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Abstract Overview

TheBook of Mormord s E t hneemtion8 dotheSticatexhcientAmerican
elephantand unknown animalsalled cureloms and cumomelow fascinatingly
intriguing! Yet this versehas longbeenmannato the critic andmystifying to the
converted Thistreatisethoroughlytransforms thigproblematicpassagénto one
moretiny thread in thearemendousapestry otestimonyfor this marvelousvork
andmajesticwonderi t h e Lrastordtidnsf the original gospeland church of
Jesughe Christ. Threeinterwovenelepharihe propositionsare proffered

Ether 9:19

And they also had horses, and asses
andthere wereelephants and cureloms
and cumoms all of which were useful
unto man, andgnore especially the
elephants and cureloms and cumoms

1. The Columbian mammath grouping (defined here asAmerican mammothsexcludingthe woolly mammoth),
candecisivelyand definitively be identified as theBook of Mormon elephant, or asthe core essence thereof in
some subsetnd/oroverlapping setThis grouping isimplyamisnamed elephant. Nt j ust anratierel ep han
broadProboscidedelephantine taxonomic ordderms, but rather flly bona fideone by thestrictestof elephant
definitions. This grouping is closer to the Asian elephant than the African elephargither; @idences of the
Col umbi an ma mnmexdegtiongllystactiglephary qualifications include:

a. One study compared 123 skeletal traitgariousProboscideamammoths varied from Asian elephants in only
two. Another studyf 138 traitsshowed mammoths varying from Asian elephantadne ofthe 138

b. Two computeprograns put theAsian elephant closest to the mammeithin Proboscidean taxonomy

c. Although early DNA stug resultswere mixed, more recent antbrecomprehensiv®NA studiesconclusively
show the mammoth to be closer to the Asian elephant than the African elephant is to either.

d. AllsixoftheCo |l umbi an ma mnseoctaled gpecies,) whendigtihamed, were placed in the Asian
elephangenusof Elephas These six were iBlephasuntil 1945 when a transition tdammuthugook root
thetenuouddecision to change wémsed ormssumptioathatparticularly nowarevery clearly in error

Columbian mammotharebigger andhavemore spialed tusksbutarelargely | Columbian Mammoth: The
similar to Asian elephantsThelong historyof chaos, confusion, and changd Jaredite Elephant
in Proboscideataxonomywould astonishmost people- in somefuture dayl
believeColumbian mammotwill berenamed aselephant® Indeedthe
experts ofteralreadycall thesemammothdgirue elephant® While this
grouping isclearly the core essencef theBook of Mormonelephant, e
woolly mammothcouldalsobe a part oft. But thisis doubtful, aghe woolly
mammothwas only fromfar more notherly localesandwasquitelikely
unknown to thestewards of théelephand definition in Ether

2. Many observationsollectively bgetherbuild a surprisingevenstartling, and
striking case thahe Book of Mormond sureloms and cumoms_unknown
animalsi_are Proboscidea One should be spontaously and severely
skepticalto any claimof identifying unknownanimals with potent
persuasiveness; yet taegumentsfrom tenuous to terrifiéndividually, in
synergistt summatiorare astonishingly affirming of this amazing assertion. Cumom

3. Theonlytwo decentProboscideaandidatesfor the curelom and cumom
and they areboth very high-confidencecandidates,are the American
mastodongrouping and the Cuvieroniinaeg or the core essence thereof in
subsets and/or overlapping sefSuvieroniinaeare primarilythe Cuvieronius
andStegomastodoi t w | amdsade a subset of tgemphotheres.)rhe only
otherrecent AmerianProboscideds the woolly mammothbuti t gdite
doubtful as either a cureloar cumom. All other Proboscidearequite
improbable as they afar morerare arenotthought tohave human
coexistenceevidence, andre thought to be of vastly older datSupposedly
extinct over dimillion years ago). Thusthe American mastodon grouping | Cuvieroniinae: The Other Curelom
and theCuvieroniinaeareoutstandingand high confidencelentifications. or Cumom

Thousands of Elephantine Remains
A 2003paperisted 343 sites(far undercountedin Mexico/Central Americavhere
these three candidat@Solumbian mammoth grouping, American mastodon
grouping, andCuvieroniinag have been foundTotal known publishedProboscidea
skeletalfinds in North Americaare about &00, of which over 9%% are these theeor
the woolly mammoth Judgmentarethatmostfinds wereneverpublished
particularly in Latin Americavastlymore than 6,60 have been found

Over 100 Elephantine RemainsShow Human Coexistence
ExtensiveProboscideaskeletalremains showhuman coexistenceOver 100 American continent sites h&@boscidea
bonesfound modified by humans dbundassociateavith human artifacts Manyin thelatter 1800sjudged the evidence
conclusive yetmanymorefar into the1900sjudged(unsoundly)the evidence scant and inconclusiwile often alleging
fraud or poor scholarshipFinally todaypracticallyall subjecteducategartiesaccepthe coexistence&onclusion

Over 100 Elephantine Depictions Nevada Petroglyph
Even heexpertshave beemnaware othe magnitudeof ancientAmericanProboscidealepictions this
treatisehasthe largestist evercompiled. An overly conservativeeounting approactvould beto:

1 Ignore thefew dozenelephantine depictions in Mesoamerican codgigphsas they generall
showelephantine trunkhead¢headdresses, but ribie more persuasivertire elephantine body

1 Ignore the thousanad elephantine trunks in ancieliesoanerican architecturas they are
elephantine in appearance oot generally considered definitiyeElephantine

1 Ignorethoseidentified butdescribedsubsequentlgs likely spurious




1 Ignore another 20%f what remaingo drop the most questionalde least documented
1 Finally, to beveryconservative, onlgountone half of thestill remaining depictions

This last stefy of being conservative by only counting one half of the remaining 20phantine depictiorisstill leaves
justover 100 valid ancient AmericafProboscideapictorial depictions Eachof the three proposdéroboscideacandidates
haslargenumbersof both skeletal andepictionevidencs of humancoexistence

Copan Stela with People and |

Ten Domestication Depiction Sites Saddle on aProboscidea
The primaryProboscideadomesticatiorevidencs are15 suchdepictions frontl0 sites
Howeverseveralbf thesedo not havenultiple verificationandbr picture availability
Two setsof thesedepictionsshare unusual detsjlthusstrengtheningheir credibility.
Appendix | has a 7,000 word review of a domestication depiction in Copan Handur
including ameticulousdebunking of its easily refutgatimaryalternative explanation.
Thoughwithout independent verificatiomnd thugyreatcaution is dugarticlesin the Los
Angeles Timeandmanyother publicationsn 1903reporedthat aprominentNational
Museum of Mexico archaeologistdexcavatedin ancientudslidedestroyed
Mesoamericarity and foundProboscideawith silver ringson their tusks.| believethe
main manifestationsr(ot evidencespf domesticatiorare theendless arragf gone
structues(somestonesevenweighinghundreds btons)throughoutancient America,
vast numbersf which | believe werdikely built with elephantine assistance

Seven Qrelom/Cumom Clues
A carefulinspectionof the Book of Mormon discovers sevsubtle cluesthat are
surprisinglyinsightfulinto the identity of the cureloms and cumoms
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Ether 9:16-19
eéinsomuch that theyibe

17.Havingall manner of fruit, and of grain, and
of silks, and of fine linen, and of gold, anfisilver,
and of precious things;

18. And also all manner of cattle, of oxen, and
cows, and of sheep, and of swine, and of goats, p
also many other kinds of animals which were usqf
for the food of man.

19. And they also had horses, and assestranel
wereelephants and cureloms and cumorred| of
which wereusefulunto man, andnore especially
the elephants and cureloms and cumoms

1. Thenamesimilarity oft he -riek€l | ums o and
means théwo arealmostcertainlyrelated to each other
Seven analysedrom five languagegEnglish, Hebrew,
Egyptian, Akkadian, and Sumeriagiye oddsof roughly1 in
10,000 of his beingpossiblydue tojust coincidence
(Rhymingconsonanendng words with identtal consonant
bearingopeningsyllables) As reviewed in themprovement
Era, the similar names means they were likely similar;
statistically,this ispractically certain. Also, areview of
Hebrew, Egyptian, Akkadian, and Sumerian findsxmen
mediocrecandidates for parent or related wojds.

2. Thegroupingtogetherof similar nounshereand elsewheri
the Book of Mormormears the cureloms and cumoms are
likely at least somewhalosdy relatedto dephants

3. Thesegrouping also mean theureloms and cumoneaeconfidentlycloser to elephants tham horsescows or any
otherlistedanimal

4. Thetypes of animalshow thatverse 18 lists food animadsdthatverse 19 lists work animalsThis is reinforced by

verse 18 ending in Aé and many ot her Kki,andbyesél9ani mal s

ani mals described as fiwhich wer arelons/eumants wewotkanimala n . 0 T

Described asnore especiallyseful than horsesnly Proboscideavould besubstantiallynore usefuthan horses

After beingdescibed as usefukthey were theengraved a second timselelyto addthe fimore especialyaspect of

their usefuhess This afterthoughsecondarduousengravinggivesfar more emphasisn their great usefulnesisan

if they had just been described thatwthe first time Extraordinarily useful are theirotabledocility, unequalled

strengthphenomenallyhandytrunk, andincredibleintelligence some believeéheyarethe smartest animal on earth

7. After 16 nounswvere prefacesvi t h A h avi n genterwe ithénbddlyirerruptedustto change the
prefatorywor di ng t ooAlidtheré8ook of Mamoe animals pcedecdby At her e wereodo or ft
not under human contrcdnd theseveraldozen wild animal references were never prefaeédt h fihavi ngodo or
DomesticatedProboscideacome from taming wild onesinlike otherdomesticate@nimals thatomepredominantly
from breeding.fAiT h e r e w apparentlyselectedo refer to both tamandwild Proboscidea Anotherreason
for reference to tamandwild may be that perhagaroboscideaveresomewhahunted for food.Can you conjure
even onalternativethatcould crediblyexplainthis clearly intentiona) very oddmid-sentence change?

oo

1829 Curelom/Cumom Untranslatability
A review of theProboscidegaxonomy/terminologghaos in 182%troubled still today) renders clear why an 1829
translatonwasmp ossi bl e for cureloms and cumoms. T énmdbrydnieusage i A me r
by 1829. T h e bt esedhy 1B28apasdite rdostcammendl.S. (not world) usage was then and is now to refer
to the AAmerican mastodono, but the term fimastodono al so
Aimastodonodo in their nasn2)MasCavienriinacard foend in lcatnrAmeneasandaré asually
call ed Amastodonsodo (fimastodontesd in Spanish/ Portuguese)
ma st o d o n Guvieronikexd ahdats afternative names, these temsse not even created by 1829. To summarize,
both of these were pri mar i fuiteinegpaskiblde lansiatm aither af thebaosnd829 n 18 2 9 ;

Process of Elimination of Over 100Curelom/Cumom Alternatives
An extensive and exhative process of eliminationi el ds no ot her American ani mal s, a
attractive or appealing (or even mediocre) alternatives for the curelom or cumom:

1 Few alternatives would have been domesticatable for work, let alone highgsticaiable and highly intelligent

fNo alternative would have been more useful than horses:s
1 No alternative would likely have been grouped with elephants except for perhaps extinct rhino/hippo animal types

1 No alternative wald have also had an amazing useful appendage (trunk) except for monkeys (hands)

1 Most alternatives would have been translated into English as they were already sufficiently named in 1829

1 No alternative has the significant depth of other evidence/ratiasdtientified in this treatise féiroboscidea

A tedious travail through over 100 different American animal types (anything larger than a breadtsskeitiously

i ncreases o pnwhersconsideringli of tberfacters/erystudiously andnetialously, there really are no robust

or even adequate alternativess a camelid (camel or llama) is the most commonly proposed curelom/cumom alternative,
and is the secondérydistant second) best alternative, Appendix V has a very adept deflatiana#rttelid theory.




Baffling Elephantine Distribution P lausibly Explained
A number of scientists have been mystifiedthgybaffling distribution ofmammothsand American mastodsifior which the
Book of Mormon has an engagimdausibleexplanationif you acceptboth a Noachian flood and thalimost allProboscidea
remainsfoundare podiluvian. Mammoths and American
mastodongireinfrequentbelow the Isthmus of Tehuantepec | Olmecs (Jaredites) Centered at Isthmus of Tehuantepec
(Mexicod s i s k i) andayedongxiatent in South America
The Jaredites haveery commonly been identified as the
Olmecs who were centered abouighsthmus ManyLDS

Atiantic

NORTH AMERICA
I Cimec core area

scholarsalsobelieve that subsequently Mulekiteshitesalso [ Oimec cultural
kept thisisthmusarea well populated. Vile this & oot

mammothAmericanmasbdon geographic bottleneck has
puzzledmany, thenearcontinualhumanpopulaion here may
have kept the wild mammothimericanmastodon population

& e

essentiallyto the north. And athe Jaredites never lived in 4

South Americathis could explain whynammothsr American Pacific Yy & (ﬁt;‘m;f)&fsTg‘f’X’rﬁgtﬂeéﬁc
mastodonsiavenot been found thereConversely, this same R / \\ mastodongredominate
population basenay be the primary explanati@s to why 04 above Cuvieroniinae
Cuvieroniinaemake up mosProboscidedinds infar southern | LHJW predominatébelow)

Mexico andin Central Americaand 1@% of all finds in South
America, but less than 5% Proboscidean the remainder of North America

Over 100Strong Evidences ofFar More Recent Elephantine Existence
These threeandidatesire theonly Proboscideahought to havexistedin Mesoameriain relativelyrecent times Secular
conventional wisdonsays thee threavent extinctbefore orby a suppose®000B.C., howeverthere areendlessndicators
of far more recenProboscidea Many of thesevidences are onlgpeculativesuggestivetenttive, or indicative.Many are
with doubts as to their authenticity, age, association, or artistic Binmanyof these evidenceareimpressivepersuasive
authoritative or definitive. While of widely varyingmeritindividually, in totality they mée a sweepingly comprehensive
and strongly compellingolid case foifar morerecentAmericanProboscidea Conventionakeculawisdom is thametal
working, potterycrafting, moundbuilding, andwritingalld i d n 6 t  enanymillennia afterfPrdébosédeawere extinct
Y eteachof these item$ias20+ instance®f being contemporaneowdth Proboscideaemainsor depictions Also, many
otherProboscideabonesor depictions have been foumdth other types of artifacthought relatively recerdr more
particularlyhave come from within civilizations thought relatively recent. Mdshe 200+Proboscideadepictions in this
treatise are from Latin America, and most of 108+Latin American depictionarefrom the relatively recerddvanced
civilizations that ranged from Mexico down to BoliviRlus, ®me of the depictions are intricately carvediémny hardstone
T only possibly done with steel, another indicator of receroytotal there arevell over 100 instances oProboscidea
bonesor depictions with evidencesvery stronglyindicating far more recent existencetham s upposedC.M8000 B

Additionally, thoughnot determinativethree other types @videncearesomewhatlirectionally suppoite of recency

1 Dozensof nonfrozenProboscideghawe been founavith many differentot-yet-fully decomposed body partther
nonfrozendozenshave beeriound with intact vegetan in thar stomachs/stomach areas and/or teeth.

1 ManyProboscidegones have been foubdrely buriedleading some to thinkhéy must be more recenfome
Proboscideabones wer@ot buried at aJlwith the thinking being that the bones clearly would have decomposed had
they actually been left exposed to the elements for many millennia.

9 Variouslegends, from ovehtreedozen Indan tribes are thought descriptive #froboscidea Some have remarkably
elephantineuniquedetails; lowever they generally also describe traits not reflectivierobogidea.

While conventional wisdm is that theseecent Mesoamerican civilizations cduh 6 t  h a Preboscideathisitreatise
referertesdozens oprofessor®r authorswho believeotherwise However the issue &ill not robustly reviewed- this
treatise has the most comprehensive presentation to date of elephantine Mesoameenee. $Vhdle the Mesoamerican
fielephanting e c e debaydietweent h e -iticbaudtédlephantindbecauseéProboscideaverealreadyextincd cr o wd
versuste fitheratiwork-is-clearlye | e p h a nt i noariinuediorawahtury end a half, largely kmown has been

the surprisingSouth American storyA few prime South Americarexamples:

1. In 1851 a French diplomat described two Bolivian museum vases that both dhmledcideamounted with
seating for people.

2. In 1884 a Bitish scientific journal describedlandslideburiedCuvieroniinae [ a Gold Depiction from Cuenca
foundinside arancient paed stone water channel thadl I® a stone structure | gy . .
for 25 years books cited thés evidence afecentProboscidean Colombia 2%

3. A 1911 Bolivian governmentpeor t descri bed a fnoltlk®
collectionlargely offithin plates ofgoldd primarily depictinganimas, of which
fistandi ng Prabosédeaver e t he

4. In 1928 very prominent paleontologists excavated near Quavéeroniinae
that had beenbt chered and cooked; with t
decoratedodo pottery believed to ha

5. In reviewingmuseum artifacts from Cuenca Ecuadaaw40+ unmistakable
Proboscidealepictions in stone or metals/alloys ofdjoilver,or copper.
Many different sources state tHatoboscidealepictions ar&erycommonin
this area- it appears there are likeliastlymorethan 46- Cuenca depictions
A greater Cuenca aré€zuvieroniinaewasradiocarbon dated to 3530 B.C.

qr t i f

While conventional wisdom says AmericBroboscideavent extinctbefore orby a suppose8000B.C.t hat 6 s cont r ac
by 50+ AmericanProboscideaadiocarbordates that arat least two millennia more recenHowever caution istrongly

warranted, as @ery significant share of these b@atesare possibly, likely, or clearly erroneous, and the great majority are

still older than the Jaredite era. On the other hand, young dates receive doubt just because they are young, antl thus can ge
disparaged onot published Additionally 83-90% of publishedProboscidedinds have not been radiocarbon datatus

far more would receive young dates if datétlhile the 5,000 yeamnterval prior to the suppose@®0 B.C. extinction date is
theintervalfar most likelyfor an AmericarProboscideao be dated to, the second most likely 5,000 year interval is the one
afterthe supposed @00 B.C. extinction.However ottomline, Proboscideébone radiocarbon dating, while discreditiuod

dismantling the 8000 B.@xtinction theory, givescant support to Jaredite era timing




Teachings from LD hurchauthorities and publications, including the - -
Bible, indic iybegamaboutrdco years ago. arhe six Canada/U.S.ProboscideaRadiocarbon Dates
millenniasince Adaric-mortality-beganhas beewery clearly stated over| so
200 timedy eitherscripture (ancient and modern), prophets (Joseph Sh 7o
and mostatterdayprophets), apostles, other general authoritbeshurch | &

50

40

publications.(Whi | e it 6s t aughthatthbast nnoat|t
whertif a given roclwas transformed into its current elemeaits
compounds, when these rocks were amassedimearthwhen our earth| 3o
was placed into its solarlmt, or when[or how] the Biblical creation of 20
plantanimal lifeoccurred opinions vary widely As radiocarbomating 10
gives humardatesmuch older than 6,000 years ago, then sulgdacated| ¢
LDS and other similar Biblical Christiamsaylogically conclde there is 3 13 5 7 9 1113 15 17 19 21 23 25
problem with older radiocarbon datinghough radiocarbon dating is AR ThOuR YARCE Ao Vommmm

brilliant and itsphysicsassumptions about radioactive decay appear very

robust, older dating hasucialunavoidablygermaneproblens with respect to | Approximate Chronology
o ; ) ) JI™ : i N

an(':lent""C ratlog,atmospherlé“'c disequilibriumd u b i o u-me dider u st 4000 B.C. Adamic Mortality Begir
calibrationsgaping unanswered logic busasdvery substantial contrarian ~ 2344 B.C Noachian Elood
radiocarbon and othe&vidence But whether on@ostulateconventional o

- o ) - — ~21062 250 B. C. Pel e
Biblical timing or conventional radiocarbon timinthere areabundantl00+ ~ 21002200 B.C. Jaredite Arrival
strongevidences ofar morerecentProboscidea ~ 15001 8 0 0 ' B C Et he
Just aProboscidethuman coexistencevidencesufferedstrongskepticismfor : ggg gg k/leur;:ﬁié r,rA“::\I/al
over a centuryso today evidence of more rec@&rbboscideaxistencas —

generally disparaging disbelieved alternatively interpretedyr elusivdy overlooked Someof theseevidencedhave
received critiques ranging from valid to vapid, but most have beeaticedby the relevant scholarly circles t verg
natural andinderstandabl filter out, doubt,or not scoufor whatis already disbeliewe-- particularly when one thinks
(erroneouslypnly a small handful of evidences potentially flaunearlyuniversal viewpoint

Elephantine Summary
ProminentLDS scholars B. H. Roberts, SidnBySpery, PaulR. Cheesman, and Hugi. Nibley, plus an oldmprovement
Era article, allconceded thaook of Mormon elephantserea scientific difficulty. Elephatine (topic and quantity, lol)
disparagemertias beetrumpetedad nauseam from antDS critics.

