travels to Africa and wanders the land as Moses had,[footnoteRef:816] eventually ending up in Spain. Gaythelos then decides to send out explorers to find better lands. After their journeys, they come back describing an island.[footnoteRef:817] Gaythelos dies, but his sons travel to this island.[footnoteRef:818] One story describes that a part of the island is named Scotia (Scotland), after their mother.[footnoteRef:819] There is also an account where Gaythelos brings a chair and other regal ornaments to Spain with him from Egypt. [footnoteRef:820] [812:  William F. Skene, ed., “John of Fordun’s Chronicle of The Scottish Nation” in The Historians of Scotland, vol. 4 (Edinburgh: Edmonston and Douglas, 1872), p. 6-7, https://books.google.com.  ]  [813:  Ibid., pp. 8-9.]  [814:  Ibid., p. 9.]  [815:  Ibid.]  [816:  Ibid., p. 10. Although not Anglo-Israelists, Scottish and Irish writers may have unwittingly laid the foundation for Anglo-Israelism by how they framed their histories within biblical timeframes. For an Anglo-Israelist, it perhaps was an easy step to go from reading about the Scots being part Egyptian/part Greek, who roamed the land like Moses, to believing the Scots wandered the land because they were Israelites.]  [817:  Ibid., p. 12.]  [818:  Ibid., p. 14.]  [819:  Ibid., p. 15.]  [820:  Ibid., p. 23.] 

Another legend picks up this story, explaining that the king of Spain gave this same chair to his son Smonbret or Smonbrec. Smonbret then travels to Ireland with an army and the chair, which is made out of marble. He places the chair on the highest spot in Ireland called Tara.[footnoteRef:821] The tale continues with a king named Fergus coming from Ireland to Scotland, bringing with him the marble chair. The story explains that this was Smonbrec’s chair.[footnoteRef:822] [821:  Ibid.]  [822:  Ibid., p. 42.] 

Glover has a fable to tell himself. He equates this chair with the Stone of Destiny. Glover writes, “So we are informed, that the Tuatha de Danaans, with whom some Simon Breig (Baruch?) is associated, were those who did bring the Stone to Ireland.”[footnoteRef:823] Glover’s habit of finding anyone in Irish history who may have had a similar name to those of the biblical record continues when he suggests “Simon Breig” or Smonbret was Jeremiah’s scribe, Baruch. What apparently piques Glover’s interest in Smonbrec is that the aforementioned tale has him bringing a marble chair and placing it at Tara.[footnoteRef:824] Glover seems to discount the fact that the stone is said to have been made of marble in this legend because other accounts explain the stone was of a different material.[footnoteRef:825] He also implies that the mention of this Simon Breig is proof that Baruch, along with the Tuatha De Danaan, brought the stone to Ireland. Glover does this by utilizing the Lebor Gabála Érenn, which speaks of the Lia Fáil: [823:  Glover, England, The Remnant of Judah and The Israel of Ephraim, p. 57.]  [824:  Skene, “John of Fordun’s Chronicle,” p. 23.]  [825:  Glover, England, The Remnant of Judah and The Israel of Ephraim, p. 54.] 


“There were four cities in which the Tuatha De Danann were acquiring knowledge, namely Failias, Goirias, Finnias, Muirias.” (p.143)

“From Failias was brought the spear of Lug, and the Lia Fail, which was in Temair…That stone used to utter a cry under every king that should take Ireland.” (pp. 143 and 145)

“Thereafter the Tuatha De Danann took the kingship of Ireland. It is they who brought with them the Stone of Fal, which was in Temair.” (p. 143) [footnoteRef:826] [826:  R. A. Stewart Macalister, ed., trans., Lebor Gabála Érenn, pt. 4 (Dublin: Educational Company of Ireland, 1941), https://archive.org.] 


Glover proposes that the Tuatha De Danann were Israelites of the tribe of Dan.[footnoteRef:827] Glover goes on to suggest that Jeremiah boarded a Danite shipping vessel on its way to Ireland with the stone in hand, accompanied by Baruch (Simon Breig) as a passenger. According to Glover, this is why the legend has the Tuatha De Danaan bringing the stone to Ireland.[footnoteRef:828] [827:  Glover, England, The Remnant of Judah and The Israel of Ephraim, p. 57. According to Anglo-Israelists, the tribe of Dan traveled westward, naming rivers such as the Danube River and countries such as Denmark (Mark of Dan) as they journeyed, finally ending up in Ireland where they came to be known as the Tuatha De Danann. However, there are other reasons why the word, Dan or words similar to it ended up in our vocabulary. One of the most compelling is that the Danube River perhaps received its name from the goddess Danu. Also, the Tuatha De Danann are considered to be the people of this goddess, thus explaining the similarities in their names. This goddess Danu is mentioned along with the Tuatha De Danann on p. 135 of the Lebor Gabála Érenn. 
       Beyond this etymological possibility, the question should be raised, where does a westward migrating tribe of Dan lead us? According to Anglo-Israelism, the reason why the tribe of Dan moved west was so that the Davidic line could reign over them. This continuation of the Davidic line through the British monarch is a biblical inaccuracy. Due to this, the motivation for the tribe of Dan to move west to have a king from the Davidic line is also a fallacy.]  [828:  Glover, England, The Remnant of Judah and The Israel of Ephraim, p. 57.] 