I n AThe Mastodon of tMillennidBStayakticlagy AposHeDrsom Prativroteatimat tHe SdieBican
mastodon was either a curelom or cumom. I n an 1868 tabe
many other animaés 6 Wi t h t Rvabosddedddas ab@uinthie cureloms, perhaps the safest interpretation is that

Orson Pratt had concluded that cureloms and cumomsRreb®scideavithout making certain identifications therein

BYU® s Viade Miler alsoconcludedhatmammothsi ar e e | e phhatAmmeticandmasiodadsr e a fist r ong
p o s s i (orielofihis tyvabest choicesfor acurelomor cumom After having reviewed thigreatise, haow concurghat
Cuvieroniinaearealsoan fexcel | e natturdormoracumamat eo f or

In summarythe prolific plethora oProboscidegp oi nt s | eads to capt i predostenogs d ann cll8WLR9i,
are nowat long lasnot only plausible and probable, but are potent and persuasive to the promising poing aidoigional
attestations to the actual authenti@tydarchaeological antiquity of this ancient account from Mormon and Moroni.

Fouri Preposter ous 0AbLgiahty EViddkreceds No w
Early 21st Century

Bpert Public

American Elephantine Issue Opinion Opinion Evidence
Strictly Defined Elephants Existe
ProboscideaCoexisted with Man

Proboscidealived in Jaredite Er:

ProboscideaDomesticated? Yes but not overpoweringly, only 10+ evidenc

P.S.: FascinatingSide Tangents
Though ot germane to thtreatsed s p r i ma, seyvergbascmatinngside tangentarecovered

1 Over 10,000 offshorProboscidegboneshave been recovered from the North Sea and at ledtob@scideshave
been found on Ameri cads A howRrabbscieae®lbdeupori the cantmengal shelvessa t i s e

1 Surprisingly, he evidence points troboscideéhaving survived into the Lehite erand the domestication evidences
appeato be likelymorelLehite than Jaredite.

1 This researclitrotted acrossendless evidenced all types for the horseWhile very abundant, the evidence appears
to be less numerous than for fRmboscideaexceptfor domesticatiorevidencewhich appears tbe more comman

1 The scientific community has finally tilted slidgytmore to the theory dProboscideaxtinction due to hunting instead
of due to climate change; Appendix Ill shows thahting is the only viabl
extinction possibility Giant Odd-Head NepalStegodor!!

fWoul dnoét it be e#x cAnobdsaidgastill ative” Ih n d | dei i '{ Fe | Jﬂ, .
Nepalis asmallherd ofgiantodd-headProboscideahat appear to be f . :
almost certainlyStegodons The reviewers of this issue appeaatbagres
these beasts look liketegodonsbutmany ofthese understandably timid
reviewers generally think that somehow theystrheisolatedAsian
elephants that have mutated into looking lBtegodonsbecaus&tegodons
supposedly fAwent ext i rincnearbyChihatheé o
Stegpdonwas more commothan Asian elephanend hasnanyrecent
radiocarbordates intuding one at2150 B.C. Assuming the general
consensugs accurate that they really do look liséegodons t h eery
confidentthatthesea r e n ot , bitneally axeStegodons

D




Elephantine Treatise | ntroduction
Fromits commencementhe Bodk of Mormon has beecommonlycriticized and constantly condemngtie caustic

cynicismcustomarilycomingwith completecertitude for ficrazdd claimsconcerningAmerican elephast: 234567891011
1213141516 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38

f FromanantL DS b &aektific nien are unanimously agreedhat elephants neverexistedh t hi s *cont i ne

1 From anotheranti DS b @ el&phantiis not a native of America ameler was its inhabitant 48

1 FromThe Kngdom of the Cults'itis clea t relegh@ntsieverexistedon t hi s “continent . 0

1 Sandra Tannewrote ofelephants and othért e Mane of these itemswereheree f ore t h® Spani ar ds

f FromanantL DS website: iThe Book of Mormon statags that the
archeologists, geologists, paleontologists and scientists have dbantlitely no evidencéhat any Book of Mormon
animals or itemgver existed *®

fFrom a Christian encyclopedi a: AThe Smithsorhivenmityl nsti-t
have gone on official record stating the Book of Mor mc
beginning to end There were no elephanté ¢*

T Fromal 9 03 ma g a zugly leots th&rs arerleat cannot be planed away. Bbek of Mormon is full of
anachronisms® 0and therthe articleidentifieselephantasone of then.*®

1 TheEconomistvrote that LDS fi é g o n estrandousanteltedttual gymnasticdo prove that the elephants and
other animals described in the Book of Mormo e x i 4t ed é o

fFrom a Smithsonian statement <criticizing the Book of I
becameextinct around 10,000 B.C:47 4849

9 SeveralantL DS sources | ist Book of Mor mon &videnteoftBe i ncl udi nq
foregoing animals has not appeared in any forrii ceramic representations, bones or skeletal remains, mural
art, sculptured art or any other form. 5515253545556 57

f FromanantL DS Yal e archaeol ogi st ref er r i[PnoposdidedwerdvapedBoato k o f
in the New World around 8000 B.C. by hunteT$iere were no elephants %

9 And my favorite AThere Iis even sheer nonsens égréfleceny digiifctant s , and
degeneration, vulgarity, charlatanry, and che@ness,-- almost beyond any point yet reached by human
delusioré o>

ProminentBook of Mormon scholars have made similar poffits:

1 Elder B. H. Robertsreferring tobothelephant domesticaticandelephant &istence during the Jaredite era, wrote
fé it hasto be admitted that tonstitutesone of our most embarrassing difficulties %
1 Elders Robertsreferring toProboscideawrote fiét heir exi stence i sitaagesrloagdi t ed |
prior to either Nephite or Jaredite times. %
1 From a 1933mprovement Eraeferring to several animals including elephanés fassages from the Book of
Mormon werequite embarrassingto believers in, and defenders of, this sacred volume, for, as is well known, many
of the animals here nam&dwere not found on thisontinent at the time of its discovery by Columbés And later
in referring to erostehbarmssing difficulty andohardest solmeey®d o u r
1 B Y U ®rsPaulR. Cheesmanvrote: AThe el ephan tandthe whesl are fivadeas innvhich schemtists
still havenot produced sufficient evidencdor unanimous confirmation of Book of Mormon statements that they all
exi sfted. o
T1BYU®rsSydneyBS p er r y éwomedticanimalls among ancient American peoples iswtdse difficult
scientific problem faced by Book of Mormon scholadg®
1 Dr. Sperry again"We frankly admit that scientific evidencefor the presence on this continent in historic times of a
number of the domesticated animals mentioned in the Book of Mosvsally laking at the present tim&”
TBYU®sHughW.Ni bl ey wr ot e: iThe mention in the Book of Mor
the New World at the time of Columbus has always been takierefaigable proof of Smi t hés f ol | y . El
head the list. %

Thecountlesgriticismsare variations ofour fair-mindedreasonablebjectiveallegations and onminor weakallegation

Allegation 1: fiProboscideaxisted in ancient America, but elephants never did 0
a.Today and Istorically, this has been the dominaigw, though a minoritalternativeview has been
thatProboscidedn generalmastodonsmmammothsgomphotheresetc) are close enough to be
considereds Jarediteelephants.
Allegation 2: fiProboscideaand man never coexisted in the Americad
a. When the Book of Mormon astranslatedthose who did not accept traditional Biblical timing were
nearly universal in the opinion of iRroboscide#&man coexistenceFor those who did accept
traditional Biblical timing, the views were not as uniform, but the more dominant vietwgagthat
there was no postdiluvian coexistendéotwithstanding much evidee and acceptance by many
authordaterinthe 1800s coexi st enc e d acdeptéditbyndneg aftteerexperts ntdl u st | y
longinto the 2 century Todaypracticallyall students of the issue accept coexistence
Allegation 3: fiAmerican Proboscida went extinct before or by"8000B.C.", | ong bef ore the Jare
a. This is theoverwhelminglydominant viewa minority view is that they lastedfewmore thousand
years;adramaticallysmaller viewis that theysurvived intothe Jaredite era.
b. Thiscriticism is problematic for Christians who hold traditioBé#blical views as theygenerally like
traditionalLDS,placeAd a mé s f a DOOB.@.tandd & & hu & sathbdut®?d4dB.C.
Allegation 4: fiProboscideaver e never domesticated by ancient Ameri can
a. This has always been, continuitmtoday, a near universal opinion.
Allegation5:iCur el oms and cumoms are silly amdkindtememd Smith
a. Thoughnot ahighly intellectualallegation, antiLDS have mockingly assumed Joseph made up
unknownnames n or der to have something that coul dnodt

Thesefive allegationsas well agelated issuesyill be addressedBut first afew cautions anadaveatsrom our attorneys

1 Thetreatiseis thorough 75,000+ words 2,800+ footnotes)-- mostshouldjust skim, and perhapsead thesummaries.

1 Multiple Proboscidedaxonomiesxist-- this treatisefollows the latestaxonomy fronthe world's premier
Proboscideantologisiseven thouglits authors, |, and ostexpertsdisagree withmanyaspects of it- primarily that
there are still far tommanyspeciouspecies/subspecies




1 Multiple Proboscideaerminologies exist for examplea mammotttan also be called alephant, &uvieroniuscan
also be called emastodoror gomphothere This treatiseusesa uniform terminologyexceptfor quoteswhich areleft
as giver[thoughoften withexplanations in brackejsOneprotocolfollowedisthati e | ephant i nedo ref er
Proboscidea whil ¢ phd&@et 0 i s jPuobdscidea subset within
1 The evidences thatill follow aresubject tcsix types ofpossibleinterpretative errors:
o Artifact A ssociationi perhapshe linkage osomeProboscida bonesto humanartifacts vasdue to happenchance
or to human involvement long afténe Proboscidealeath
o0 Ant i g uAgdi pebhapsa petroglyph was madmly a centuryago, or made prdloah instead of postared.
0 Artistic Aimiper haps a depi cti on §hlutrathefanotheranimal not el ephantii
o Actual Authenticity 7 perhaps a sketch was embellished, or the artifact never existed.
o0Aut ho cdiracyifa n aut h deafientiorate detais saconcernmore sowhen the source isot first hand
o Allegations andAccusatiorsi some evidences amtin error, but have received conspiracy allegatioBemeof
theseallegations have valid points valid conclusionsothersaresimplistic, incoherentand/or factually fraudulent
Understandablyallegationgend tocomewhenevidences violate beliefsTodayallegationsabound orevidences
that imply more recer®roboscideahistorically they weremade orall human coexistence evidence.
1 This treatise isometimedightened up with alliteratiorpuns,or oneliners proceed with caution if younental
stability is convulsively allergic to such, lol.
1 To avoid repeatinghe same clarifief thevarious emphagsin the subseguentyuotesare sually added.

Without further ado, the topics aes follows

A. Curelomsand Cumoms areProboscida (most interestig section)
1-4. Wording/GroupingAnalysis
5.Intentionalln er rupti on t o fiRherpWearceed0 AiHad o wi t h
6. Why Untranslate@
7. Useful forWork: Proboscideaare Phenomenally Useful
8. Very Common Animals
9. ProboscideakeletalRemainsindicaiing Human Coexistence
10. AncientDepictions ofProboscidea
11 Proboscide&Human CoexistencEvidenceat Time ofBook of MormonTranslation
12. DomesticatiorEvidence
13. RemarkabldPotentialExplanation foDistribution Mystery
14. IndianLegends
15. Process oElimination
16. RadiocarborDating
17. Endless$ndicatorsof RecentProboscidea
18. Summaryof Cureloms and Cumoms BeiRgoboscidea
B. Identifying the Elephant, Curelom, and Cumom within Proboscida
1. Identifying the Jaredit&lephant
2. Identifying a CurelomCumom The American Mastodon
3. Identifying a QurelomCumom The Cuvieroniinae
4-7. OtherPossibilities andsummary
C. Book of Mormon Elephantine Summary
D. Extra Interesting Elephantine Insights
Appendix | T Copan: Ground Zero Epicenter in the RecentProboscideadDebate
Appendix 11 T Proboscidealraxonomy
Appendix Il i Classification Caution, Numerous Nomenclatures, and Taxing Taxonomy
Appendix IV T Proboscidegxtinction via Warming Weather: a Lesson in Groupthink
Appendix V 7 Book Proposal of a Camelid as a Curelom or Cumom

A. Cureloms and Cumomsare Proboscidea

When a thoughtful frienda leader in anothdaith, respectfully challenged thideaof Book of Mormon elephants decided

to investigate furtherWhile my friendbecame prsuadedhat American elephants had existedbecamesvenmore
enamorednd impressedith my proposal that theuceloms and cumomseresomesortof Proboscidea Indeedasl| kept
studying, Iwas startled at the depth fpportfor thisunusuaklaim. The followingumpteersectionanake numerous points
that individuallyrange fromtenuous to terrific, but thabllectivelytogether insynergisticsummatiorbuild asurprisingly

very compellingcase for curelomand cumomg fi-0 ms 0 drtpbeing sdméype of Proboscidea

A.1 Similar Words Due to Similar Animals

I t 6 s HhatBdoleo¥ Modmon namewere translated intan English spelling of the original languagerd, such as
iNepWiCur el omsE (kims) and c u mowisly acdeftersbeing assriginally sppkera- Wisy o
would there be any other reason for this word selectdA®7#"> ( The | etter fiso is an Eng
word, and therorunciaton andaccentuatiorare likelymodern assumptia)’®7778 Sincebotts t ar t owki h @&
wi t ho (i itn's almost certaithat these two receivadike names becausasreviewedin thelmprovement Erathey
wereclosely related to each oth®® ( Why is a Akl o sound spelled ficuo? Becal
mor e commot otr ha  ef. )& Bedollosingmetitbdshelp quantifythe randomodds of word similarity

Il i sh
d en

1. Independent of any particular languaieve estimatethat the chanctor a singleconsonansound/vowelending
first syllable is50%, for a consonarénding word is75%, and for random repetition ¢fie sameonsonant sound is
8% andfor the sameyowel sounds 20% -- thisthenwould meantherandonon dds of repeating the
fi o maceaboutone in10,000 (10,400)%28384

2. An assessmeubneby downloading a longnglish list of animalsnd then analyzing via Excel formuldsundthat
the odds of singleword similar name (by thabove rulesfor unrelated animals aboutone in 38,008°

3. A searcHor ficut-omo matches ira 250,000 wordEnglish dictionaryfoundtwo matchegcubiculumandcuminum)i

reflectingodds of about one ih2500086

No ficut-omo matches were found in a list b2,000Hebrew nouns in either the singular or plural forfh.

A review ofa 24,000word Egyptiandictionaryfound no matches to thieu-omo words2e &

In reviewing twoAkkadiandictionaries, one of 7,700 words and the other of about 22,000 words, tentatively five

potertial matchego fic-oms were found- thus odds ofibout one in 4,4Q8 1 92

7. A review of 3,8008umeriarwords foundonepotentialiicu-omd match thus odds of one in 3,868%

o gk



0 Akkadian and Sumerian were reviewed as some believe the Jaredite languageertmehaelated to ancient
Mesopotamian languages from just after the Tower of Bady view is tentativelymore pessimistic abothis
likelihood; Appendix V has more detail.)

These analyses, withdr weighted likelihoodat aboutone in10,000(11,300 more preciselyhelpshow that gtistically he
similar ficui-omd names ar@lmost certainlyue toreflectingsimilar animals, notlueto chance

If math is not your number, see how long it takes yowithout assistanc@ame twounrelated (nosinosaur)singleword
animals thathyme,end in consonargound, and share aonsonanbearingopeningsyllable. Not something that shares
root words like bullfrog and bulldog not something that is close likdickadee and chickaree nautilus and naaliusi but
something like martin and marjibeagle and beetler xenopus and xenotarosaur@after reviewing all of this, if youstill
believe the twdici-omsd are only very likely related but not almost certainly related, then perhaps you argéte tar
marketing audience for lotteries, lol.)

Whether linguists would think such a naming pattern likely for Hebrew, modified Hebr&eformed Egyptiais likely

notrelevant. It is generally thought thahefi caims 0 Jarediteenames obtained vigihrecords or via Coriantuni?.

Given Athe widely held baelhieef] atrleati ttehe ifvounadiang ome pbhersser
may speculate that when thet-om were named, the language was a more pure language that may éavedse logical

in giving similar animals similar namé&%%” % However avery bona fide alternative is that Lehites or Mulekites simply
createdsimilar names for therh particularly if the Lehites or Mulekites encountered them before encountering Jaredite
namegqlater it will be shownthatProboscidealmost certainly survived into the Lehite er@ut aside from any particular

linguistic trail, thesimilarity of the fici-omd names statistically means that they are almost certsiimijar to each other

Two dternative thedes havebeenfloatedabout thehymingo f A c ur e | o ms phutashely adbotlhieasilyms 0
deflated thar review has been relegatedAppendix V. Additionally, a review of Hebrew, Egyptian, Akkadian, and
Sumerian finds no evenediocre candidates for parent or related wd?d%

A.2 Thematic Verses
Reviewing the content of each verseEitmer 9:1719 indicates thateach verse hastheme:

17: InanimateMaterial Possessions

18: Animals Primarily folFood

19: Animals Primaty for Work
Thusbeing intheverse listing types of animals used for wdrkt 6 s likely tipdy Weye primarily work animal$®® Also,
verse 18 ends withandllncl usi ve fAand al so many ot her |ihileawrsel®f ani mal
ani mals are descri bed abievéinmadaikelythat additional ammaalsahe nekt kierss wonldek e s
used for work, noprimarily used for food%? These two factors together make it highly probable thalems and cumms
were primarily work animals. Elder B. H. Robertand Elder George Reynoldtsosaidthe passagshowsthe cueloms and
cumoms werevork animalstos 104

A.3 Groupings of Similar Nouns
Both cureloms and cumoms are in theun groupalsocontainingelephants.The 16 other nouns listed werses 1719 are
orderedandgrouped with the most similar of théher nounsthis same

patternis alsoin Ether 10:2324 and elsewher# the Book of Mormojt | Ether 9:16-19
éinsomuch that theyibdgc

17: InanimateMaterial Posgssions 17.Having all manneof fruit , and ofgrain, and

+ Fruit, grain of silks, and offine linen, and ofgold, and of

+ Silks, fine linen silver, and ofprecious things

+ Gold, silver, precious things 18. And also all manner afattle, of oxen, and
18: Animals Primarily for Food cows and ofsheep and ofswine and ofgoats and

+ Cattle, oxen, cows also manyother kinds of animalswhich wee

+ Sheep, swine, goats useful for the food of man.

+ Also many other animals useful ftwod 19.And they also hatlorses andassesandthere
19: Animals Primarily for Work wereelephants and cureloms and cumorre! of

+ Horses, asses which wereusefulunto man, andnore especially

+ Elephants, cureloms, cumoms the elephants and cureloms and cumoms

Thelevel ofsimilarity may vary, as gold is perhaps closer to silver than shiegp goats, but all nouns are grouped by
closest similarity. Thuthis grouping pattern meafis-oms are most likely closer to elephanktsn to hoses cattle,or to
any othelistedanimal. If the ficr-oms were camelids or llamas, they wouttbre likely be listed with horses.

A.4 Uniguely Inclusive Wording?
Thi s s pomts dregenyénimor andverytenuousalmostall readers arbeg served by skippigthis section

A.4.aNo Comma
The wording of these last three animialsiniquely inclusive, as all of the 16 previous objects are separated from each other
by a comma- while both times the elephdricu-omo separations @not useanycomma. (The same commgatternis in
Ether 10:2324.) This no-commaincreaseenclusivity maypossiblybe due to these three animhéing relationshipmore
close than the closeness witliire noun groups dhe 16 prior objectsAnd Proboscideasubgroupings would barguably
closer to each other than gold to silver, sheep to swineTettist three items witli a n Hus fbtusecommas is a rare
pattern in Etheandwhenused the items arguite similar.’® Onthe other handas the original Bok of Mormon edition did
not have commas separating these aninfalse subsequent editing was free of inspiration or insight,thbni s par agr ap
pointwould be evisceratet}® 107 108

Within the 16 prior objects, the anomalous wordinthesi o f cfatd X en, ddmk emdws &8 ndt precede
and Acowsod are not pr e c saliaiahdub tp happencliaoce, or.to cattle,soxen, And sowsihaving / o f
more internal similarity than other groupings? Of the 16 ohjeatfle, xen, and cows are the most homogeneous grouping

T thusthis mayreinforce that more similar items are treated imore inclusive writing styleThus this may perhaps increase

the speculative conjecture that filero m 6 lack of commas may suggesbreinclusivity.

A.4.b All Manner Of




The objectsinverses4d/8 ar e prefaced Wit:é.ﬁa::. e e oottt he
elephants andl c-aumsage not. This may be reflective of the bject Wording/Punctuation Variations
elephants anéi caamse®pr esent i ng-singlegesesm |J ar ePcfatory e Object Separatory
equi val ent s 0 whréerépeseting Jareditdgroupsi R&ifig BN Sanner of fruit comma
like of many types of fruits, many types gdbats, many types gfold and of grain comma
alloys/purities/mealworking, etc. Later in thistreatisewhen the and of silks comma
specifc identities of these three are proposed, their likely single andoff _fine linen comma
generaJarediteviewpoint will be evidlentHo wever fAho |lses—and Z:g g]': s%lovlgr omma
asseso ar facedwisd rﬁcatl ]'IDUWWMBQS qfo and of| precious things | semicolon
and asses were also thought of as singular identificatiars And also all manner of cattle comma
possiblythis wording is all due tbhappenchancer other reasons of oxen comma
whichwouldrefutet hi s paragraphés spec and cows comma
and of sheep comma
A.4.c Inclusivity Summary and of swine comma
Thespeculationsn this section arquitetenuous. Nevertheless, and of goats _ comma
. L . and also| many other kinds period
these tenuousbservationslo not dimini§ thefar more important of anim
observations atfi c-armbaming similarityand similarnoun And they also had horses comma
groups within themed versescollectivelytheymake ahighly and asses comma
effective argument thdt c-a1 m saevery likely: and there were elephants
and cureloms
1. Relatedcloselyto each other : and cumoms semicolon
2. Primarily or exclusivelyvork animals emore espe C;n; L ?SrF;T:;t:
3. m(ca)sreetc\:;lcc))s\?grsilgtedto elephantshan to any other animal in and CUMoms period
4. Perhaps more closely related with elephants thaa th

closeness existing within masbun groups in these verses

A.5 Odd Intentional Interruption to Replacefi H a @vith AiThere Wered

All 16 prior objects in these three verses ardgmedby fih a v i niig a d lbutthese three animals atteencuriously

prfacedb y a fit.0 e r iB hoinf@mrandom usage of various introductory wordinh e fAhavi ngi® in ver
foll owed by 14 objects or animal s, ithénthesentemeistinusualy i n ve
interruptedd or t he sole purpose of alt éirtihreg .etThsaidgententehanger y wor di
meanst isalmost certaity purposedriven instead of happenchance

Al | ot her Book of Mor mon @& no ma i a dpreamirhasmoeudderdhymamcoriird?®h er e we
And theseveraldozen wild animal referencés the Book of Mormomwvere neveevenonceg r ef aced wi th a HfAha
i h a'¥ Was a possessive terminology avoidetebecausehe passageeferred to bothameandwild elephants and ¢ u

o msi andthat the wild ones had to be in the reference bedanse ones came from training wild oRetame elephants
usuallycomefrom beingcaptureddue to the followingt!!12113114115116117118 119120

Ether 9:16-19
é insomuch that they became exceedingly fich
Having all manner of fruit, and of grain, and of silks
and of fine linen, and of gold, and of silver, and of
precious things;
And also all manner of cattle, of oxen, and cows, arfc
f

1. Wild elephants arsurprisinglyeasily tamed.

2. Elephants take a decade plus to mature wdtlesuming
enormous quantities, uls taming wild ones if&ar more
economicaltimely, and easy to plan

3. Females canowwork instead of being consunied

burdened/distractedith 22-monthpregnanesand

motheringwhich includes years of nursing

It is somewhat difficult to breed domesticatelephants

Elephants that grow up wild are more obedient as they]|

more fearful of man.

of sheep, and of swine, and of goats, and also many
kinds of animals which were useful for the food of m
And they also hadhorses, and assesd there were
elephants and cureloms and cumontisfawhich were
useful unto man, and more especially the elephants §r
cureloms and cumoms.

as

Otherdomesticateénimalsalso hadcounterpartsn the wild (the
Lehitesfoundwi | d horses, asses, cows, oxen, gastes o f-abménlyeot)her A
Proboscideasagewould likely havebeen based primarilgr exclusively on gativatingwild counterparts, thusequiringa

ithere wer eo bptitameanadwild'd Armraktefnative osupplementaheed to also refer toild Proboscidea

may be because the wiRloboscideavereperhapsometimes hunted for fopchost likelyin less populated areas the

periphery of the Jaredite civilizatiorAdditionally, anothesupplemental cause for this wordinmgy bethat perhaps

Jaredites were aware of a very high quantity of Wildboscidea The intentto refer to both tamandwild is a potential

phenomendit for a highly-unusual clearly-intentional mid-sentence change to a different type ofdiog. What

alternativecredbly explains thisnornthappenchance wording change?

A.6 Why Untranslated?

All Book of Mormon animals were translated except for cureloms and cumordecehtargument could be made either
way asto the feasibility of translatingn 1829 the mammothBut all other AmericarProboscideagroupings couldhot have
been translated in 182&he following sections will explain

A.6.aWhy Untranslated i_Confusing/Competing/ChangindControversial/Chaotic Classifications
To understand why most Americ@noboscideac o ul dnoé6t b e tittheps ® firstunderdtandame af he 9
significantconfusingchaosthat existdn Proboscideaclassificationt?? 123124125126 127

A.6.a.1Why Untranslated -- Species/Subspecies
By 1939 some 552 separd&eoboscideaspecies/sulpgecies had been proposed; more current literature genesedignizes
totalsfrom 136 to 32.128129130131132133134135 Of 448 species/subspecies mauthoritativel 946 classification, only 39
(9%) had the same name in authoritativel 996 classification (gendral y t he di fferences werenbt
rather boundary defini,even thang@€&sdeosudéh asceémengéer gohave
criteria)’®® The aut hor it antBii bd e®Pr pluds ¢ isthea umber dfsPpeXiés/subspecethis 1 62 as
162 was explained as follow&"

iTaxa | isted in this appendix and those species given
The estimated total of 162 species and subspecies of Proboscid@amséage of 13688, and does not include

many of the subspecies |Iisted in the second part of ¢t
ANominadubiad ( N2 mj na ( & Nagmméo b | { 4 a HNominad a &(4).0This toal also does not include

the species | i(ssteeed nuontdeesr al ,6 gG2o,upadbnd Z1 bel o®W), a poss

8



The preeminent Proboscideantologisiait produced the 199#roboscidea African Elephant
Bibleo, published an updaia 20057 addirg 13 morespeciesbringing the total to ;

1751 Thus the currentimost authoritative count of 175 reflects an average of
large range anijnoresseveral dozentheruncertainspecies/subspecie¥hese
experts believenanymore consolidations are nee¢léukybasically leave many of
the species in due to traditioinertia,confusion, andack of consensug?®

Difficulty with extinctspecies is more understandable when one realizes there
competing views even today about the correct spisciespeciefor living
elephants$?! The two African elephant species hafienbeen considered from
one to three species, and there have been a variety of opinions on how many Asian

elephant subspecies there #fe:*14* For example, a 1955 classification identifigthsian Elephan
the Asian elephant as having one species with eight living and 14 total subspe
whereas today three or four living subspecies are generally recodtiz&d*”

<)

A.6.a.2 Why Untranslated-- Genera
Generghave morelarity than speciesight? Yes, buvery significant problems
still exist. A leading 1936 review proposedRebboscideagyenera; only 28 carried
ofthese carriedttbough t o the 38 proposed WOf
these 38, 37 carried into the d@neraecognzed in the 2005 updaté® And some
of these 42 genera are already discarded in many recent publications; even the
experts that counted the 42 donodot blelimdidnfarhnibthS © Me 0 t he
tradition, inertia, confusion Jack of consensustc.15° -

ki dear

A.6.a.3 Why Untranslated-- Families
Of the eight families in the 1936 classification, three of them carried into the 10
families in the 2005 classification; the 2005 classificatioite-up alsodiscusses
four other possible familie$! 152 The variety in approaches in subfamilies and
superfamilies is alswery significant!®31541%5 There is even debate today over
whether somef theProboscidean families even belong witRiroboscidead®®

A.6.b Why Untranslatedi Specific Candidates
Havingreviewed thesignificantclassificationconfusionand chaosthe following
will review the translation possibility fa few specific Americafroboscidea

A.6.b.1 Why Untranslated-- American Mastodon
Ifone of thefi caamsma s anerfiAan mastodonodo, col Ly N rans
such in 18297A GoogleBook/News/Scholasearch findgust threeinstancs of this e
termby 1829i in the firsth Amer i cano i s,inthesedtonddt maydealg)
adjective or part of the namendhin the third a&Cuvieroniinaeis being discusse’
158159 Thus clearlyafl c-aus moould not have been translatech t o i Ame r
ma s t oin18200

Could the American mastodon have be
Book/News/Scholaresarch finds 351 usagesf mafis t olby ©889%%° However the
t er m 1 maas mang difierént meaningsth then and now?! 162163 While its
most frequent.S. usagetodayis in referring to the American mastodonisgtalso
veryoftenusednowto refertohe Amer i can mast ordoonany ar
to all gomphotheresOne example-- the Cuvieroniinaeare usuallycalled mastodong
(primarily found i n L aSganmsh/Romegueked a n ,
Google searclin English or Spanishjnds large magnitudes of more hits of
Amastodond with ASouth Amer i Cuaidérgniindeh
(To be covered later, American mastodons never lived in South Amefibagan

A Amer i ¢ an fma mboaldinothave been translatédnt o A mia st
18290r now

Were there other termssed to desdne the American mastodon? Yesany other
names were used, but they wererafyingestablishment andurability. Very early
on the American mastodonas frequentlhcalled a mammotk* Referring to 19

centuryAmerican mastodon a me s one museum Wwrot e: b thi
country wereThe Great American Incognitum, The Leviathan Missourium, The

Carnivorous Elephant, Ohio Incognitum, Elephas americariBehemoth;The

Pseudel ephant, Le Grande Mastodo#t e eus,

None of these alternatives were establistregughto become a translated name.

Was he American mastodon clearly named and understood atghgt scientific circlesdoy 182% No.Forb d ay 6 s
Americanmastodof scientificname Mammut americanunthe species nameas proposed in 1805 and toakvhileto

catch on'®® While the American mastodon is recognized todssentiallyas a single spées, it had been split or named into

over 20 different species by 1852.A Proboscideb ook aut hor in 1878 said: fAthe numb
have been variously given by authors, from four to thirty, owing to the differences which eaghttehould constitute a

di st i nc® Nsgientific @®nodmicmameco ul d have been somet hifitgmeoonldhawk mer i c
been tanslated into in 1829.

By reviewing the above history, it is quite clear that an American masfoaeam ocould nothave been translated in 1829.
A.6.b.2 Why Untranslated-- Cuvieroniinae

Even today few people are familiar with the taxonosuif a miCluweroriiina®; thisgrouping, termandits alternatives
weren't created until the 19Q@ar after the Book of Mormont®® 170 Within Cuvieroniinaethe four genera argt 172173174175

1 Cuvieronius-- named in 1923 (1928 normaly given,butthe term hagxistedsinee 1814, many other past names)
9 Stegomastodon named in 1912 (1912 irmallygiven,butthe termhasexistedsince 1888, many other past names)


http://images.google.com/imgres?imgurl=http://donsmaps.com/clickphotos/mammothdrawing3.gif&imgrefurl=http://donsmaps.com/bcmammoth.html&h=346&w=556&sz=32&hl=en&start=9&tbnid=xYW69r_yy5QIFM:&tbnh=83&tbnw=133&prev=/images?q=woolly+mammoth&ndsp=20&svnum=10&hl=en&lr=&sa=N

1 Haplomastodon- named in 1950rare,1950 isnormallygiven,butthe term hagxistedsince 1920, this genus is now
commonlynotrecognizedbut wasin the taxonomy selected for this treatise)
1 Notiomastodon- named in 1929rére,today this genus receives even less acceptancéitiq@iomastodoh

The chaoticCuvieroniinaemembers have had over 20 different synonyms and groufitigé.As an example of thehaos

in1936t he wor |l dés | e ad inamed BESuviditonigse grodiping that is tbdaygnot secognized independent
from theStegomastodot®17® One reviewer listed 51 different historical South American Proboscidean genera/specie names
that today this reviewer would call all eith@uavieroniusor Stegomastodoff® Cuvieroniinaditself has had various names,

either in the past or today, with either the same or somewhat different or somewhat unclear definttitmbard to sort

out, it appears the various alternative (or related?) names hawdddblotorostrinae Cuvieroniini andHumbobitinae- and

by soméistings alsaBrevirostrinag NotiomastodontingeNotiomastodontinaandNotiomastodonteall of these names were

given in the 19008 Clearly aCuvieroniinaefi c-as m oould not have been tralated in 1829.

A.6.c Why Untranslated i Non-Skeletal Zoological Differences?
Another possibility is that the three Jaredite classifications had to daeatbgicalfeatures that cannot be obsenbsd
exhuming skel@ins Other than woolly mammothsr{fzen carcasses)evhaveratherlimited confirmation as to what all of
theseAmericanProboscidedooked like. For example, would skeletal remains alone explain why we think of and name
zebras and horses so differentifzfh ough not v e iblgthd keyknaing factorsthail $o devatis color, hair, ears,
trunks, fat shapefehavior skills, etc.-- but not primarily skeletal differences.

A.6.d Why Untranslated i Non-Zoology Categories?
Addi ti onal | y , thesewéraotfipcd sesmlnbidalgroupihga-tbut rathempartly, primarily, orentirelynon
zoological groupingsFor example the Ether 9:18 reference to cattle, oxen, and-etlis does notleanlyreflect three
separate zoological classificationsEnglish. Rathermany d us oftenthink of these as usagmsed- meat from cattle,
work from oxen, and milk from cowsPossibly these JarediBroboscideanames wer@rimarily three usage categories
such asusage fotogging, transportation, and construction.