Glover utilizes what he wants from the text while eliminating other elements not useful to him or that completely contradict his presupposed ideas. The point of all this is that Glover really didn’t need evidence. He simply had to find a general description within the text, such as Eochaidh (Ollamh Fodhla), who was a sort of learned man, to turn him into Jeremiah. Couple this with several leaps in logic, a conveniently edited version of a poem, a misspelled place name, several erroneous biblical connections, and he was able to make a case for an audience who was more than happy to hear they were Israelites, God’s chosen people. These so-called connections, however, baffle the non-supporter because of the complete fiction they are based on and essentially the ripping apart of a text Glover himself relies upon to generate his theories.
Today, the Stone of Destiny represents more of the ongoing rivalry between the Scots, Irish, and British than the once all-important need of finding a connection to Israel. Nonetheless, this story of Jeremiah bringing the stone to Ireland has infiltrated the British culture to such an extent that one can find the tale, or some variation of it, everywhere, including on TV shows, and particularly on the internet.
The British Israel World Federation (BIWF), an organization that peddles Anglo-Israelism on unsuspecting Christians, seems to have distanced itself from Glover’s identifications—well, somewhat anyway. The BIWF is apparently now suggesting Scota was one of Zedekiah’s daughters and that this is how the stone arrived in Ireland.[footnoteRef:829] According to the Annals, however, Scota lived around the year 3500[footnoteRef:830] and had nothing to do with the time of Zedekiah’s daughters. The Annals also record that she died from battling the Tuatha De Danaan right after landing, thus ending any potential reign.[footnoteRef:831] Anglo-Israelists can’t give up the fight. They have far too much of their life, money, and, sadly, their faith wrapped up in this tale to just walk away from it. [829:  “Joseph’s Birthright and the Identity of Israel Today,” www.britishisrael.co.uk/index.php.]  [830:  O’Donovan, Annals of the Kingdom of Ireland by the Four Masters, p. 25.]  [831:  Ibid.] 

It is not surprising that the British would believe in a tale that has the Davidic line continuing through their monarch, since it gives their king or queen a kind of godly legitimacy, but it is amazing to this author why American Christians would believe in it. If it were true, it would mean America rebelled against the line of David during the Revolutionary War.
Why Christians everywhere do not reject this idea is also perplexing since it is not biblical. Anglo-Israelists often cite a verse from the book of Jeremiah to give their theory some authority:

“See, I have this day set thee over the nations and over the kingdoms, to root out, and to pull down, and to destroy, and to throw down, to build, and to plant.” [footnoteRef:832] [832:  Jer. 1:10.] 


In reading this verse, Anglo-Israelists believe Jeremiah was to plant a monarch—the British monarch, to be exact. However, the verse does not say anything of the sort. In fact, this notion completely neglects what should be understood in this verse, which is that Jeremiah would not only declare the throwing down of the entire Southern Kingdom of Judah but that he would also proclaim the coming of the kingship of Christ. This verse has nothing to do with the earthly British monarch.
It should be noted that the promises of David’s kingship line continuing forever are about Christ’s kingship lasting forever. This becomes evident when we read the assurances to David concerning his throne in 2 Samuel 7 and compare it to Luke 1:32–33 where it is explained that David’s throne would exist forever through Christ. It is noticeable that God did not provide conditions for this particular throne. No matter what, David’s kingship line would continue. The reason for this is that God was speaking of Christ’s throne.
On the other hand, 1 Kings 9:4–7 describes Solomon’s kingship line as being conditional. This is because the topic is about the actual earthly reign of Solomon. It is not about Christ’s reign. Solomon is told by God, “if thou wilt walk before me, as David thy father walked, in integrity of heart, and in uprightness, to do according to all that I have commanded thee, and wilt keep my statutes and my judgments: Then I will establish the throne of thy kingdom upon Israel for ever, as I promised to David thy father, saying, There shall not fail thee a man upon the throne of Israel.”[footnoteRef:833] [833:  1 Kings 9:4–5.] 