Thenonzodogical possibilitiesare much more complekan just usage grouping&or example, theariousmeaningin
Englishoft h e t e r Inavebeeraetated tesex, castration, ageshether a parent, whether horngdjustry,class of
people usagelevel of domesticatiofi and has varied byhich countryor region and what poinin historyi additionally
meanings have at times been unclear and intent has varied by th& @ee or more of these nawological factors may
have been at play in the Jareditaming ofProboscidea

However, with the firsgroup member translated ird@oologcalterm(fi e | e p,lthis wduld greatly reduce the chances
that thefi c-a1m sae norzoological groupingsAdditionally, other tharthe probableexception otcattie/oxen/cows, all
other Book of Mormon animal designations appear to be zoologically basedmmary, lhe odds arquite low that the

fi c-aumswere defined byonzoological distinctions.

A.6.e Why Untranslated I Summary
Though only the American masima andCuvieroniinaewere reviewed aboveyery singleotherancient American
Proboscideaoutside of thgpossible exception of thmammothsglearly could not have been translated in 1828hus
Proboscideaarean excellenmatc for being untranslatefitu-omso

A.7 Useful for Work: Proboscidedhave UnparalleledUsefulness
The following sections show wiroboscideavould have beesimply superlzandidates for being useful for work.

A.7.a Useful for Work: Called fiUsefuldb, Then Repetitively Engravedto Statefi Mor e Especi all yo Usef
The Book of Mormon authaeaized the originafi u s @fér wdrk descriptiorwas
such ahugeunderstatement that he hadattda second difficulmetalengravement | Ether 9:19

of their names just to state thore especiahspect of their usefulnes®! Not just And they also had horses, and
fiusefub, not justiimore usefud, not justfiespecially usefdl not justii rore asses, anthere wereelephants and

especiallyu s e fbutla écond arduous engraving solely for the purposeafing |cureloms and cumomsall of which
backancaddi ng @A mor e Busefuedescription A r@petitivee additioa | were useful unto man, amdore

is certainly a far strongestatement thaii they had just been described that way tlf especiallythe elephants and

first time. Proboscideavould be an excellent match fan emphasizedl mo r e |cureloms and cumoms
especially i tefdloning sevemlrsectivios witkplainwhy.

A.7.b Useful for Work: ElephantsEasily Tamed Today
Proboscideaare greatandidats for work asshownby how elephanthave beemsed for workhroughout history One
estimate is that 15,000 elephaate usedodayfor work (mostly in Myanmar) about a quarter of all Asian elephatitst®®
186187 Flephants e easily domesticatedThe elephant is a striking exception to the rule that wild animals captured when
full grown can r ¥rSemegelephants lavemepartediy beeri tanmid i just two days, though the aorm is
few weeks!® ExtinctProbosideawouldlikelyhave had si mi |l ar ;i eixttérsa otrhédobbogaliey edxotciinl
would likely have behaviosimilar to living Proboscidea®° 191192

A.7.c Usefulfor Work: Super Strength
Listed as useful as elephants and more useful than htiisasay suggest thé c-ar m swére very large beasts of burdén.
With its large sizeProboscideacould have carried people easily loaded by its trunk, or have hauled tons of weight
elephants used for work will routinely drag items like logsmfo 9,000 poundsver not smooth terrait?*1%> The
Columbian mammoths, with shoulder heighgstol 3 f eet or mor e, wer eandthusaeadhavehan t
handled even larger load® American mastodons were about @ feet tall, but stockir t han t o d°aBiders el eph
OrsonPratti n a tabernacle address once s aenghugeénntale el ephant an

A.7.d Usefulfor Work: Terrific_Trunk
A trunk is like a Herculean hand with ladelie latitude, and a keen e roamingly detached from the faé&2%°2°1 One
dissectiorcounted 18,000trunk musclesthese muscles can lift very heavy weighis to 600 pounds by one accag30s
0425 F ] ephant trunk dexterity i s heilthseikphénis cam handlegmatl iseds sgch ai s ¢
a bean, single blade of grasgven a dimg%207208209 They have an outstanding sense of sinélThei r chemi cal
especially olfactidiiTharel ephgahtyosdenes$ e peessitieadtiarofaed t o b
bl oodhound, a r e ma r?k Zronkseare gilgdlyaimbélievabhndghanpnzenallytusefuld

A.7.e Useful for Work: Incredible Intelligence
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Elephants are legendary for their intelligence and memory. They can remgenlgeaphy not visited for many yeats.In

dry areas, elephants haraportedlydug wells up to ten feet deep, and then waited hours until water came int®'$G&m.

Al El ephant] memory is far bet #%Eephansda beerhcallethy somehe sigls e s g i v
most intelligent animai*® Being intelligent enough to respond to commands would be phenomenally, ssefaklephants

can reliably memorize 7000 different verbal ordersthers over 200 ordef¥’ 218219220

A.7.f Useful for Work: Furt her Factors
Many other factorsrould makeProboscidegpghenomenally useful:

1 Tusks: Elephants use tusks to push, dig, or tilt something for the trunk to then piéketfp.

1 Night Vision: Elephant vision, though not very good, does allow them fam&ional at night.

1 Hearing: Their keen ears and deep voice allow communication, even over miles at pitches inaudible to hutffan ears.
224225226 |nterestingly, elephants, similar to some small animalsgapable ofistening to ground vibrations from
many miles awayia their feet or trunkincluding warning signals from other elephaiits

1 Speed Asian elephants walk at four miles per hour but can charge at 30 mile$hour.

1 Adgility : Circus tricks, such asalancingon large balls, demonstradgenazingelephant agility?2°23°

1 Environment/Food Flexibility : i Nei t her captive or wild elephants show
they have a wide comf &% Elepmustreiveina wideavariety of envitpnments framrdesert. 0
to tropical jungle; they also live on a wide variety of vegetation making it easier to care fof*tRRgif4 235236

1 Stamina With great stamina, elephants can travel 60 plus miles in a day, with one source indicating up to twice
that?37 238 Herds can travel hundreaf miles in treks; one studied herd travels 600 miles each way in annu&ftreks.
240241 Elephants can cross hot deserts without food or water for days.

1 Long Hours: Often taking only one to four hours of sleep a night, elephants can work long?Hti&4 24

1 Swimming: With trunks held high, elephants are confident swimmers that could have been used to cross rivers or
lakes; Asian elephants have reportedly been known to swim on their own to Blamiles away?46 247 248249

1 Longevity: Their long life of 60 pls years or longer, would mean a great payoff for the time spent tr&f#y.

A.7.9 Useful for Work: Supplying Stone?
Thousands céncientstone dies existthroughouthe Americas.?%2253 Proboscideaevidencgremains odepiction$ has
been found extensaly in Mexico,somewhatn all eight Central American countriésne article listed 74 skeletal remains in
Central America)andfrequentlyin northwesern'westernSouth Americahat hadancient advanced civilizatio®* 255256257
258 As early as 1615 the Spartda wrote that these bonesreil a | | over; Nead ISphaiisntoor i anso fro
wrote of giant bones found throughout Mesoamerica and northwestern South Adtféffta.

Finding abundant mammobones near the great Teotihuacan pyrarthiks largest has three million tons of rogklatives

told the Spaniards that they must have been bones from giant people who built the p3#afir§s26426266 The fAFat her
of Mexican Anthropologyodo exX¢Bisbedamgmmbdt h b bavebedhenmenbaab
disinterred in the Valley of Teotihuacan that before the conquest, people nametkarstte pyramidécolmaré

[ meani ng] 6 wh e r?®?%Were theePraboseideghonasthdrebecaugthese animalsere used to build the

cityd s ebstuugture® So many mammoths have been found in the Valley of Mexico (home of Mexico City, Teotihuacan,

and many ruins) that a book has been written on them, which includes references to many other publications about
mammoths in this valley* One artit e sai d: fé it seems |ike you can not dig
without finding remains of #hese prehistoric animals [ ma

At Sacsayhuamanear Cuzco are wallsf huge stones (the spedksthe pictureare peoplejhoughtby someto have come
from a quarry 25 miles away over rough terraine stongeportedlyweighs 360 tong’2 274275276277 prohoscideshave been
found near Cuzo; also found nearby are sireter wide very welbuilt stone roadd’8 279280281

SacsayhuamanCuzco Perf®?
e

e e

- S e g ¥

The ruins at Tiwanak(near Lake TiticacaBolivia have huge stones pulled from miles apsgme of the stonemeseveral
hundred oftons?®428 Tiwanaku haswo well-known stonedepictions often died Proboscidegmany doubt whether these
two areProboscideaincluding myself, hasone otheiProboscidealepiction,and has had
Proboscideaskeletondoundthere at least three huge stone wheels have been found af One of the Tiwanaku Giant
Tiwanaku?86 287288 289290291 292293 Cyieroniirae have been found around Lake Titic&®4| Stone Wheel&3

Of course ifProboscideavere involved with building either Cuzco or Tiwanaku, these
would have been Lehite in nature, not Jaredite, as the Jaredjgjes oni ved i n
northwardo per &he Book of Mor mon.

e

These ancient huge stones are even more amazing when one considers how they wer’

sometimes moved great distances over steep terrains, and how they were amazinglyf ;

scul pted and then set in pl ace Pohoscideat H qt sl i
could ravefar more easily moved storiewheels were used. Conventiorfdlough goofy) | ©

wisdom says ancient Amer i c a(itelads ofiscieghde a dqtion
economics have traditionally guided man to making wheels of wood or metal; exposeom S ing

wood, iron, and steel simply decompos e e mmm—m =i mpl vy

A Columbianma mmo t h 6 was abedut thath df 100 men, could their strength have replaced 100 men? Perhaps
Proboscidegulledstoneson wheeled vehiclesver theexceptonally solid ancient stone highway netwdtat ran

throughout much dflesoamerica Wasan exceptionally large stone dragdedl,000 men, pulled on a wheeled vehicle by

100 men, or pulled on a wheeled vehialer a fairly smooth/sturdy surfabg just sme or twoProboscide& Assuming they

were used to help build this vast array of stone cities, we could fully understand the remarkable emphasis on thes.usefulne

A.7.h Useful for Work: L umber Logging?
Thousands of elephants were used for logginghail&nd until a ban in 198%hey are still heavily used for logging in
Myanmarand also somewhat in Inch& 2°72%8 Like some modern elephantscientProboscideanay have been used
largely for timber?®® Not only for hauling tons at a time, but also folifej trees(theyhave knocked over trees three feet in
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diameter) clearing fieldof logs and positioning logs in constructié®.3°1392 | ogging was apparently a great Jaredite and
Nephite industrylogging and field clearing is the probable caustheftimber scarcityin the Book of Mormor#®

Howeverthe timber scarcity may have bedue toProboscidedn a different way.Not only doProboscideaeat 300 plus
pounds of vegetation a day (some mammoth estimates are as high as 800 thasriksjtroying brahes/leaves on a tree
butalsothey kill trees by stripping the bark or knocking them over to obtain the 183 Aside from aslight lion-family
risk to baby elephants, man is their only pred&ddayto prevent them from multiplying and overwhelmiting
environmentconsequently elephants are culled today to protect the vegetation in several parts 8f%Affig& Mirroring
modern reproductivity, ancient elepharntsiot encumbered with premature deatould have likelymultiplied overa
thousand ftol (much more by some estimat@s}wo centuris if unchecked® 331! |f they outlived the Jaredites,
eventually significant damage woulkely have occurred, only tempered by the futpresencef Mulekites and_ehites

A.7.i Useful for Work: Of Tools and Beasts Ether 10:25-26
Usingfi c-aum sfay handing stone or timber would have required tools. This M} And they did m&e all manner of tools
be what triggered a verse (Ether 10:26) on the subject of todieésts Verse 26 | g tjll the earth, both to plow and to sow
is perhapsomewhatess likely to have been primarily referring to horses or oxq tg reap and to hoe, and also to thrash.

for agriculture given that vee 25 just listed tools for five types of agricultural And they did make all manner of tool

activities, some of which mayerhapshave been fousing horses and oxen with which they did work thelseasts
WhatisabeastEt her 6:4 refers to preparing fAfood for tdéir flo
Thus it appears a Jaredite fibe aThdwor dnafiyb ehaasvted ah asso nmseowmea tc onr
and largefour-footed, andsometimegerhapswild andbr ferocious®* Whi | e fAani mal ¢ only appears
of Mormon,lal f of which are tame, fibeast o3dnemsiagly,exc&bforani mes anc

unclear sacrificial reference (Alma 34:10) foer Book of Mormonreferences ttamefbeasté are all Jarediteand each of
these four could have beesferringpartly, largely, or entirelyto Proboscidea!5 316 317318

With all of these factors put togethérappearsierse 26nay have beereferring largely tdProboscidea

A.7.j Useful for Work: Summary
To engrave again the stateméndt add i@cifianlolr 0 ets @ that the glephantsrandclwetomeamnd
cumoms were useful favork, indicates how particularly useful they were. ExtRaiboscideavould match this
description extremely well with phenomenal docility, strength, trunk abilitislligence, and many other talensnd if
Proboscideavere the key to the construction of endless stone and wood cities, one can understand the great emphasis on
their usefulness.

A.8 Very Common Animals

As few Jaredite animals are mentioned aimde the elephants aridc-a1 m sméredescribecas more especially useful, they
were probably quite common, particularly given the very large size of the Jaredite’tfafitverefore one might expect
their remains to be quite commoRroboscideaemainshavebeen foundn all mainland states except Rhode IsI&d?!
There have been variotrth AmericanProboscideaounts/estimate¥? 323 324 325326 327 328 329

9 Mammoths in North America (none are in South America)
0 A prominent mammothesearchein 1984 counted427manmothsites inNorth America®° 33!

0 This same researcher wrdéteri n 19 8 4 : AA recent I|iterature search ha
more than 3,100 New World mammoth 3 ince Haybés series
A Thisresearcher indicatedtheth e |1 i st of sites w&®s fdfar from compreh
AHe al so said: iThe number of individual ani mals rep
of published reports. For this reason, the number of individuals presented in this ohegitbe considered to
be a mini%hal count. o

0 Thenin2003hewrotet hat t here are fimore than 2,000 r*¥ported ma
A Compared to the 1984 data, it would appear that about 25 new mammoth sites are found a year.

A By extrapdation, and conservatively assuming only one mammotmpersite, this would meaabout2,200
mammothsites and,800finds by 2010
9 American Mastodonsin North America (none are in South America)

0 A 1990counted foundh A mi ni mu m lgtz3Ameritantmastodoa find$e 337338

0 Using similar extrapolatior,, 900 American mastodons by 20d6uld seem to be a reasonable estimate
A This would be an increase of 20 per year, which compares well with the average of 14 juEmyiimd

between 1920 and 199%.

0 Asa benchmark, 4996 summargaid AA rough mini mum t BamnmuthugrdMammatt e o f
individuals in the New World is between 1,500 and 2,000 each. This minimum estimate is based on reported
specimens in publications and in some, buthota, museums and3*%rivate collectioc

9 Cuvieroniinaein North America

o | 6 ve sanprehensivestimate oNorth AmericanCuvieroniinag(mostly CuvieroniusandStegomastodon

0 fACuvieronius s endemic to*the New Worl d. o

o iThe bunodont g oiusfslemmentceorthe Ne®vioride It hadcha wide distribution, from the south
of the U.S. to the south of Chile.3* I n Mexico the re

o fiCuvieroniu¢ was widely distributed ir®North, Central, and

0 One2003list counts 48 Mexican/Central American sites for the Cuviergriiagrever this count misses many, for
example it missed 13itesfrom Costa Ricaamong other known missgfg 345346 347348 349

o Cuvieronius arenore commorh n sout hwestern statesn andfrairdea.fior el at i v

o Stegomastodon rand®m South Americatdias f ar north as *Mebraska and Col c

0 Rhynchotheriunarevery closely related t€uvieroniinag some have argued that m&ttynchotheriunare
misidentifiedCuvieroniinae others have argued thagtdifferences are questionafig353 354 355 356 357 358 359 360 361

0 The Paleobiology databaksted 85Cuvieroniinaeand 32RhynchotheriunNorth American sitesbased on the
mammot h and American mastodon we can 3onclude this d

0 The reseaiter who did the mammoth counitdd me thahe was unaware of arf§uvieroniinaecounts®3

o Overall, I 61 1 rel uct ant |ICuviepniimagRbyndhdtheriumNorth Angericarefinds.a ps ab

1 Cuvieroniinaein South America

0 A South Americanmapwher Aishaded parts rep
remains were discoveredo indica
Cuvieroniinaei about 4,000,000 of its 6,900,000 square mitég>

o Another ma, sourced to six papers, showed 158 South American site€wiikroniinag®®

resent @uwiereniinaebrilyg ed ar
tes about 60% of Sout
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0 The actual South American number is undoubtedsitlyhigheri b ot h o f -puldithedsomdivberaance
inrhi storyo as well as of total unpublished sites.
9 Other Proboscida in North America (none are in South America)
o Other remainindProboscideajenera have not received as much atter#io#t®
0 The Paleobiology databakas110Gomphotherium102 in the U.S%
0 This same database for all other gomphothekesepelodonPlatybelalon, SerbelodonGnathabelodonand
Eubelalon) has 42 sites, all in the U.S. or Candtfa.
o Overall, I 61 1 reluctantly guess there are perhaps ab

The aboveeferenced mammoth researcher in 2011 waswateaof any more updated mammoth or American mastodon
counts, and was not aware of any counts for other typBeobbscidea’ Theseguestimatesoundto about6,500
individual North AmericanProboscideapartial or completehathave been founth moreaccessible publications

By definition, no one knows how many fis werenot counted apublished due to:

1 The inders lacking interest, follow hr ough, or ability to notify the AProt
1 Lack ofinterest of Proboscideantologidb study and publish

1 Being on public land while wanting to keep the booe® keep thdind confidential

1 Not wanting government/public/scholarly interference in their ldnash¢sare often found during construction)

1 Having been found prior to the erhammmon publishing

1 Only published in obscure and/or old publications that were neuedfby those doing the counting

One estimate is that only 1 in 4 U.S. finds have been published, another estimate is only of{é3fi {@he percentage
that is unpulished or published butot found ly the abover e f e r e n ¢ e & likélycnwuchrhigherrfos fonds earlier in
time and forLatin Americanfinds.) Using the 1 in 4 ratio, this would lead to a very loosesgimate ofbout25,000 total
North American Prboscidean finds.