This earthly kingship line was conditional. Anglo-Israelists forget that. They forget the “if.” As humans, we often forget the “if,” do we not? You’ll get a toy if you clean your room. You’ll get a promotion if you make that sale. You’ll go to heaven if you put your faith in Christ. We know Solomon forgot the “if” since he was disobedient to God by marrying women who eventually led him into idolatry, as recorded in 1 Kings 11:1–13. In retribution for this, but for the sake of David, God did not take away the throne from Solomon. Instead, He took it from Solomon’s son, Rehoboam. Also for David’s sake, God allowed Rehoboam to rule over the tribe of Judah, according to 1 Kings 11:13. Jeroboam, Solomon’s official or servant, as 1 Kings 11:26–39 tells us, was given rule over the northern tribes.
After Jeroboam was crowned king of the Northern Kingdom, the earthly Davidic line ended for the Northern Kingdom, never to return. No other earthly king from the Davidic line would ever rule over the northern tribes of Israel again as decreed by God.[footnoteRef:834] Jeroboam was also told his rule over these tribes was conditional, like that of Solomon’s, according to 1 Kings 11:38. As we know, Jeroboam, as well as most of the kings who followed him, did evil in God’s eyes, which led to the Assyrian exile. However, the Davidic line ended for the northern tribes the day the crown was placed on Jeroboam’s head. [834:  Prophecy concerning the Messianic rule over a united Israel is recorded in 1 Kings 11:39, Jeremiah 30:9, Ezekiel 34:23, 37:15–28, Hosea 3:5, and Amos 9:11–12.] 

For Judah, the line of David continued under Rehoboam. We know that most of the kings who followed Rehoboam and the people of Judah themselves became so disobedient that the Babylonians were eventually allowed to come in and do what the Babylonians do. God was patient to a point, but He eventually was true to His conditional promise concerning the earthly Davidic line. It would end due to the sinful ways of the kings. Therefore, the last king of the Davidic line over Judah was Zedekiah.
Some quote only a portion of the original promise concerning the kingship line of Judah, “The sceptre shall not depart from Judah,”[footnoteRef:835] to claim this line needed to continue through the British monarchy since it was promised it would never “depart.” However, near the end of this verse, it reads, “until Shiloh come,”[footnoteRef:836] meaning this assurance of an earthly kingship was never intended to extend past the first coming of Christ. However, as shown, God cut it short after Zedekiah due to the disobedience of its kings and people. These biblical facts not only put a hole in Anglo-Israelists’ theory of the line of David continuing through the British monarchy; they sink it. [835:  Gen. 49:10.]  [836:  Ibid.] 


A Happy Ending
Everyone wants a happy ending. In this case, Anglo-Israelists desire one for Jeremiah. However, the prophet’s fate is unknown. God told Jeremiah, “And seekest thou great things for thyself? seek them not: for, behold, I will bring evil upon all flesh, saith the LORD: but thy life will I give unto thee for a prey in all places whither thou goest.”[footnoteRef:837] God would spare Jeremiah for a prey, for a time. However, we are not told how Jeremiah died. It is likely he was stoned to death as Matthew 23:37 implies.[footnoteRef:838] [837:  Jer. 45:5.]  [838:  See Jeremiah 43 for how the prophet and Baruch end up in Egypt. It is likely that when things began to go bad in Egypt, as God said they would, the people turned on Jeremiah and murdered him. There is no indication Jeremiah was one of the few spoken of in Jeremiah 44:28 who returned to Judah.] 

As for Jacob’s stone, Glover tries to create a happy ending by piecing together a scenario by which it would be plausible for Jeremiah to have hidden the stone before being abducted to Egypt. His efforts, however, end up feeling desperate.
Jeremiah’s death and the termination of the Davidic earthly kingship line both make for an unhappy ending, so much so that it is easy to see why so many are tempted to believe there is a happier conclusion. However, as Christians, we do have a happy ending, do we not? It is a finale in which God reveals His mercy, for we have already received our promised king through the Davidic line. Amen! There is one Rock that will never be stolen on Christmas Day or broken into pieces,[footnoteRef:839] and that is our Savior, Jesus Christ. It is to Him, our true King, we should put our faith in—not in some stone or earthly monarch. Praise God! [839:  These are incidents that have happened to the Stone of Destiny.] 


Closing Thoughts on Anglo-Israelism
Some suggest that after being used as a pillar, Jacob’s stone ended up in Jeroboam’s altar of idolatry at Bethel. When Josiah took the throne, he had this altar destroyed, turning it “to powder,” according to 2 Kings 23:15.
It matters little if this destruction included Jacob’s stone or not. The stone’s importance is based on a false premise that it was essential to have in order to proclaim the next King of Judah. This is not the case. Anglo-Israelists point to verses such as those found in Judges 9:1–6, where Abimelech stood beside a pillar as he was about to become king. The backstory of this scene, however, sheds a different light on this so-called Israelite ritual.
The story concerning Abimelech took place in Shechem, which was north of Bethel. This was during the time when judges ruled over the people of Israel. It is well before the Davidic line of kings. Saul was the first official king of the Israelites and, of course, David began the Davidic line. The Davidic line did not commence with Abimelech. Abimelech, however, did want to set himself up as a king of Israel with the help of the pagan god Baal. What Abimelech was doing by standing beside a pillar was conducting his own ceremony without any authority from God. More than likely, this was a Canaanite ritual. It most definitely was not an Israelite, God-ordained proclamation of a king.
A few other verses, such as 2 Kings 11:12–14, 23:1–3, and 2 Chronicles 23 have the person who is about to become king standing beside a pillar. The Hebrew word for “pillar” in these verses would be better translated as “column,”[footnoteRef:840] not pillar. The ceremony described in these verses took place in Jerusalem at the Temple. The Temple had two columns at its porch. These columns were even given names.[footnoteRef:841] The kings stood near one of these columns. [840:  Ibid., ‘ammûwd, 5982. This word means column.]  [841:  1 Kings 7:15–22.
] 