The great commonness Bfoboscidedncreases their chances of befiogromso

A.9 Proboscide&Skeletal Remainsindicating Human Coexistence

This section willonly showProboscideaskeletalevidence of human coexistenemd therthe sibsequent section will show
ancientpictorial depictiors of Proboscideahat thus obviously reflecBroboscideghuman coexistenceAs skeletal
evidence of human coexistencdirglly well accepted, this section will not be as in depth as some othiemsect

A.9.a SkeletalSpearhead Evidence
Spearhead evidence includes a large number of sites where spearheads were foundRodgesddideaonesincluding
one mammoth with eight in vital target ar@4s}7>376 377378379380 381382383384 5ome footlong spearheadsaxe made of
Proboscideavory.®® An Alberta spearhead was found to have traces of blood proteins only known in elgfohants
Alaskan sites were found with blood on projectile points/stone foalsere DNA and protein tests on the blood pointed to
mammohs3¢387 Similarly an OhioProboscideavas f ound wi th worked flint that had
elephant antiserume®

A.9.b SkeletalBone UsageEvidence
Bone evidence includegry numeroudProboscideaones that were carved, butcheredrned, or arved into something
such aSOOls figurines necklacesor Weapon§89 390 391 392 393 394 395 396 397 398 399 400 401 402 403 404 405 406 407 408 409 410 411 412 One
typeofbone evidence is fia partly healed i nj ur%?Afothertypeaf bone
bone evidence is finding hudgiroboscideabones that were broken open while fresh that realistically could only have been
opened vicdhuman effort'* One quote about bone evidence:

i matching marks (of a type t hoducingpom topartibulamsarfacesao€ t i vi t y
disarticulated pairs of bones, cutmarks (presumably made during meat removal) identified on the basis of scanning
electron microscopy and anatomical context, burned bone heated to at least 440 degrees Celsiua (too high
temperature to be explained by natural fires), distinctive patterns of gouging and breakage at some points of muscle
attachment (traces of meat removal different from those left bynooran predators or scavengers), and use wear and
secondary flakingoe o me bone fragment's interpreted as tools. o

A.9.c Other SkeletalHuman Evidence
Interestingly, at a few California siteBroboscideabones have been found mixed in with human objects, buried quite deeply,
sometimes under volcanic rock (A.D. 34¥)*17418419 Otherhumaninteractionevidence includeextensive numbers of
Proboscidedound with human skeletons, chaat, fire-cracked stones (from cookindjearthspottery, basketry, matting
worked flint, wood artificts,artifacts of stone (flint, obsidiagranite, slateand many other types of stongjeat caches

(contraptiongo storeProboscideaneat in cool water)and averywide variety of tools and weapof8.421 422423 424 425426 427
428 429 430 431 432 433 434 435 436 437 438 439 440 441 442 443 444 445

A.9.d SkeletalEvidence Quantifications
In a study of 25 mammoth sites in the Basin of Mexico (Mexico City), half were associated with human preseyother
Mexico locations also refle@roboscideshuman interactiofi?6 447 448 449450451 452453 454455456 A 1950 book identified 27
American sites whereemains ofProboscideaand humans were found togethgr?*>® A 1984 study identified 56 mammoths
with evidence of having been killed by humdpsA 2003 review of 10Proboscidesasites in North America found 44
(41%) with human evidence (this study selectederdocumented sites and human interaction would tend to lead to more
documentatioi s 0 41 % canot “bHAe20@study estinatedathate?2d% af mammoth skeleton sites in North
America have evidence of human killif}. Another review of mammothtsis radiocarbon dated under 15,000 BP found
that 29% (14/48) had human interaction evidefiée/ery many sites in South Ameriadsoreflect coexistence.

Evidence of human interaction is so common that there is an entire book just on this*&ulfet887 500 people attended

aBayl or symposium entitled: @i MammétAhteeeviddmesisso donmamandthe d Hu i
premise is now so widely accepted, | left out a huge number of possible footnotes for interaction evideotashereare

over 100 Americaontinent sites witlevidence of human coexistenwéh Proboscideaones.

A.10 Ancient Depictions ofProboscida
There area huge number gfictorial depictionsetroglyphs pictographs, pintings, figurines, etcthat havebeen presumed
to beProboscideathey range fronpotentiallyor plausiblyProboscideao persuasivelypr positively Proboscidea Relative
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to theprior skeletal sectigrthis section will be more detailedas peopldind depictions morénteresting ananore
convincing To repeatprior caveat, iesedepictionsare subject to various typesagsumptiorerrors

Authenticity - perhaps a sketch was embellished, or the artifact never existed.

Age- perhaps a petroglyph was made only decades ago, or neNeagn instead of postared.

Associationi what the depiction may be reportedly associated witthegmusto better assests

Artistic Aim-per haps a depictionbés intent was not el ephantin
Accuracyit he aut hyisdme imporant whercthe picture is not shown either in this treatise or the source
(many of the footnotes include the website where you can easily see the)pidtieephoto ofa depiction on stone

can be hrd to see, often a sketglelds a more iable view

6. Allegationi some evidences armtin error, but have received conspiracy allegations or conjured alternative

theories. Today these allegations are primarily for evidences that imply far moreRem@rscideaxistence.

agrwONRE

Even the premier Pboscideantologists have been unavedrieow many @pictionsexist what followsis by far the largest
list evercompiled*>466 As Proboscideamore recent thaB000 B.C. are not generally acceptedien reviewing these
depictions gvaluate whichwould reflect having come from a more recenidvancedcivilization. Most from the U.S.
camotbe matched to any erbutmost from Latin America would appear to be from the more advanced civilizations
that are far more recent thana supposed000 B.C. The depictios are organized into seven different sections below.

A.10.aU.S.Proboscidedepictions
A number of the following U.S. elephantine depictions areunetjuivocallynecessarily elephantine. That safe
following is aquitelong list of U.S.Proboscdeadepictions

TThe fiMoab Mast od o-kmwnfsE®4PG 2 Iisp h| Ten Ytahgtroglyphs/Pictograph§®
one of ten UtalProboscidegetroglyphs or pictographs, from seven
sites, listed by Amer 7**bdtsesepltake
finds,hewrites f Some of the mammot h
canyons that contain mamfbth s

1601 personally i dent atdlndardpeteoglyphs i
a rock canyon east of Escalante, Utah, that are dead ringers fo
mammot h andmastodon. o

1 AnotherUtahProboscidegetroglyphis founch e ar t he i H
San Juan Ri V@44 confl uenceo.

9 One paper asserts two petroglyphs, near Sand Island in the San Ju ;
Ri ver near Bl uff Ut afrlessanfidentEfse|. Q /

T TwomoreUtahi possi bl e ma mmo tobateghin Willovo g
Gulch#82483

TfTher eds an auUtdhipetreglygh thatts oalled &

Proboscidea but the | ocation is onl
slickrock country of the Colotho P 1| &t eau. 0

fNear Manil a Ut ah: AOne figure,
mastodon with a raised trunk, is somewhat similar to the figures at
I ndian Creek®nd near Moab. o

9 Two pictographs imear Birch Creek near Ferronfmory County Utah are questidia as to whether they are
Proboscideaand have been deemed as recent creatofs. 488

TAt Jones Hole in Dinosaur National Monument in Utah i:
depicts an el ephanté Reht enosf closely neserabde arnAsiantekephant rathrerstbam amr e me
Africaf one. o

1 T h o u g Bomewhaskeptical, an Idaho elephamtp et r ogl yph i s reported Aon a bol
Ada and Sm#f%ke Rivers. o

1 In a cave near Blue Lake Washingtonjgsa ct ogr ap h: féthe suggested trunk anc
warrant classifi*®tation as an elephant. o

1 One book reportsi Cr es sman [ for mer chairman of the University o
that a mastodonisdepidte i n a petrogl ypH**h sout heast Oregon. o

fOregon Public TV aired a show titled fiMastodgn Petrogl
mastodon and humans came in cont &% Howeverd woald chdicterizé her i r
the depictions as weak in being necessdtilyboscided®” 4%

1 A China LakeCaliforniai p o s si bl e P r oybpohsoc ipdi ecatnu rpee tawlkesgspeadtalsts eighto many
dismissed it, but 48 respondpdsitively, rangingf r om fia ded i @x @ le & coadudigidas
elephanting®® 500501

1 Renegade Canyon in Californiaha8 & o n t r pewaglyps[thad] may showa mammoth being speared by four
huntSrs. o

1 In a veryremotefar northwestern Nevadeanyona spearedProboscidea Nevada Petroglypl®?
petroglyphwas found in 1968%4505506507 The |gcal archaeologisis r e ac t |
insightful about howcoexistencevidences haveftenbeen dismissedThey
conceded it was unquestionably elephantine, it was adjacent to three other
petroglyphs otlearlndianantiquity, and that all four glyphs were weathered ar
were ficovered with Iichen which®lno
spite of all this, they assumed it was from a Gold Rush pioneer because they
believedProboscideavere extinct befar man entered the ardartunatelysome
of them latercame to believe it was authentfg 510511512513

TA 1973 book on Southeastern Nevada prehistory descri be
figures [petroglyphs] is a single figure outlinedblack latex paint or tgto highlight the rock cutting]locally called
the fel epha’t petroglyph. o

1 A scientific expedition foundidr i zonab6s Hava Su pthatthegeposetbmecia petrogl yph
ProboscideélSSlG517518519

TAr i z Pairded RockstSat e Park has a petroglyphb®called an fdiel eph

TAn 1846 military expedition to Arizonads Gila River r¢
stretch of the imagd®ation, to be a mastodon. o

1 For a purportedProbascideapetroglyph in Hieroglyphic Canyon in Arizona, the only source | found was quite
disparaging of an elephantine interpretafith.
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fFor the ACraneman Hill mastodond near Mayer Arizona, t
elephantine intgretation as it said the nearby petroglyphs were from the A.D%era.

1 One boolkauthor contacted me, showinginhisb@ls i@ al era Chinese script elephan
along with t hree o%¥%°Hleave ndatkgrou@ iwhamersor Chinese scipt; the. script itself
does not look like an elephant, buiriderstand h e s ¢ expegtédo iock fiké an elephant. Obviously most of
u s dassonighe Chinesdikely were in northern Arizona anciently.

1 An archaeologist (a foner curator of archaeology and anthropology for the Maryland Academy of Sciences) found an

Anasazi stone pendant near an ancient Pueblo ruin in
bul | e ?&PRBHt . o

1 A large number of geologistprofessors, and others viewed an elephantine petroglyph, amidst ancient writing
petroglyphs, in northeastern New Mexi comadepahdthefformd | of 1
was indeed t h&¥o0of an elephant. o

1 An animal petroglyph ree Suwanee New Mexico is considered elephantine by some, not so by*&thers.
1 A young boy in New Mexico offered a tablet to a bank offices
for one dollar-- the bank officer offered a second dollar to hd-lora Vista NEW MeXICO Proboscide&™

shown the Anasazi site wheteey found a second tablet; 20 '
years later the officer donated the tablets to a mus&um. ﬂm—tﬂ * 4&/ /f, ‘_._?

These Flora Vista tablets had three elephantine pictures ap

were associated with Indian relics that radiocarbon dated tp \Qb .
A.D. 11061200; this timing fits in with coventional wisdom } \YXR m
Ligie TV

about when this community existet§ 537 538539540541

1 After discussing the Flora Vista depictions, one wue — - =t
without giving any sourcing, Wrote:. nNANO er artifact,
datedtoebout the same time [ fAl0O0O0 GtairE[New Mexicoj, doghe hochwestlof ne ar
Fl ora Vista. An el ephant figet?® was found etched intc

1 Found near Granby Colorado was alaiggr ani t ewisttha taune tetleeophant fAcarved in h
curvedtusk6545 546 547 548 549 550 551 552 553

7 Pottery with aProboscidegp ai nt ed on it whwe Ifloiumgs d né(jbm%@ Aftgeshyziaf fa
Valley Coloradc>45%55% The Anasazis are thought to be relatively reégn{Female
Asian elephants usually lack tusk®). ;

1 Withoutdirectly souring, one websitenritesthatfielephant drawingarefound in ,l'
Colorad® on%% ock. .

TAttributed to a photograph from the U mj of Nat
petroglyph fr om GP%h625 2 nFhould this Bavd said tleed o
fiColorado Platew within Utah?)

1 In an Oklahoma panhandle cave isfetephanb amidst some ancient writings and
piCtUI'ESS.GSSGG 567 \‘% g,{‘!

1 From Poteaklahoma in an area where copper artifacts have been faulfdake Forest \_. - 4
professor write® f a fi b r @mwvsn KbroMuseém).Its outerrim engraving
depicts a running elephant. Later a matching bowl was found in the same general
vici®ity. o

1 A PinevilleMissouri cave has mastod bones and a possil#eoboscideacarved on bone, as reportedSoienceand
Natural HistorySGQ 570571572573

91 An 189 scientific articledescribesn Boone County Missoua tall limestone cliff with a very obscure hatd-see
dangerouso-access fAelephantdo pictograph i n t b€ Thml8#Hauthorof ot h
and an 1882 authowokh believe these were first sesmd recordedh 1804, but the author believéte pictograpthad
to have been made bwyhite men sincéie believede | e p h a ndoexist diih thaialh€27°5’® (The account of the
1804 sighting just referred emimal painthgswithout listing any specific animalew Caucasianbad frequented this
Missouri location by 1804creation by a Caucasian is quite doubfti

fOne archaeologist wrote of frock drawi ngsandthénrpartsaft e x p ¢
mammoth art at Bear Creek and Painted Rock in northeastern lowa; however | believe none of these depictions are
elephantiné’857

1 Two sandstonearvedProboscidegipes were foundear
Davenportowa 582583 584585586 587 (A gpecious conspiracy theory
has been conjured for thegipes®®58°5%0) 7 Ot her pi p¢
material and form were found here, representing mostly some |
bird, or mand®®? In the same area of lowa a tablet was fotiad
with 30 animaldegdctionso f  whi ¢ h fAthahseeme ar
i ntended f35¥5%%All wgrehfaumd tinsnouinds by
different people.

1 In discussing elephantine depictiondVake Foresprofessor
describes these Davenport finds and then writkgdther was
unearthed 18Bat Toolesboro,d and there are othekept mainly
out of sight and studiously ignored notable specimen came from
Ross Co., O. Seip Mound [Ohimi] however | was unable to find any separate support for the 1889 or Seip €fims.

fInalLaCrosse Couni sconsin cave i s an animal drawing describe
to be a AT don. o

1 A weaksourcesaysa Proboscidedamageisi n Wi sconsi no6s T manyadnieal imGga¥ %8 whi ch ha

1 An address on pottery artwork tioe 1893 State Historical Society of Wisconsin made a passing reference, as if the
audi ence knew the background: Alt i s nbananimalmoweextisct t o |
i have been found carvedth representations of hungn t h at & tnknosvi wéhat this was referring to,
perhaps local carved bones that the audience was aware of?

1 A moundshaped like @roboscidedn Wisconsin has received a lot of attentiandthere are at least two otlsen
Wisconsin and another i@hio thought by some to be Proboscidesraped?4 605606 607 608 609610611 612613 614 615616

TfFrom an Il linois cave on the Ohio River are ani mal dr
except t he t5%)58§62p2hH08 62324928526 627 628 (Female Asiarelephants usually lack tusk&d) ii We
suppose the animals resembling the elephant to have been the mammoth, and that these anciehtsogasentesl
with the creature, or they rmMm®8ver could have engraved i

1 Some elephanie artifacts areeported froma supposed hiddefiBurrows Cavé in lllinois; from myvery limited
knowledge | believe they have low likelihood of being auther#its3?

T

One of Two lowa SandstonéroboscideaPipe
Carvings™?°%! ,

m
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1 Despiteextensive publicity, the scalled Lake Michigan underwater
petroglyph idikely not aProboscidedn my opinion%3®

9 LDS Elder James E. Talmage and a LEI&irchhired expert botlconcluded
that he Michigan Artifact collection, which included some elephantine

depictions, was fraudulefi? 637638
fFrom Fort Ancient
of a huge

in Ohio is

fOne book reports fithe queer f
found in Ohio. Theseexdrme |l vy anci ent

other animals, and were found wittPeoboscideausk and tootl§*3

1 One article tells o& Hdpewellmound stone knife in the Ohio State Historicgtracirg is fuzzy, butit shows aclear

g ¥°&%Fort Amciebt ds @ vedl developed site general :
thought populated roughly from 100 B.C. to 600 &*b(Some authors in the ||
1800s thoughProboscideavere likely used to help build Fort Anciefit?

r Rrdbasadsaand g

mastodon

Barnesville Ohio Petroglyph

a re

A el W LR
@ne of theedProlmstidedpetroglyphs
at Barnesville Ohi§33%3* The crayon

act

Society Museum that engraves a tropical hunter about tosspe a n €4 e|pProkoscidea o

1 ThreeProboscidegetroglyphs are near Barnesville Ohio; one of
them is described as Atruly |[EBORKS T RE g & 0 L&t
tusks, a short tail, an®®% he heee{]d]_sélAa’abnécaknoLfenéanDee

1 As reported in thémerican Journal of Athaeology a the 1899
Archaeological Institute of America Conference held at Yale, a
renowned geologigave alecture i t | ed A Archaeo
i n Ohfio the new facts
[then listed two, the second one ba ¢ ]a bdautifully sculptured

mastodon on a piece of slate, showing the coexistence of man and

mast odon i%/5%A meowrned aichaiologist showing
solid evidence of coexistence at a prestigious conference, yet it i
subsequentlgpparentlyignoredas it went against the prevailing
opinion of the day.