It is human nature to believe the best things about ourselves. For example, if someone were to tell you that you were from a long line of murderers, you’d probably exert much time and effort into trying to prove the statement false. However, if someone were to inform you that you were one of God’s chosen people, an Israelite, then it is likely you’d say, “Well, of course, I am. What took you so long to say so?” This is what Anglo-Israelism is today. It is a means by which to elevate oneself.
If Anglo-Israelists want to go around calling themselves Israelites, then one supposes it is their prerogative. In what is becoming a self-identifying society, Anglo-Israelists will probably continue to follow suit and, in turn, receive little questioning from the world. The problem occurs, however, for the Christian when, to gain some authority, Anglo-Israelists misuse the Bible to try to support their claims. This is the point at which the believer must step in and explain the error.
Beyond the biblical lore and romanticism surrounding the Stone of Destiny, there is a darker side to Anglo-Israelism, which comes from mixing it with the Christian Identity Movement. When combined, supporters are not only told they are God’s chosen people but are taught God’s actual chosen people are Satan’s physical children. The CI Movement also contends that Adam is not Cain’s father despite the fact that Genesis 4:1 states he is. Yet, without any genealogical evidence whatsoever, supporters of the CI Movement claim they are Israelites. The double standard is astounding. Sadder still is that there is a kind of desperation for those who follow these beliefs. They need it to be true, for, through these ideas, they are attempting to reach God, not through faith, but through ancestral links, just as the Jews did during John the Baptist’s day. However, this is not a path to everlasting life. It is a route to nowhere.


[bookmark: Chapter20]Chapter 20
Other Commonalities among CI Movement Supporters

Christ Died for All—No, Really, He Did
There are some other commonalities shared among those participating in the CI Movement beyond their supposedly biblically related beliefs. One such similarity is their statements of faith found on some of their websites. This declaration usually goes along the lines of, Christ died not only for Israel but also for all mankind. This is an odd little addendum made to John 3:16 since this verse found in the Gospel of John states the world has the potential to be saved if they put their faith in Christ. To supporters, the word “world” is apparently not enough, even though it encapsulates everyone, and thus, adding to it would be unnecessary and redundant.
However, if you understand the CI Movement, it becomes clear as to why these less radicalized websites make this addition. As touched on earlier, under the false teachings of Anglo-Israelism, those on the extreme side of the CI Movement believe that, as white Anglo-Saxons, they are true Israel and, as true Israel, they alone will be saved. When someone begins to come out of this way of thinking, recognizing the truth of John 3:16 but also holding onto some of the concepts of the CI Movement, he or she must explain what Christ did in terms of the CI Movement. It is like saying, “Hey guys, we once believed only Israel would be saved, but now we’re wise enough to see that the whole world has a chance too.” Non-supporters should be somewhat relieved in seeing this step closer to the truth since it demonstrates some growth; however, these supporters are still unfortunately trapped within the CI Movement’s constructs.

Christ’s Non-Hybrid White Blood Saves
Obsessed with race or hybrid corruption, some in the CI Movement try to claim it was Christ’s physical blood, or His “clean” heritage, which made Him a spotless sacrifice. They repeatedly say, “Follow the bloodline!”
This is not the Gospel of Christ. It is something else entirely. Christ was a perfect sacrifice because He was a sinless sacrifice—God’s son. This is why His sacrifice saves. When we say, “Christ’s blood saves,” it does not mean Christ’s blood saves because He was a 100% white-bred non-hybrid.

“Thou Shalt Not Be Prudish”
In a system where followers believe that Satan’s physical children are alive and well today, one would think that a certain amount of deference would be shown toward sexual morality since becoming romantically involved with a “Kenite” could very much be a possibility. However, the opposite appears to be the case, for a laissez-faire view of sex exists amongst those within this system. 
This easygoing attitude is obtained by group leaders pointing to the ancient Israelite culture, where having concubines, prostitutes, and many wives was tolerated. One belief birthed from this focus espouses that men could and can commit adultery. On the other hand, a married woman can not. This theory is achieved by ignoring the general law found in Exodus 20:14 that clearly applies to both sexes. However, the other enormous hole in this concept is that when a married man involves himself in a sexual relationship with either a single or a married woman, he is causing her to commit adultery; thus, the idea that men can commit adultery collapses.
Claiming that God was supportive of Israelite societal practices simply because they existed is similar to saying that since abortion is legal in the United States, then God is okay with it. In the end, supporters of these notions mistakenly point to how men acted within the biblical narrative rather than how they should have behaved. In other words, the system lives by cultural standards rather than God’s. 

“Sex-is-Marriage” Theory
Unfortunately, within the CI system, there is little counsel on how to avoid sexual immorality. The understanding that men are different physically from women is usually given as an excuse. Supposed loopholes are searched for within the biblical text to support one’s sinful endeavors. Supporters of this “men are a special case” idea usually believe in the sex-is-marriage concept. This notion sets forth that if you have sex with your girlfriend or boyfriend, then you are married in God’s eyes. When you break up with that girlfriend or boyfriend, you are divorcing that person, and at that point, you must ask for forgiveness for the “divorce.” Once you move on to the next guy or gal and have another sexual encounter with them, you are re-married.
The sex-is-marriage idea ignores one of the meanings of sexual immorality, which is fornication. Paul tells us:

“I say therefore to the unmarried and widows, It is good for them if they abide even as I. But if they cannot contain, let them marry: for it is better to marry than to burn.” (1 Corinthians 8-9)

Paul tells us that marriage is the solution to being controlled by our lust, which could lead to fornication (pre-marital sex). Paul says it is good for men and women to be as he is. This demonstrates Paul's ongoing argument of singlehood being the recommended lifestyle in devoting one’s life to serving the Lord (1 Corinthians 7:32-35), but Paul recognizes that not everyone has what some call the Gift of Chastity. He sees that not all can live this way. Therefore, to avoid lusting and fornication (pre-marital sex), he tells couples to marry. If sex were marriage, there would be no reason for Paul to bother stating this since giving into your sexual desires would be marriage.
Followers of the sex-is-marriage idea usually take 1 Corinthians 6:16 out of context and use it as a basis for their belief:
“All things are lawful unto me, but all things are not expedient: all things are lawful for me, but I will not be brought under the power of any. Meats for the belly, and the belly for meats: but God shall destroy both it and them. Now the body is not for fornication, but for the Lord; and the Lord for the body. And God hath both raised up the Lord, and will also raise up us by his own power. Know ye not that your bodies are the members of Christ? shall I then take the members of Christ, and make them the members of an harlot? God forbid. What? know ye not that he which is joined to an harlot is one body? for two, saith he, shall be one flesh. But he that is joined unto the Lord is one spirit. Flee fornication. Every sin that a man doeth is without the body; but he that committeth fornication sinneth against his own body. What? know ye not that your body is the temple of the Holy Ghost which is in you, which ye have of God, and ye are not your own? For ye are bought with a price: therefore glorify God in your body, and in your spirit, which are God's.” (1 Corinthians 6:12-20).
The argument is that since Paul equates sex with a prostitute as being one body with her, then Paul is essentially saying that sex is marriage. A connection indeed takes place when one has a sexual encounter as an unmarried person, but it is not a godly covenantal marital union. The fact that Paul tells us not to sleep with a prostitute should indicate that something is amiss with this interpretation. If sex were marriage, then Paul wouldn’t mention it since, in God’s eyes, it would be marriage. 
Believers should view 1 Corinthians 6:16 in its context and in light of the numerous places within the biblical text that describe fornication as a sin (1 Corinthians 6:9-11, 1 Corinthians 7:8, Colossians 3:5, Ephesians 5:3, Romans 12:1-2, Exodus 22:16-17, 1 Thessalonians 4:3-4, 1 Corinthians 6:18-20, Galatians 5:19-21, Mark 7:20-23). Furthermore, if this verse means sex equals marriage, then the women in Deuteronomy 22:13-21 would have been stoned to death, not for committing fornication, but for “getting married.” 