1 A sandstone museum piece found in a mound in 1878 near Portla

present
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A Pennylvani f boy found a stone showi
adhuntedProboscided*®

Ohio has animals on it, one of which is claimedtb e an fdAerepnanto. 1

find the artwork not at all compellingly elephantfie.
1 In Pennsylvania the famodisL e nape Stoneo was f ®obostidef®pi cting hunt
1 An elephant petroglypls near Van Pennsylvaniavhile it has some

believersjt hasbeen jugiedby othersto berecent though this belief [De | awar eds #fAHol |y Oa |

is likely simply due to its contes§e4 65>

91 A New York depiction of questionable veracityill be reported in
the domesticatiosection

9 The Hammond Tablet from Taunton Massachusetts depicts four
Proboscideabu | believeitd Bkely fraudulent due to its similarés
to the Lenape Storf&® 57

TfOne book reports: AThere is a
smal | peopl e, perhaps done in
is presumablyeferring to the guestimatechd ®%. o

1 From Delaware came a wédhownit Ho | | yshelDmekdant

depicting aProboscideamostoft he conventi onal
fraudulentbut it has several defenders who say the incision
weathering is the same as the shell surface weathé¢hgs o
Iikely fraudulent659 660 661 662 663 664

t h

9 Found near Ludowici Georgiawast he most stri k

Thigyperdang was reportedlyfeund inj Delgna
and is a god example of a controversial
artifaet 55355 As dt radiocarbon dates to the A.
era, it is thought to be fraudulent. For other

[R8SRBBt h! ambBPchRiNY

el ephant-thet AiGaor ¢gi ai akdraenartifact t
with cleardepictionsofiei ght ti ny

eof®*&Ph ant i ne

Di sko

figures

1 A bone mostikely from aProboscidedromVero Beach Floridéasa carving of @roboscidea®° 670671672

fi et
et

sai d:
Il i ght

Nati onal Geographic
examinationsrevel ed t hat t he

he
chi

had
not

bone
ng i

passed a

s recéhnt ,

1 An unpublishedProboscidegetroglyph in Floridavas reported by the editor éncient Americai’*

9 Unsourcedan 1881Juvenile Instructor e p o r t e cery strargayshapedvold

bottles have been dug up on t
curiosities of the anci®®nts a
1 One bookwithout giving any locatiom, e por t s of fié

tobaccopipes carved on bowl or stem with the image of the elephant, or

ma mmo%%h . o

Entertainingly but very insightful into the state of journalism and science

é Florida BBneth e

his
re i
anci

Cd
n
en

VietoiBea

quarters notwithstanding all of the aboy& S. depictions, the Smithsonian and many n€g

in many

outletscalledthe 2009 Vero Beach Florid&roboscidealepiction theifirsto one from the

U.S., or theffirst authentio® U.S. depiction®’7 678679680

There are thousands of depictionswofi a t

A.10.b Mexico/Central America ProboscidedDepictions

TheseMexico/Central Americalepictionswill be grouped in: 1.) Trunk-like
Codicegglyphs(ancient American booksriting); 3.) Olmec and 4.)All other. In your perusal, keep in mind thatmostof
theseMesoamericandepictions, since they are fronrelatively recent advanced civiizations, would imply Proboscidea
existence far more recent thara supposed000 B.C.

building architecture décpg.)

A.10.b.1 MesoamericaProboscideaDepictionsi Trunk -like Architecture Decor

a p p Pre@boscidearunksieon d@nhcient Mesamerica buildings Someof
these are described am®re than trunks- asreflective of entireProboscidechead$ %82 Some find many of these trunks
definitively elephantine, others nat all, though this may be due to thédespread belief the Maya caduhot have known
elephantine trait®3 Many of these are considered as depictions/reflections of ancient gotish e
known among the Maya people as Chac, and among the Mexicans adfHi&icOne website has compiled a few pictures
of some of themwhich you can peruseia the footnoté®® As these depictions aggregatere generally considered
elephantine in appearance Inot decisivelyor stronglyelephantingl havenot spentvery muchtime looking into them
Nevertheless a fevelated quotes:

eHeadedlgedn t
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n the Maya scul ptures, particularly on the tFPunks of
mastodonds trunks that at a very remote period in Mz
[
t
i

= =

fi%€eséo

he ornament so common i n itthesecaémpde deluefbaat
n Yucatan | had seen the obvi®®us el ephant tr
5t he frequent occurrence of t%e 6el ephant trun
.no architectural feature of any of them [Central American ruins] has been the subject of more inquiry then the
rotuberant ornaments in the corni®es, which are usu
these trunkl i ke ext en g3oball Buuestyleyopildirgs (tal8¢A000 A.0.)) areteday t h e
cognized as a standar d®portrait of the Maya deity Cl
he dominant moti f i si gyrhbelic masks aithoadturnedseoutgvhidh sénsdevers Ca n
ve calledn&tel éphdahe sBame masks are s®%en again and af
rtifacts featuring elephants and el ephant de-ities we
osed deities on temple faces f theYudatam peninsuagtheYacades bfan p e
Mayan buildings portray theloago s ed r ai n ®§od, Tl al océo

TThe APalace of Maskso at Kabah Mexico has fA250 masks ¢
fiel eprimklinitk e 8 nose.

1 At Mitla (thought Zapoteb ut i n Ol mec country) exists paintkkey potter
theseccal Ekdpbhant trunké orn&m¥€nt of the Yucatec ruins.o
1 Referring toMesoamerica Sténecarvers produced thousands of intricate, titieeensional carvigs of

priests, deities, anelephants &

fAiThe elephant trunk as an archite®tural ornament i s cC
fAiémastodoné that great pachyderm, whose head, with it:
palaces built bytheenmb er s of king Can®s [ Mayan king] family.o
fAéin the most ancient edifices of Mayans the mastodoni
ornan®nt . o

1A Th e -nbsedggd is a common feature of Mayan religion, even though elephants wengreseet in Central

o @

7

€eht Ui
nk on
60 Oor née

D D D
~ C o

=a =4 -8 -9

al

= =

S DTSt T 5,0 St oy or v 0 S 3

> H D @

=

Amer it a. o
fAiThe mastodonés head forms a prominent fature in all
fAiThe appearance of the prefix resembling an el ephant 6:

Dresd®néo
9 i | re haadhof god K we recognize the ornament so common in the temple ruins of Central Antlegisacalled
6el ephantés trunk. 6 The pecul i ar, -shapednese, tvhichis appliedz e d f ¢
chiefly to the corners ofthee mp |1 e wal | s, di splays un®uestionably the
fFrom a University of Oregon professor: AThe trunk of
Mayan sculpturedtone structures in eastern Mexico, Belize, Guatemala andurms). The recognition of the
elephant images in America has caused much consternation to archaeologists because to accept the knowledge meant
that a model of an Indiaglephant had reached America for sculptors to copy. Mariners had to have sailgdrtoran
America to India during the time of the Olmec and early Maya in Mesoamerica. The elephant image (Long Nosed
God) and the idea that the elephant (God) should be worshipped in order to bring rain, among other things, must have
been brought fromthe 88«Cont i ne®t | ndi a. o
i Fromttes ame professor : iThe Mayan rain god, Chac,- or the
shaped GodHead in the east wall of what is now called, the Nunnery at Uxmal. The similar Chacs are found on the
frontoft he Governor 6s P&aAtacléx manld, etlhsee wihmage of Chiandich wi t h
theé European visitors iticcok rteathea tilaeThe definigdentmfsiobcl envpahyad!
these smaller sculptures are glephantine noseslhe giant faces of Tloloc/Chac witheir long, recurving trunks,
their broad face and deep set eyes illustrate the elepkasentially, the nose of the elephant is proposed as the
indication of the image representing theng-noseldrain-god, as it is labeled by the anthropologists/archaeologists.
Examples of the Chacds nose curve up aslnothérexarptes thé ep har
trunk hangs down and then curves up as if begging for fisgentially, the same set of elephantine faces are found at
all the major Mayan archaeologicsites at Chichen Itza, Labna, Uxmeltc. in the Yucatan or Xunantunich in Belize,
and other locationsThe RainGods of the Maya all have recurving and, potdgtiavater-giving trunks (as if the
elephant has just filled his nose with watdt)may curve up and then down or down and then up with the tip
sometimes curling under atthe end ofthetéink s ee t hese noses as el elpothavat 6s t

a point or coil o f t .hifdhere Wweeemhyaoubt dbsut theufisakios of the Naryaeos thenLong d
Nosed Rain God you can see it in their temple architecture in the YucataHargaStierlin, Mayan specialist, said
thatyucanseeflon t he fa-ade of the Place of Masks, or 06Codz

rain god has an obsessive qualitis protruding eyes, long shaped nose and rigorous frontal symmetry cover the

whole buildingall indicateelephané The general public is not as firmly indoctrinated as academiés dreour

experience, the random tourist identifies the facial shapes as elephantoid instead of being similar to the macaws of the
academicians! know this;| asked them nothinmor e t han, fAWhat does this i mage |
respond¢Elephant§o®

A.10.b.2 MesoamericaProboscideaDepictionsi CodicedGlyphs

There arenanyreports of Proboscidean depictions in ancient codloesks)from Mesoamericawithout doing a
comprehensive review, these appear tgémerallytrunks or elephant heads, often as part of a head@dms$siten quite
l'i kely r el at e-Headedgode’P E%lregerieral] opimion waries widely on how elephantine they appéar
course most reviewers are influenced by their opinion that there we@ntemporaryAmericanProboscidea

fAéfrom the zool ogi cal t— ottt —h =
represented in the Codices Troano agd Cortesianj\},/Ia yan "Gl yphs Wi rtubn kTstol e phan
recalltheelepbant €6 and fAi s ur - 5
elephanb’*? Another source listefive instance®f 421 ) e @ / . E@ E:E
mammothsn these two codice®3 v 151 PR 2 i R e
1 A Mesoamerican manuscript Mayanist compited g = - (= '
list of sevendifferent typesf Mayan glyph | @ = »
characters t-hat makpartofhé e v — & . 5
glyph.714715716 717 Eemale Asian elephants either sk D5 i
lacktusksohave very small t] The ' elephant-trunk’ affix, with its associations,
hard to see unless the mouth is open; the first glyph
appears tperhapsefled afi t u and dlso reflects the most elephaatint r u n™s hape.
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Thefollowing severaklephantinalepictions have bearalledOImeg likely some of the

fPertheDesden codex, another Mayani st wrot el cefphftnhed sappeaian
13 divisionsof t he di vinatory?®al manac on Dresdenébod

1 Though disputed, some authors believe the Aztec Codex Borgia has an elephantine trunk ;dbmdiepiction is
discussed in greater detail in a subsequent se@fié#t.”2® (I was unable to find an elephantine depiction upon
viewing the Codex Borgia, but did find a sketch of .}

fAaThis god wit h tfrbgeentty depiptdiraMexicdrsmanuscripis kand in she temple ruins in Central
America as the god with a probostile horré ¢'2¢
fAThe god was most often depicted upon the ancient Mays:
the Indiadah elephant. o
Al n Mayan aodicks dvchieioglyahic retiefs, there are numerous representations of the elegatohatt
god of rain callecChacby the Mayas andllaloci n Centr al?® Ameri caéo
TAn 1848 book fAreferred to the fi&ure of a trunk r eseml
fAawhat <clinched t he Rrabbscided hojvayar, evasta caceful seafch fiv ang eeappraisal of the
extant or i gi n aBroughtaoyightweresaverdl dores guite obvious elephants, elephant symbols,
and figures of man wearing elephant headdresse& 732
1 Palenque has a glyph with two more examples of the Pal e nRrabascidé® Headdresses
fiel ephant ®runk prefix.o
fAaiMayan glyphs where elephqg _. ™ i Kes
at least 14 times & @3" '.-0”2 N
fiésince the time of Cuvierif%;?:’ ‘;?’ré wkTr e

intrigued by what appear to be representations of elephartkd ‘-Q/f =
authenticprecCo |l umbi an pictogr®phls %

fAThe il lustrations of the
with theelephant not only the trunk, but the very

characteristic shape of the head with the depression betwe /' ,/'\r"\ N\
the root of the ®Funk and |/ W'\ _

1 From a Smithsonian researcher i The onl y rJ = ‘==
refusal to admit that sculptures and images in thgaMa These are some of the 04

codices are Indian elephants is due to the fact that such grcodices in Mesoamericd’
admission would destroy the foundations of the doctrine ot
an independent evol (3% on of

American cul ture. o

A.10.b.3 MesoamericaProboscidedDepictionsi Olmec Origins

Ol mec ACI ay

depictions inthe subsequent secti@arealsoOlmec (A number of LDS scholars believe the

Olmecs were the Jareditgd2y43 744

TfTRegarding

Meoil oagé/s MAIrstehurma

il n

t he

ol

Toy4o§!

stone statue of a man who seefffed to
1 From the Anthropological Museum of the University of Veracruz in Jalapa there u
to be displayed Ol meacy”f oy el ephants
TAA | argd iekleepshhaomte st at uBotbérbasahte
of basaltic rock of evidently derived from the same source, are known at [nearby]
V e n i akihown Olmec city*8 74°
9 One professowrites that& M e xNatomabMuseum of Archaeology and
Anthropologythere arfielephant head was sculpted on top of a human form during
age of t he t@tcamedroncthelSanunissPotosi af@d5t 752
fFrom the Ol mec La Venta: fithe™bottom
fAAn el ephantds head on a human body.
of the ani mal doesnd6t have much to i
depiction might not be OImeé€*™** Anot her Monte Al ban d
elephantrei ef s are in fact exhibited on t
fAThe entire fa-ade of the building i]s
representations of elephants! The e
cannot be mistaken for anything@lsYet there were no elephants on the American
continentg at least not in recent history. So how would Olmecs who carved the
building know anyfthing about el ephan

A.10.b.4 Mexico/Central America ProboscideaDepictionsi Remaining List

There argyet many otheProboscidealepictionsfrom Mexico/Central Americasomeof which mg beOlmec in origins

fOne translation: AThe el ephant, or perhaps the mammot !
and architecture. Did pr€olumkan Indians just recreate them after examining his bones? In case, they seemed to
know that elephants had a trunk. In Palenque, Yucatan, were ornaments in the shape of an elephant head and masks ir

relief representng the huge ani mal éo

1 From "Petan Mexig" is a stone "elephant carving®

TfOne description: féat Palenqueé there is the figure of
representedo (female Asi{®h®?el ephants wusually |l ack tusl
1 An 1867 visit to Uxmal described abuildimgi t h fisi x el ephant és headsé the curl

ears aralecidedly elephantine, and even the small piggish eyes are characteristic of pachyderms, though it ought to be

mentioned that t he 7% ¢knsale Asiaelephamts dswally tatkyusks promindnetukks®é)
Anot her description: fAéat Uxmal is said to be the car\
can have been done only by an a5 st who was familiar

1 Per thecontroversial Acambaro Mexico artifact authenticity, both sides have compelling arguments if both are honest
and accurate, which they both candét be; -Nachf"®%%0fal | y i
the 33,000+ ceramic, storemnd jade artifacts, a few have elephantine representations, and some were found with
Proboscidecones 0 771772773774

1 A Mexican anthropology journal lists several depictions of ancient American elephantteeade of whi ch | |
found elsewheré anelephani ne depi ction found id®&fiZapotec relief

18 The | aGeldernHethnotogist/archaeologist] told CK [Clyde Keeleraathor] that there were five elephant
effigies found in Mexico, but that because they had been found by amatefessiomal archaeologists would not

18



accept them. O0Fraud! 6 becd®@®hCn ec htireafn sclrayt eodf qtuhoet ep rw
Geldern tells usé the elephant trunk appears assdsuch i
relief and statue respectively. o

1 At the Hueyatlaco/Valsequillo site near Puebla Mexico (an Olmed
area), with extensive humanteraction evidere, countless bones
have been found of the mammoth, American mastodon,
Cuvieroniinag and by some accounts Rhynchotherium (similar to
Cuvieroniinage may likely be a misidentifie@uvieroniinag.”8 786 787
" paleontologists found sidmoafe
Proboscideavi t h fimany of the bones
mar r ow, o0 F7%H 4 mastodomn hore with animal
depictions fAhad been engraved
still 6greendo and de pjthstbend had|:
a stint at the Smithsonian and got attentiohifa andNational
Geographic’927987947957% (|d|e lunchtime workings of a Jaredite
employee of &roboscideabusiness?)

SampleDepictions of Animals Including
Proboscidedrom a Freshly Carved
HueyatlacoProboscideaBone’8 784

1 Comalcalco Mexico israOlmec city turned Mayan that extensively| |50 /) 4
used brickssome withvariousdepictionsincludingof animals: | R/ A ’ e ("-‘_t
fiét wo bricks eve;the Isritj(sameethbugbttoda@ FIA ’mj J J‘\}%'/ Y
Mayanwith Mayan hieroglyphicand though the timings 6 t 4 e <
clear they are though t7977?87698°°§°é8°28PFA. L s -

(o]

Anothers u mmar y wr ot e: AféComal cal ¥ /\\’Aj" ",? , D eat m
i | ot ~Z : ¢

el ephants among®its hieroglyp ‘
1 An incomplete quote from a compilation of man/elephantine W%W Bl
evidences via a second hand soufcé:n a [ May an] |
to perhaps the fifth century AD.wereufd carved i n®mammoth bone. o
1 One professow r i tDecratiorfs of elephants were sculpted on the ends of the roof tiles in Mexico in the best of
tradition have been found by Nei®®AsSteedeid @associaded Witht i n A mer
Comalcalcothisvery likely isarepeat e f er ence t o the fAelephant bricks. o
1 From "Petan Mexico" is a stone "elephant carviftg."
1 One book listed some elephant evidences known elsewhere but then ggWetan Mexico "Elephant
some | didn@whicadcwgnieeznot sour c e|aving'8” r eader bevare: |
featuring elephants in a seated position, posedoagjthpraying, have been
uncovered as stone pipes in mounds in North America, on temples in th
Yucat an, Mexi co and i n udéoamafootnoted o
tiny photo of an ancient carving that apparently includes an elephant wi
caption of @AEl ephant ® essel det a
1 One professor wrotéAnother small human figurine with an elephant he
has been found in the Mayan WoNtusic Museum, three or four kilomete
north of Antigua, Guatemak#!®
1 Quirigua Guatemala ha®mestones interpreted by som@r. Cheesman for onels elephanting-! 812
1 Dos Pilas in Guatemala has a stela of a warrior wearing an elephartt'nask.
9 A 1921visit to a San Salvador museum noted a stone statue, the interpretation of whether it was elephantine ranged
from fiby no means convincingo % #HSEE doubt o and fAdi st
9 A 1957 visit to gprivateartifact collection near Matagalpa Nicaragla s cr i be d: ibowls with all
head h#&nCréceddes do live in Central Americ&)
9 Published in 1866 were some 1832 Waldeck sketches that showed several elephant depictions at Ralsagee
laterresearch appears legitimatédybe of the opiniorthat Waldeclembellishedheseto make them look
elephanting?! 822
1 The followingPanamatone elephant reports may be redundairhereported that U.S. Vice President Dawes (:925
1929) visited Panama and "a stone elephant aroused hosscurit y s p e ¢ dignlissivglpsaidDawe & muse
a model of a rather doubt f ul 81 pedpsiription of amPlanamanmusebm pieceh a d
fiOne curious object that has puz z liretduppehpart, thefiguresoan | o gi st
el epFafrtom Cocle Panama is a descri®ftOnenbofoka méghit gome d
scul ptured stone elephants of Panamaé®®the man who mad:¢
T Amuseum artifact r om Costa Rica is a described as fdan?®xquisit
9 A dozen otheProboscidegictures from MexicdZentral Americawill be givenlaterin the domestication section
9 Some summariefsom various professors/authors
ofil n Cent r aftradifoma theelephanttfohmecan be clearly seen in Mayan art, both in stone ancuathy
during the last century this has caused great controversy as to its interpré@tion
0 A Texas A&M achaeologist wrotefié the heads of eldgants are prominent in art and sculpture from Mexico,
Central America, and®northern South America.o
ofiPottery vessels with the unmistakable depiction of t
archeological sites in Guatemala, Honduras, and the Ya t84 (The dlomestication section will reference
elephantine pottery from Guatemala and the Yucatan, unknown what has been found in Honduras.)
oFrom a Uni ver si t yElepHanti@agesgare found in schlmuses and in wrilings in MexidzeBe

i ncl

Honduras, af Guatemal a. o

ofié ma mmo t h sformsaleridativa of them, are frequent enough in Maya art... The elephant or mammoth motif
has abundant illustratio® in the motif of Central Ame
ofiln some Mexican rui nsh chagadcsd ¥t omlesp wenmrtes foound wit
oAfAn Aztec image with an elephantés faceé A perfect el
el ephant being depicted in M&soamerican motifs and hi
oAfThe mastodon was evi de retCéntral Amercanwmities, and itsHigure fs pictuned enr s o f
their®walls. o

ofiégeneration of explorers hacked theiriavdhnmnarveledato t he |
apparent signs that elephants, or people who knew them, had alreadyebee&th o

of Any -dyer ehserver could see such elephants among the reliefs at Copan and Palenque, as well as in Mayan

manuscii pts. o
oAEl ephant heads are prominent in ar® and scul pture tt
oTransl at ed: iét ha hmyts tagprpiecaus ienl eMmhyaamt sscul pt uresé wer
the Mayans had before their eyes and had even domesticated: mastodons or prehistoric American elephants, extinct

for centuries, but for the ®laya were very real and cc
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A.10.c CuencaEcuador ProboscidedDepictions
Some background shoufidst be givent o

Cat hol i ¢ ClheactEbuadode@ictiens @réspi grew up in Italy,

became a priest, and earnechasters in anthropology, and doctorates in natural scienagiggering, and musi¢'! He first
came to Ecuador ih923 to collect artifacts, and later in 1926 in a religious r@leespiconnectedo unbelievablywell with
the Indiansaand was so beloved and respeddionumenttheater postage stamstreet namehonorary doctoratend
beatificationall honor hin) thatfor six decadethey gavehim (often when he performed a baptism or marriagyeold to
him thousand®f ancient artifacts- 70,000artifactsby one estimate250,000 by another estimgtaanyof the purchased

items were forgeries his policy was iftheywerd e s per at e

enough

t o ma kbeyingif) 28 ger vy,

845846 847848849 850851 852 853854855856 Ha received a large inheritance from his father, which he used to make more money by
becominga very successful art deglérom hisgreatwealth he was able to purchase many artifacts, sometimes paying as
much as $10,000 a pieceyery substantial sum for his eemd locatiorf5” Aside from purchases, sigreat wealtlalso led to
artifacts indiretly, as by feeding 2,000 students datlye earned respect led to literally many tons of artifacts being given to

him® Ri chard Wi ngate wrote of his photographing Cretdlpi 6s ¢
have capturedonly percent of°® hkenceopileetobntlde plethora of start.l
Crespi regrets that he missed acquiring most of the treasure unearthed in the jungle, including most of the best articles,
because he sitnephl yp rc ocuelsd méftt Timm amdelmmewas deviasiatngly irniaal 962; the common
opinion was that local leftists had burned tuge statelynuseum to help cover their massive theft of gold artifacts that were
not found in the ashé®?8¢ Cr e smusedns

suffered a fire again in 1974nany pieces were School and Museum of Father Crespi, Before the 1962 Fif& 872
stolen, but a vast amount remairfét Crespi was

adamant that thousands of artifacts clearly showgc s

an ancient Middle Eastern influence and he was | © A

certain that the area had been settled anciently b /r”-{‘- ¥ Pt | i
people from the Middle East as mainstream ‘ - TN
archaeology hasndét beel|l | (- b SRR I NN
collection has been disparaged and even more ha i u.umurim,mu:umuu s ’t“'::j,';a.:fcsv‘u‘.t::us::uu:f::mlWLU
been ignored® Though mixed in witHots of uuugy{)&“““‘3,‘“““““”"““;"‘ “ﬁ; e T :
forgeriesi countless thousands detailedartifacts :;‘ i U

(many inmetals,3,000 gold pieces by one estimaté :

that havereportedlypassed assay testsargely T ]

donatedor soldby countlesgoor Indians ovesix Jti38 ﬁi & e -i‘i_; .g 3,

decade$ does thiggargantuan artifact collection A

sound likeit could even possibly beraammoth

conspiracy86 867 868869 870

AttheL DS Ch u rueshB¥d Professpr

Cheesmainvestigatedvisiting Cuenca and havin

hundreds of pictures tak&f 876 In viewing many

Crespi pictures fromiVingate,Cheesmanand othersl found 35 separate

Proboscidealepictions(two of which | believe are likely faké&)and

these werendt | i ke m@emightargue dder they i

elephantine naturiethesewerealmost entirelyunmistakable ;

Proboscideé” 878 879 880 881 882 883 884 885 886 887 888 889 890 891 892 893 894 One

of the Crespi 0 b[Cuwierdonsnadwusksengiaeed with :

figures afdSewtml@uieronimaechave been found in the

greater Cuenca aré¥.

Another local museumhe Konanz Museunhad itscollection beome

the original nucleus of the Museo del Banco Central del Ec#&tf§?3%°

| was only able to obtain one book that showed Konanz artHaitts

contained nind’roboscidealepictions’®® %01

Several authors have written of the many elephantine depidtams

these Cuenca museums:

1 Wingatewrotei The el ephant isnd6t now nat ithreughbubthetCrespi Amer i cas
coll e®tion. o

fTGabriele Baral di frequently visited Cuencailsawee Cr espi
severakecurrings i gns: the sun, the pyr®M d, the snake, and th

f Onebooks ai d: fAln Crespidos collectioné in the %l ates of g

1 A translated quotdiTheartifacts stored in thmuseums oFather Cresi andfrom Max Konanz [another
Ecuadoriarartifact collector] show us clearly thite emblem of this culture was an elephants a sign of
strength. We sedit represented in all parts: in the statues, in thenortuary tablets [tombstonegburial
plates?] in the crowns, inthe scepters in commandin the chestornaments, and in the ritual vases %f
This quotereferenceseveral types of elephantine depictions thate notin the40+depictions that | did see.

1 Another translated summary oftheimmci ent cul ture, based upon a review of
elephant would be their standard bearer as seen in the menés crown and bre
companion of the deceased®, as an emblem of his kingsh

1 A translatedeview of Canari (Ecuador) archaeology lisgal/entowns with Prehispanic tombs that had
irepeated depiction of th% elephant (the symbol of st

fAtranslateduot e about Crespib6s museum | isted itmofdepicti on:

ani mals (elephant
reflects how commdy the elephant was depict&d.

fAnarticle reviewing Cresp
pieces made of <cer amf%

fAnot her transl ated quote:
Afdecenaso] of plaques,
monsters and objects

S

0
nd al

a’inwith tipe &lephantdeirig ane bf pnlyttwo aningla lsstkde thi

a Hike anfmals dfés apgeariorddifferénRe pr e s e n

SO

AThe
S U p p cephaht, peingsfof diffeveintdaces,r e c or d e d
of “possibly

met al
ent

on
anci

pl ates. 0
col-l ection I
w
es

of

unknown technol

ogi

1 Dr. J Manson Valentine twice photographed parts of the Crespi collection; in a very short 1968 journal article

about the Crespi collection he wrote much about the etepfid
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ofécarries implications of tremendous i mportance i f
and other animals unknown in South America in recent times.elEphants appear as heads
constituting portions of composite, symbolic figurires, or they occupy conspicuous places in outline on
tablets of stone or goldalong with various different emblem&o far as the author is aware, no other
collection in Ecuador or in Peru contains such anachronistic material However, a golden elephant

e figy has recently been unearth®d at an archaic site

OAA tremendous amount of work remains to be accomplis
an authenticity test must be run on the whole collection. So far, sults@long this line reflect favourably
toward Father Crespi. One of the ol dest families i
the coll ection i s ge Atleashwe know theretephants end thengbld tabletsari nal . 6
oké 0%4
1 Onepersonwho visited Crespi and photographadnyof his piecescommented fiReappearing el epha
at all to South Americaé concededelephintsdthce t hat t he |

TA magazine arti cCrespps auwrdtebniMawbhdo Batwri guing were the
bronze, brass and gold. Many bore strange inscriptions and hieroglyphic symbols. Others were replete with the
engravings of incongruous animalelephants snakes, jaguars, wild beast§ evef% ki nd. o

fReferring to Fat htmanslat€juets piiéa tafFrgechumber of engraved

form a | ibrary, where there would be enclosed the chr

elephantsé But in those places extinct 10,000 yemfi200 ago.
A.D., theelephantswe r e un®k#o wn. o

1 Thoughlikely not referring toCuenca museum artifagtsn Ecuadorian governmenmtientific journal n 1958 sai:
iThe el ephant decorative moti f i n 1 whchundoubsedpirdlleacedeare o f

Ecuadorian culturesé Recent discoveri es represemtdiensgr ovi I

elephantsin archaeological objects of stone and brorf8&%° (Bronzehascopper a Konanz museum artifashows

threeProboscideait r i mme d wi??h( Azowapye ri.sd0 )Cuencads provin®He, Cana

In 1980 withCrespi in the hospitalandpgd e bel i evi ng thegowmmentdtimedntsewnwofthe icaentel

bank of the government) purchased from the Salesian Qhaeright to take any artifact they wantechen they came
unannounced to take it, Crespi was incensed and left thé@dlpbpt was physically restrained by soldiers from stopping the
loading®?* Varioussources tell the disposition differently, it appeties Museo del Banco Central bougher 10,000

numberof pieces, other thousands wensgyeral othemstitutionsand organizationsandotherthousands were discarded

due to being considerddrgeriesor unimportantunfortunately many were discarded due to the paradigm that Middle
EasterfiMediterraneainfluence reflected forgerya fewsaurces say much of it was stol and/ormuch ofit wasshipped to

the Salesian Order in Turin Italy or to thatican925 926 927 928929930931 932933934935 Onefi s @lrfo mot er 0 made wup
about other arti f ac tbenasveandugh milow credibiNyessupsof one persein af thd nthmyd t
forgeriesto erroneouslydetract from the many thousands of legitimate artifatts see some of thgostfire artifacts, watch
avideomade by &cottish Academy of Sciences team (@thincludedastronaut Neil Armstrongyhich, inspired by

Cr es pi 0s usurdedsfallgdaaiched nearbycave for artifact§3 937

lCrespi Gold Proboscide&®
In the Namangosa Valley, about 50 miles from Cueiica,kh e most extr 1 d a _a.nd
momentousif n d aCuwidroniinagtooth wasadiocarbord at ed t o 35 3 0| %
[the recent tooth] explained the stone artifact of a carved elephantine creature that yvgs

recovered from an ancient crevice burial in the Namangosa Valley. It also explainefl &
carvedetphartl i ke heads on stone mor ¥drmher e ¢ B
vividness with which an elephalike animal was rendered in the stone pieces discovdrgs
in the Namangosa stone strongly suggest that it had to be alive in Ecuador within the &
memory ofthe tribes that produced these artifacég

ag ent

Conventional wisdom varies, but tddfering opinions put thestart of theseadvanced
civilizations in south central Ecuador msichcloser to today than to the conventional
dating forProboscideaxtinction,andthey putthe even more highly advanceldgses
such as metal workingf these civilizations afar more recently*' Cuenca is so
teeminglyand convincinglyecentlyelephatine, that the cyniavho electsto be skepticatan only ignore théelephantm
the roond, as he cannot coherently rational@gayC u e n copidus and concretelatively recent elephantirevidence®*?

A.10.d Other South American ProboscideaDepictions
In addition to the Cuenca depictions, there are mamgr@outh AmericaProboscideardepictions:

fSome petroglyphs near La Vi ct or fheads\OeeleghanB€4 have been
Cuvieroniinaeskeletons have been found at La Victdffa.
9 Similarto the Cuenc®roboscidead one i n gol d, o n enbibiocsdd dravengsoofeteghantsddi n  Co |

goldendi sks have been recovered frdfm an airport construct

1 Onebookwr i t es: fACarvings of the elephant have all been
treatisethenliss) é Cal i , %€ @Pérapshhissithe 8ame as the prior listing?)

1 A1968 articlereports féa gol den el ephant effigy has recently bee

Co | o nf¥ i(Samedasn the above poir)

1 A 1930 newspaper article digsses aartifactfrom a gold collectionfound near Tuquerres Colombia, displayed in
San Franciscobds de Youn paddcesdatal breast ffiaferwbich meudes & paim & mastodarc e
or elephant tusks perfectly represented in gold, &odtahree inches long. The question immediately arises as to
where the makers of this piece ever saw any elephant or mastodon, as none of these animals has been native to the
Americas in rece®® geological epochs. o

1 Several sources discuss how in thél&aof the Statues near San Augustin Colombia are statues that depict etephants
other sources show a single depiction that is less than certainly elephantine in my.5ptfigef 955 956 957

TfOne book talks about how i n Co lelephdnts engravédéndacks,werem gs o f
confirmed by the deposits of b o ?eske Brabastidearemaids obhorses s s
have been found throughout the Americas.)

fIl'n Ecuador: #AA mor e s-kgCuvierenihaef features canfbe sedn én thencay artdadte af
later cultures recovered in other areas: a standing clay figurine from the Pisco area of the northern Mesa, and a seal

stamp from Tungurahua (ca. 400B.¥ Pi ct ur es ar e descwiitbre delassph &irPto tftesatyu
and ASeal stamp with styl i ed elephant features. Tun
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http://youtube.com/watch?v=H0sxtOsXMqA

fI'n Iisting el ephant i ne Démnptiveimpressioss,basaalidétengsy oo theceranoicr wr i t ¢
pl atter i n Ecuad o Probsscidegheweter] thesdatohgoh thegkatte] n@ay not be sufficiently valid
aspreCol umiBf% an. o

9 From a museum piece from Pachacamac PeruPraboscideaare Peru Terracotta Broken Plate with Two
painted on a terracotta plateotight to be from A.D. 5083 964965 Proboscide!

fTAn archaeol ogist reports of a 0
animal resembling a baby elephafft

fPerubds Cumbe Mayo is famous for
petroglyphs®” One sour ce r ep or aispetrogiyis,a
including some that rfsemble wd

1 Anything thatviolates conventional wisdom gets called frauduleht
d o n 6 t whietheo tihe famous 10,0605,000Ica Stones (decorated
stones in Perwgrepossiblyauthentic oentirely not (both sides have
appealingargumentsand at least one of the sides must have
inaccuraciefalsehoodsn their arguments if they are athenticcould
they be preNoah®®° | did find onelca stone depicting alear
Proboscide@™

1 Near Cuco Peru is Marcahuaghere many people report stones of various animals includiagphants, but |
believe these aneeither persuasie elephantinenor manmadé&?: 972

fTFrom Per u: iCarved on the outside of the i ntfwithtet i on c
distinct tusks and a |l ong trunkéeé It is very curious t
cave, as there had never b®en any elephants in South /
TA pitcher found in Per u Ceveroningg t hbafihehdwseft hemawhoddDbDn(
position they af%pear in Maya script.o

fAFor example, in Peru there is a sixth century stele

Peru at that time.o
9 Tiwanaku Bolivia was meioned beforeit has two stone carvings thaften have been interpretedelepharine
heads with ears, tusks, and trunksme see different interpretatiossch as condog8 977 978 979 980
fTOne book after discussing a argspacimensdispouened in Siwanakueasover i An o t
1.8 meters of depth, symbolizes®the jaws and teeth of
TAn article discussing ancient ceramic musical 1instr ume
instruments that resemblt®e shape of a long elephant trunk and says most of the wind instruments are inspired by
figures of animalgnoisedbi n t hi s case el e®hants and mammoths. 0
9 In 1911aBoliviangovernmens ci ent i fi ¢ publication di s cectossetlethirdhr ee fin
being from fithe current SulP% (Astdbprefdacis @ Bolividnprovirice govrnor Ri c ar
Uyuni is a southern Boliviaprovince capitglMr. Cruz was also a wealthy mimavning businessmat§? %8599 After
discussig the first two collections, the publication then reports
oAFinally, the private c oréptesentgréeatethnogrdphidvaligakiggunmaacaurite ct o f
the price actually intrinsic to itNearly all of that interesting collectiomisists of pieces, in faint thin plates of gold
and precious stongamong which stand out, turquoise and malachite [copper ore sometimes used in jewelry],
finding these stones cut into small balls and rollers or microscopic fragments, barely one sidslpuolithout
exception, having a single element, the holsttimgthe threadsustained by the neck of the deities [dignitaries?] of
the time, serving by the same account as amulets on necklaces, which incidentally would not be used today. These
necklaes are still found in the prehistoric cemeteries of Bolivia and Peru, next to the female mummies.

To conclude with regard to this valuable collection, | have to refer tfatheus golden platesThese pieces, very

thin and malleable, coated sheets,alenade of pure metal and wiixquisiteart, given the known circumstances,

the absence at that time, of instruments and utensils necessary for today for sucBomuekof these plaques
represenhuman figures, and others, these in greater numbeénsakbfigures. Of this latter groygtanding out are
thefigures of thegreatantediluvian [preN 0 a h 6 s pathydermgklgphantsjwvhich today can only be appreciated

in museums, in fossil skeletons, of the order of mammals to which | referred, ial¢lo@tological collection of the
Museo de La Platehigenatural sciences museum in Argentindifjese plates, real sheets, they are found, though

in small number, in the museums of Lima, Santiago, and Buenos Aires, bringing the memory of others, gven toda

found in excavati®%ns made in Col ombia. o

oThe term fipachyd®Pwbosaideai s referring to

AThewordipachyder mo i smammaliartaxanomicootdetithtsistne ldnger used

AThe dictionary gives the f i r te thickskifned) nonrumnantundulatdsp a c h'y
as the elephant, hi [ The sedtorddefisition givendn the digtionancfar os . 0
fpachyder mo i fdelephant. o

AFrom my reading, when | found Prbbescidear m fipachyder mo,
AThough when inputting fipaquidermoo by itself into C

several differentompleteSpanish sentencediiistead givesie |l ephant . 0
A Wikipedia gives a list of pachyderms: $txoboscidearhinos, hippos, aawarks, tapirs, and four pig/ho§¥.
1 Saying they can only be found today in museums as fossils would eliminatdlthBve tapirs, aardvarks,
and pig/hog animals
fThough known from North Amer i c ahnoslandhippoger ihSouthound a
America; however the toxodon, which is somewhat similar to a rhino/hippo, was from South Aftierica.
AThe adjreabt iavles oi t r an fitd Pacbasaidedaetier than any ghepossiblepachyderm.
1 A remarkably adept internetreseaeach f r om Ki ev has posted two pictures, |
that show a rather large stone figurine of a competdoscideabody, complete with a large stocky body, large ears,
distinct tusks, and a long truf#

{1 From Huaycama (Argd¢ima) an axe was fountdh at was descri bed as RE¥®®PY an del
TfOne book I ists various animals fAment i omedhenithelist he | it er
includes elephants; knownif this references locationohmentioned abov¥’
1 Though wknownwhat evidences are being referredgb o ok reports: Al n South Ameri c:
show what appear to be elephants, but the drawings of the Maya are too stylized to say with any degree of
c er t &% The bmk a@lsosaysevidence of more receRroboscideds: il ndi an carving®% in Sout
TfAnother book also gives no details: AAmong the items f

found i Asia.o

1 More South American depictions will bieted inthe domesticatiosection.

fOnesummary: ABut without doubt, the mastodon or el ephar

religious beliefs of both Souh American and Mesoamer.i
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A.10.e ProboscidedPictorial Depiction Summary

A very conservativ@roboscidealepictioncountwill be madeby following thesemiserlyassumptions:

wh e

No ok

Will normallyassume the average is three when thegplural but unspecified quantities of depictions

Will not count thedozens oflepictionan Mesoamericarodices or glyphs

Will not count thethousands oflepictionsreferred to irthe section on trurkke architecture décor; these are
elephantine in appearance but in particular are not generally considered definitively elephantine

Will count depictionsnot yet discussedyutdiscussedaterin thistreatise

Will not count any depictions described in this treatise as likely ineal&purious

Will not count 20% of thestill remaining depitions in order to drop the most questionadsiéeastdocumented
Will reducethe still remainingcountby a verypessimisticone halffor possiblefraud, error,recentcreation pre-
Jaredcreation,nonelephantine intentynknown potentiatepetitive referencingor any other invalidating reason.