No Public Ceremony Required Theory
The sex-is-marriage concept squares nicely with the notion that a public demonstration of getting married is unnecessary. The belief that only a midnight rendezvous is required for a couple to tie the knot ignores the various public weddings, formal ceremonies, and pronouncements within the Bible. It also disregards the fact that Christ attended a wedding (John 2:1-11). If Christ thought a wedding unnecessary, He would not have attended one or allowed the practice to continue. 
As believers, we are considered God's bride in white (Revelation 19:8), and one day, we will attend the Marriage Supper of the Lamb (Revelation 19:9). Christ, throughout His ministry on earth, also used weddings and marital celebrations as illustrations to teach us spiritual concepts (Matthew 9:15, Matthew 22, Matthew 25:1–13). Therefore, we can not claim that a wedding is merely a cultural invention with no spiritual ties. The Old Testament also provides many indications of a ceremony, what was worn (Song of Solomon 3:11, Isaiah 61:10, Psalm 45), what occurred (Judges 14), and what was included in the festivities and how long they could last (Genesis 29). 
Those who follow the idea that sex is marriage or that no wedding is required often use an incident in the Book of Ruth to argue their theory. They claim that Ruth had a sexual encounter with Boaz on the threshing room floor and that they were considered married after this incident. However, when Ruth uncovered Boaz’s feet and lay down, she was making a request for marriage. This was an intimate act but not sexual intercourse. Once this request was made, Boaz states his intentions publicly of wanting to make Ruth his wife (Ruth 4:7-10). It is only then that they have a sexual encounter, as Ruth 4:13 explains. 
Sex is an important part of marriage. It is the final “seal” of a marriage covenant. But it is not the covenant itself. If true, then a concubine within the Bible would be called a wife, not a concubine. It is also difficult to see how a community would avoid sexual immorality, such as adultery if no formal ceremonies officially pronounced a marriage. Confusion would reign in such a community, thus leading to further depravity.
Unfortunately, the internet is filled with people (believers and non-believers alike) claiming that since God does not explicitly provide us with directions on what a wedding should look like, no wedding is required. This conclusion is erroneous, and behind it often hides worldly motivations in not wanting a public proclamation of marriage. 

Fornication Is “Not” Sin
At the heart of these errouneous sexual beliefs is the notion that fornication is not a sin or, at the very least, a “minor” one. And if one accepts this worldly viewpoint, then a public demonstration of moving from singlehood to the marital state is not that important. 
On the other hand, if you believe that fornication is a sin, then you understand the need to express to your fellow Christian brothers and sisters and, quite frankly, the world to which you are witnessing that you are not partaking in that sin. A ceremony provides a way to do this. It signals your move from being a single believer in Christ to being a married one, at which time you can take part in all the benefits of married life. 
Without this indication, the Body of Christ is left wondering what you are doing. Are you married, or are you fornicating? Of course, there will be those who know fornication is a sin but don’t care what others think, but this doesn’t work either. Ephesians 5:3 tells us that not even a hint of sexual immorality should exist amongst believers. As mentioned, others may think that the sin of fornication is not a big deal in the scheme of things. “We’re not hurting anyone” is usually a popular excuse. But fornication is a grave sin that comes with many consequences, one of which is deadly. The main reason we have such a high percentage of abortions in the United States is due to the sin of fornication.

That’s Deep
Another pattern this author has seen time and time again is the promise by CI Movement leaders and teachers that if students read or listen to their lessons, they will receive a deeper study of God’s Word. A bit of salesmanship and flattery usually accompanies this promise, which usually goes along the lines of, Those who cannot handle a deeper study of the Word of God should go elsewhere, or, This is a deeper Bible study you will not find anywhere else. These statements should raise a few questions such as, why is this teaching not found elsewhere? Are others not accepting it? Why are they not accepting it? Is it controversial because there is little evidence to back it up? Have others rejected it because it simply is not true? Unfortunately, many do not ask these important questions, and they are taken in by this system because of their sincere desire to gain the “deeper study” that is being sold.
This promise of a deeper study is rather ingenious. In a time when many ministers are seemingly uninterested in a more thorough examination of the Word of God, particularly in regard to the Old Testament, believers want to receive it from somewhere. The CI Movement promises to fill that craving. And when hungry believers come across this assurance, they are ensnared. The believer ends up not getting what he or she was guaranteed, however. Instead of receiving a more in-depth study of the Word of God, the individual is given the CI Movement’s talking points and the cherry-picked and taken-out-of-context biblical verses that supposedly support those points.
The deeper study ploy works for the Movement in other ways as well. Believers are repeatedly told they are much more knowledgeable about the Bible than those who do not accept the teaching. Due to this positive reinforcement and adulation, the assumption becomes, for the supporter, that those who do not know or those who argue against the CI Movement, are only skimming the surface of the Bible and thus, have no knowledge of it at all. Sadly, however, supporters are not becoming more knowledgeable about biblical matters. They are instead becoming well versed in CI Movement beliefs, which have been repeated since the early part of the twentieth century. In the end, they don’t get what they were promised.

Shared Tactics
This author has noticed a shared tactic among supporters when they use the Bible to argue their points. They will quote a verse, which they believe supports their perspective. However, when you confront them with the true meaning of the verse, they will quickly say something like, “Well, the Bible is full of contradictions and can’t be relied upon due to corruption.” In other words, for supporters, as long as the Bible is seemingly supporting their beliefs, it can be trusted. When it does not support their outlook, then it cannot be relied upon. This tactic demonstrates that they are not viewing the Bible as their authority. Instead, they see their predisposed ideas as the authority.

Expositional Teaching
One way those in leadership strengthen the impression that they are providing a deeper Bible study while concealing their CI Movement backgrounds is by using expositional preaching. This type of teaching is interested in explaining the plain and original meaning of the Bible. Expositional teaching is usually conducted by way of reading an entire book of the Bible verse-by-verse, chapter by chapter. There is nothing wrong with expositional teaching in and of itself. In fact, many may prefer it to topical teaching, which at times can miss the real message of the text when it attempts to squeeze a topic out of an area of the Bible that was not originally intended.
Problems arise with expositional teaching, however, when the Bible student does not recognize that even with this style of teaching, human commentary can creep into the lesson. Students need to understand that the biblical text ends when human commentary begins. Whenever anyone takes his or her eyes off the text and begins to use his or her own words that is called commentary. This kind of instruction may be dead on, or it may come with presupposed ideas. It is up to the student to decide which is which. For example, someone who is a Mormon could lead you through the entire Bible. The teaching you receive from that individual will be very different than if an evangelical led you.

Our Fearless Leaders
When you ask a supporter of the Kenite Myth where in the Bible it says that the Kenites are Satan’s physical children, you will probably be called a Kenite or the supporter will begin to tell you a fanciful story about how the Kenites removed that section from the text. However, if you can have a thoughtful conversation with a supporter, and lay out the biblical facts that cause the supporter’s view to fall apart, you may still find it does nothing to end the individual’s belief in the system.
A number of other things are happening here besides supporters ignoring biblical facts. Individuals caught up in this system often have an emotional attachment to the person or persons who brought these “truths” into their lives. In the end, as a non-supporter ministering to a supporter, it is important to understand you are dealing not only with false doctrines but also with a form of admiration that supporters feel toward their leader or leaders. When you argue against the system, supporters will no doubt believe you are attacking their leader who they perceive has brought them “answers.”
To make matters more difficult, you are often dealing with people who, in their infancy as a Christian, were entrapped by the CI Movement. Their view is that the CI Movement is Christianity. This creates quite a problem for those trying to minister to supporters. When you argue in opposition to the points of the Movement to a supporter, you are, to them, arguing against Christianity. This makes it difficult to draw people out of this system because they think you are trying to yank them from a correct biblical Christian teaching into a form of apostasy.
This fear of apostasy is greatly utilized within this system. The specific fear seems to be that without their leaders, supporters will not understand the Bible correctly and will quickly fall away. A good example of this is how leaders of the Movement recreate the book of Esther. The question for supporters becomes, “How would I have known how to understand properly the book of Esther without my teacher?” 
In the end, for those supporters who are heavily entrenched in this system, biblical facts will not loosen them from the organization because, in truth, they have long gone past seeing the Bible as the authority. The Movement has become their authority. Only the work of the Holy Spirit will be able to break the chains that bind these supporters. Understand, too, that you are not fighting “against flesh and blood, but against principalities, against powers, against rulers of the darkness of this world, against spiritual wickedness in high places,”[footnoteRef:842] but you are not fighting alone. [842:  Eph. 6:12.
] 

For those who are beginning to see the error of this system, know this: God is waiting. He is patient with us, and we need only to ask Him sincerely to show us the truth. Ask for it, and He will provide. For those caught up in the more radical side of this system, who have relied on their own blood, their own heritage, to save them, know this: it is only through the blood of Christ, the sinless sacrifice of God’s only begotten Son, that you will be saved. Believe in Him and find true salvation.


[bookmark: BonusSection]Bonus Section
How to Read Your Bible Correctly

There is a right way and a wrong way to read one’s Bible. This is not to suggest that a believer cannot just pick up his or her Bible and garner truth from a simple reading. With the help of the Holy Spirit, this is how most new Christians encounter the text. On the other hand, it is human nature to want to speculate, fill in supposed gaps, and go beyond what the text is explicitly teaching. Unfortunately, this is why some end up believing false teachings. There are plenty of books available on how to read and understand one’s Bible. This author highly recommends the reader seek out these books and consider their content. For now, let’s discuss a few of these concepts pertaining more directly to the CI Movement.

Presupposed Ideas
Problems arise in studying our Bibles when we do not recognize that all of us possess presupposed ideas. For example, if you are someone who believes it is beneficial to society to keep people of different skin colors separate, then you will more than likely attempt to squeeze this notion into the text or choose verses that, when taken out of their surrounding context, end up supporting your view. This is called eisegesis, and it is the incorrect way to approach the Bible if you are genuinely seeking the truth.
On the other hand, if you are engaging with the text as a whole, trying to understand what was originally meant by it, what it is actually teaching, and playing the devil’s advocate against your presupposed ideas, then you will be more likely to find what the Bible is teaching. This type of study is referred to as exegesis.
To understand more fully the differences between these two types of studies, we turn to Bigfoot. This creature provides a good example of how to understand the differences between eisegesis and exegesis. For instance, if you believe Bigfoot or the Yeti is real, then it is likely you have turned to your Bible to see if there is any ancient evidence concerning this creature. In approaching the Bible in this way, you will find what you are looking for, but it will probably not be the truth. This is because you are conducting an eisegesis form of study, meaning you are looking for evidence for what you have already predetermined to be true, instead of allowing the text to tell you what is true.
For those conducting this form of study, the identity of Bigfoot, or perhaps more accurately the ancestors of Bigfoot, is supposedly found in one of three characters in the Bible: Cain, the Nephilim, or Esau. The biblical “evidence” for Cain being the ancestor of Bigfoot is that Cain was a wanderer,[footnoteRef:843] and, as we know from myths concerning Bigfoot, he likes to wander too. Ignored by supporters is the fact that Cain settles down, at least for a time, and builds a city.[footnoteRef:844] When it comes to Esau, the Bible’s description that he was hairy[footnoteRef:845] and liked to be out in the field[footnoteRef:846] awards him with the identity of being called the patriarch of all Bigfoots. Overlooked is the fact that Esau was the son of Isaac and not an unsocial, half-man/half-animal-looking creature. In regard to the Nephilim, one must first believe in the false premise that the Nephilim were the offspring of angels and human women to have Bigfoot come from them. As shown, the Nephilim were human tyrants, not half-humans. Of course, if there really were hybrids descended from angels, we would expect them to be ruling the world—not stomping around the Louisiana swamplands. [843:  Gen. 4:12.]  [844:  Ibid., 4:17.]  [845:  Ibid., 25:25.]  [846:  Ibid., 25:27.
] 

In all these examples, to arrive at their predetermined objective, Bigfoot supporters take verses out of context while ignoring others that would throw water on their arguments. This is how an eisegesis form of study works. Searching for Bigfoot might be a fun pastime, but when we try to use the Bible’s authority to gain support for our incorrect, presupposed ideas, we violate the correct form of biblical study.

Clear and Repetitious
As mentioned, there is a real fear among Kenite Myth supporters that without their teachers, they will miss something essential within the Bible and fall into apostasy. However, if one does fall into apostasy, it cannot be blamed on the biblical text, for the Bible teaches clearly and repeats what it deems vitally important. This is the reason the Kenite Myth never took hold for this author. The Bible never stated the idea. Instead, it took some outside source to round up a few out-of-context verses to make it appear to be true.

Context Is King
The Bible is full of words that hold more than one meaning. This can lead to a lot of confusion. However, there is one way to find out which definition should be used in a verse. In these situations, we need to look at the context in which the word is found. Take, for example, the English word for “ball.” This word can mean either something you throw at a baseball game or the event you go to where you lose your glass slipper.
If I say, “I’m going to the ball,” you may automatically assume I’m going to have to go out and buy myself a fancy dress; however, if you read the surrounding context the word is dropped into, you will find the real meaning:

“I’m going to the ball,” I said, as I huffed and puffed toward the ball no one was able to catch.

Ignoring Bible Verses = Killing the Truth
When we ignore verses within the Bible, we are essentially killing the truth. This plays into the “context is king” concept. If you look again at the previous example of the ball on the field, you may have had a presupposed idea that it was about a game of baseball since, in the preceding discussion that was how the ball was described. However, if further content is added to the actual text, you will get an entirely different perspective.

“I’m going to the ball,” I said, as I huffed and puffed toward the ball no one was able to catch. It was disappointing that we were already six points behind in our first neighborhood football game of the season.

The same concept is true when it comes to reading the Bible. If we do not consider other verses on a particular subject, we stand a good chance of finding ourselves accepting false ideas. We see this often with cults. Jehovah’s Witnesses, for example, deny the uniqueness and, in some cases, the divinity of Christ. It may come as a surprise to the reader, but Jehovah’s Witnesses utilize certain verses within the Bible to convince others of their beliefs. They do this by ignoring verses that would shed the correct meaning on the verses they are using and are taking out of context. They also have their own translation of the Bible from which they work.
Mormons do the very same thing. They believe that after death, they will become God and will rule their own planet. They do not see Christ as unique but rather, as an illustration of what they will become. Mormons also use the Bible to convey these notions. They take certain verses very literally and ignore others that would ultimately shoot down these ideas. This leads them to the false concept of becoming God, which is blasphemy.
We have seen this same habit within the CI Movement. Supporters get a false sense from the episode in the garden that something sexual went on between Eve and Satan. They then insert the idea that Cain came from the incident. By the time they reach Genesis 4:1, which informs them that Cain came from Adam and Eve, they have to either disregard the verse or throw rocks at it in the form of their corruption argument. Ignoring a verse that completely obliterates your preconceived idea does nothing to advance the truth. In the end, it only serves to malign or hide what is true, thereby keeping individuals in their falsehoods.
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