This last $epi of being very conservative by only counting one half of the remaining depiétti@ukices the remaining

200+ depictions to still givgust overl00valid ancient AmericafProboscidealepictions Most of these depictions are quite

obscure and relaely unknown. The ones that are more knoWwave receivedenerallyunfair dismissalshrough the years
based on the certitude tHatoboscidead i d n 6t ¢ o e (¥hisfalseprawiisé ik finafyaennct) or the certitude that they
dnot ciwelyg redergly(domirating premise todaylThose who have accepted the implication of more recent
depictioncreation havdargelyassumed they were reflective of trasteanic contagthis also isa politically-incorrect
minority view.) T h iitsc affbeto mis neflestedtin a few quotes:

di

|l

|l

1

f
f

From one prominent Proboscideantologist: ANo undi
[usage here was anything not a mammoth] in the flesh. Archaeologists tend to consider objeetdyreepicting
mastodonts as either forgeries or a4 i stic i mages

S

put e

of @

From the same person: AThere are no known cave painti:H

clearly and unambiguously portrayd®lis-era [era of extinction per conventional wisdom] images [of
Proboscideg!°3

From another prominent Probosci deant oifoakdrawing of a putdtive
proboscidean in Utah and perhaps one other, there is nothihg New World to suggest a lengthy association with
mammot hs and ot H®r extinct species. o

h

t he

From one book: fAéthe possibility of the representatior

highly d¥sputable. 0
fiWher e t hen ddremdsdntatiors ergieate® Theypohigmnate, say the scientists, in the eye of the

beholder or the hand of the hoaxer, and there are no authentic representations of elephants to be found anywhere in

preCol umbi an'® A merica. 0

9 Finally, bewailing the mindseh gai nst el ephantine depictions: iThe refu
al ways seemed to be somewhat futile and one®Wi s surpri:
Foraclassic example of this p r e méngfeascvergundestandable bustill-wrong mentality, see Appendixdi t 6 s t he

most indepth revieweveronthe Copan Stela Blephantinaelebate These dismissalniakeblithe assumptiosthat thereare

j

ust fraudblentor midinterpretedd ut | i e r s 0 nomeof todkaid Bmericas Proboscideantologists are aware of

the magnitudeof thedepictionevidence- asthis treatise contains yhugemarginthe largest list ever compiléf®® For
example, in referring ta FloridaProboscidealepiction on bonea Smithsoran anthropologisin 2011s a i Tdhere afe
hundreds of depictions of proboscideans on cave walls and carved into bones in Europe, but none from-Aimédrica
now 0t009101010111012 The depictiorist is simplyfar too long andlarge to beblithely dismissed asntirely 100% erroneous.

Along with theabundantuman artifacts found witRroboscideatheseplethoricdepictions represent overwhelming
evidence that man did coexist wiBoboscidea And, as will be reviewednorelater,a very significant numbenf these
depictiongdirectionally or stronglypoint to far more recent existence tha@mati s accept ed by Aconvent.i

A.11 ProboscidefHuman CoexistenceEvidenceat Time of Book of Mormon Translation

Coexistenceedence found in Missouri in 1838k very often been cited as the first evidenderoboscideacoexistence
with American manit receivedsignificantdiscussion in scientifiand other circleghough for quite somtme it was largely
disbelievedand often mockeépm101410151016101710181019102010211022102310241025102610271028 Those i n Jos e p hos e
believed in traditional Biblical timing generalbelievedthe AmericarProboscideavere antdiluvian (pre-flood) in nature
thosein the same eravho believed in longethan Biblicaltimeframesdn particularbelievedProboscideao have predate
American maﬁozg 10301031 103210331034 10351036 1037 1038 1039 1040 1041 After having tedioulg travailed throughmanyhundred
AfGoogl-E®d3 P@reublications with words bdMmadphaditeovibredd/ so o
combinationsplus having bendéed from an antLDS critic exhaustivelydoing the samd, 6 v e sbnuepraal&30
coexistencevidencs or potential evidences

1

|l

|l

An obscuremuseum list published in 1826 described a tusk frafertuckyhuman burial mound (the tusk is
described as five theslongand t hus of a .)'fyTheumuspunmiist did notaite this sisggestivef
coexistencel have found nathersourcereferring to this finl, let alone labeling i&s coexistencevidence

One antiMormon says Joseph Smith may have gothe idea ofecentelephants fromis1 8 2 0  g'lwceontinaed
says he;to receive, by every mail, specimens of minerals, and drawings of ancient works, accompanied by
descriptions of them; specimens of something either curious or valuable reddtieenatural history or antiquities of
this country. The objects themselves are nemmeall over this great secomgaegion.lt is indeed nothing but one
vast cemetery of the beings of past ages. Man and his works, the mammoth, tropical animate casia tree, and
other tropical plantare all found here reposing together in the same formatianBy what catastrophe they were
overwhelmed and buried here in the same strata, | know not, unless it was the gener@dé&ltRjé. However the
anttMormonselet i vely only gave the bolded words and sai

r

f

d

=
3
=

t h

cumoms to be the mentioned dAtr opi c athorbeleveththdseswer Howe Vv e

antaliluvian, wheras the Jaredite history is pditivian.

An anttMormon says Joseph Smith may have gotten the idPeoboscide&human coexistence froem 1819
publication describingome Middletown New Jersey marl pits where botfidephand [ ma maoothtarid some
human artifacts were fouridhowe\er the aticle describes not singlemarl pit, but a marl regioand makes no claim
the tooth was found with human relicAdditionally it has more focus on the many ocean creatures fouthd marl

i so obviously the author was not somehow implyingreltl items were contemporaned$ 10461047 | found no
othersources citing this as evidence of coexistence.
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9 This same antMormon did later findaquoteinarl 8 06 b o o k f At@ condidargble distashce batk of St.
Louis, in Upper Louisiana, thereaslarge parcel or body of both animal and human bones, mixed altogether
promiscuously, over a space of ground of 300 yards, some lying, and others stickB®gmup of the largest order
were presented to the Baron Carondolet, while in that country, whagrunced them to W%l ong

o«

This quoteds ualsohobehinddosr d8ldayPhil adel phia book quot e:
some other enormous ani mal é A square of saesaltsprimglis hund:i
filled with them; and what is stil!/ more extraordinar)

gentlemen at St. Louis collected several sets of the teeth, some of which were but little decayed, and presémted the
the BaronCarondéet at New Orleans. They were compared with those of the elephant; and it was the opinion of the
Baron, that they ¥%®Thesaqasas eluded me fimg 2@4edmote)rthely alsb eluded othass

they were not referenden extensive centurglus coexistence debat@hese appear to habeen found by Pierre

Chouteawnearthe Osage River t hese ot her sour ceS®WilRHt menti on huma

1 An 1802 publication describes a 1795 South Carolina canal dig thatFsahdsideabones at nine feet below the
surface-the aut hor trénanrkable that among fihestbeivese found the arm bone of a man, in a state
of pet riP+#95al¥eL0%5 Bhis sodirce made no comment about a possible coexistence interpretatiofousid
no othersources citing this asexistencevidenceor evenmentioningthe human arm bone

1 TheLewis and Clarlexpedition recorded having foundigp ai nt i ngi of Mas s onat sds Bbone
many decades later it was determinectizely where these were and that one of the anpmtdgrapls wasof a
Proboscidea?®819591060 Thys this could not have been a-{i&29 source of coexistence evidence.

1 An 1833 American book describes three elephantine depictions in an Illinoig&atsubsegently learned (my
2045" footnote) this 1833 informatioariginally came from due toobvious plagiarism with no citations) an 1809
book published in London by an Englishman who travelled the worldadentered this cave in 180821963 Both
of these refeences were not picked up by the scientific community, as it constantly referred to the 1838 Missouri
discovery (discussed above) as being the first coexistence evideéboed other sources referencing the 1833
sourceputnot the 1809 source.

1 First pwlished inFrenchin Parisin 181Q then in Englishin London in 1814, onauthorfound inthe Aztec Codex
Borgia a priest 6s wandesckibed amalephantne ttunkdtiee dauthertsgetulated this may have
been due to Asiatic contat%*1065106610671068 This passage waalsoin an 1827 London publicatidd®® The same
Frenchauthor briefly alluded to this same elephantine trunk in another French work that was translated in
English/London in 1821270 | believe itis this same depictiotiat is referredo in an 182300k on the history of

Ci

Tennesseap until 1768 A The masque [ mask] of a Mexican priest is

represents an el ephantédés trunk, similar to Ankeecahead

S (

is reasonable to conclude t ha¥ Asdestasdasasograimtiiadex was br ol

Borgiaitem received exceedingly scant (129 attentionand subsequent attention was not significant or generally
supportive of tk elephantine interpretatidff21°”3 | looked at good pictures of each page of the Codex Borgia, but
was unsuccessful in findinghich depiction was interpreted as an elephantine tRifk.

9 To be reviewed in a subsequent sectgmmebelieve soméndian legendseflectProboscidea Thomas Jeffersqra
Proboscideaaficionadohad heardf legendsandhadtold Lewis and Clark to look for possibRroboscideaothers
had also heard of oth@roboscidedegends before 182However these Indian legendsProboscileg which
generally include clearly false itemgere notbelieved bythe majority thepandevenless so by 1829

Of the above possible physical coexistence evidemegguess is thahe publication most likely to have been read by
Joseph Smith by 182and also be interpreted by him as evidenderoboscideacoexistence would be the 1823 history book

of Tennessed believe one would be hard pressed to argue that the odds of Joseph Smith having done so would even be as

high as one in a millionBy far the best argument for Joseph having heafroboscideacoexistence by 1829 would have

been the Indian | egends, as they did receive a f ®&ften amou

also reviewed with these Indianleged s wer e a coupl e of | hagingdonnd shatomouldeagpeaf r o m

to bedecomposing elephantine trunkdowever in 1829 (as well as today), these legemdkstoriesvere not generally

accepted asonvincingevidenceglegendreview tofollow later), and clearly the prevailing opinipn par ti cul ar | y
opinion in 1829 was thaProboscideahad either predated American marpoedategostdiluvian American manThe Book

of Mormonwasclearlycontrary to prevailingnd experiil829 ginion on human/elephantine coegiste, though it was
consistent withthe 1829 minoritypothaware of andbelieving of the Indian legends.

Though the first evidence &froboscidehuman coexistence is usually cited as occurring in 1888k well overa century
for theidea of coexistenc® move frommostlyrejected tovidely accepted; though there wesmeearly acceptancstarting
in 1838 there waprimarily skepticismstill a century plus late?”>10761077 For example, a Smithsonian report in 1908 said

t

fi

evidence of humaRfoboscidea&t o e x i st ence was fiabsol u®®3omye poiat to findsirgthei N Nor t

1920s and then particularly the 1950s as to when opinion started to be more materially accepting of infét&sfion.
1952 artiiods efthiwnatute bave imf&ct been known for more than a hundred years, but the inertia of scientific
opinion in the twentieth century has until very recently offered considerable resistance to the idea that man and mammoth

were contemporaneous in Amera . 0 Finally today bytheexpeérts;,butclearlyitwas wel | acc

overwhelmingly rejected when the Book of Mormon was translated in 1829.

A.12 Domestication Evidence

The following paragraphisave severdhscinatingevidencesndindicabrs d Proboscidean domesticatioifhe general
evidentiary caveats and cautions given in the prior sections apply here aSevaltalof the belowevidencesre of lower
quality with respect to clear credibility, multiple verification, and/or pictwalability; please remember the varying levels
of confidence and uncertainty

A.12.1 Silver-Ringed Tusks ina City
Some large ancient cities near Paredon Mexico were destroyesuidg@rancient mudslideElephantine excavations there
were reporteéround 1903y Dr. Leon, a wetknown National Museum of Mexico archaeologist, inewYork Herald
theLos Angeles TimegtheMilwaukee Free Presshe New &ntury Paththe American Antiquariaras wellin as other
newspapergéwas a wire reportandpublications 1081 108210831084 1085 1086 1087

AThediscoveries which have been made in Mexico by Dr. Nicholas Leon, to which we have already made some
reference, are receiving something of the widespread attention which they dé3eiew York Herald produces
an interestig account by Dr. Lean

dr'he discoveries made at ParadBaredon] in Coahuila, are the most extraordinary that have been made in

Mexico, and possibly anywhere in the world. The excavations made so far show that a large city was buried not far
from the preent town of Paradon by an immense amount of earth, which was evidently wasainefdoto the

mountains by flood.
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Portions of buildings so far unearthed show that the-edy least the largest of the cities that were covered by the
debris of the flood,Here being at least three cities destroyesas very extensive. The indications are that there

were many massive structures in the city and that they were of a class of architecture not to be found elsewhere in
Mexico. According to the estimates of teeientists under whose directions the excavations are being made, the

city in question had a population of at least 50,000.

The destruction wrought by the flood was compleéd&eletons of the human inhabitants and of the animals are
strewn all through the debris... Most remarkable of the minor finds made at Paradon is that of the remains
of elephants. Never before in the history of Mexico has it been ascertained positively that elephants were
ever in the service of the inhabitants. The remains of theegphants show plainly that the inhabitants of the
buried cities made elephants work for them.Elephants were as much in evidence in the streets of the cities
as horses.Upon many of the tusks that have been found were rings of silv@1088108910901091

The evidere of domesticatiois twofold i Proboscideahaving been found commonly within the ¢ignd with silver rings
around many ofteir tusks-- theimplicationbeing thathese rings werlkely usedwith reins similar to bitsised with
horses.Howeverwhile several sourceeport this find, they athppear to use much of the same wordthgs implying there
may be a single original source for this informatitusgreat cautioris warranted®? On the other hancaradigm
breaking evidence is ofterot pursiedas it isunderstandablgeemed too suspeend many leading publications chose to
report this, and it was attributed to a prominent Mexican archaeologist.

A.12.20n Top of Paved Stone
Somewhat similarlynearConcordiaColombia  paed stone chanal was found, through which the salt water had been
led to the boiling house. In thigone channel was found the complete skeleton of a mastod@uvieroniinag¢ whose
tusks measured 5 feet in length. The ivory is in good preservation, and there seemnesaigoodo believe that the animal was
killed by the landslip whilst drinking the salt water. | have seen necklaces taken out of Indian graves formed of beads made
of sections of the fangs of the molars of mastodofi$e perfect preservation of the bonedsremarkable that | do not
believe that these could have been fossil teeth which the Indians dug up and employed. | am inclined to think that the
mastodon was contemporaneous with man in recent times icotinigry0'°%® Several sources up to the earlyd009 cited
this as an example of reca@Pitoboscideal 941095 109610971098109911001101 \Would it have died in a civilized location because it
had been domesticatedWas this one and the Pared@mboscidedilled in the A.D. 34 destruction®?

A.12.3 By an Ancient Road
Simi | a mearyhe cityioffezcuco [near Teotihuacdhexico], one of the ancient roads or causeways was found, and on one
side, only three feet below the surfaiteywhat may have been the ditch of the rahdre lay theentire skeleton of a
mastodorjquite likely not an American mastodgnlt bore every appearance of having been coeval [contemporary] with the
period when the road was usead he suggests that these animals may have been the beasts of burden of these ancient
inhabitants 1&°311041105110611071108 \\/ere all of these in populatealdvanceetivilization areas due to being domesticated?
As referenced earlier, ma®yoboscidedoneswveref ound at fia si ti eeraPwlosciddaites topuid a mi d s 6
the pyramidsn Mexico?'® Af t er r ev i eewwanyg niahsitso diocnadu,is 186 e aut hor wr ot e

fitThe number of the remains of this huge anima]Proboscide$found on the table land of Mexico, and in the
valley itself, isastonishing Indeed, wherever extensive excavations have been made of late years, theye
almostalwaysb een met with¢eé I could not avoid, at the ti
together, and feeling inclined to believeé that th
seem, in the instance | have cited, toe coevalcoexistentjwith the undated works of man, may have been
subjected to his will, and made instrumenrdl by the application of their gigantic force, to the transport of these
vast masses of sculptured and chiselled rock, which we marvel to see tyin positions so far removed from

their natural site. The existence of ancient paved causeways also, not only from their solid construction over
the flat and low plains of the valley, but as they may be traced running for miles over the dry table land drihe
mountains, appears to me to lend plausibility to the supposition; as one might inquiiieto what end the labour

of such works, in a country where beasts of burden were unknovnt*°

me
e e )

Another author revieed the above arghid Hdll the ancients someeans of taming these beasts into laborers for their
gigantic a&PEhitecture?o

A.12.4 Cuernavaca Proboscideawith a Platform
An archaeol ogist wrote: HANear QooehH.tAl aofM&Jntéd
Monday in 1940, unearthed a porcelalaphant figure bearing a seated human being on
the backé At the same spot two other el ep
carved stone, the other of pottef$'41151116 5 Thi s b r o k eearly &in elpphant
with a plat f%rAmodrmeirt slelsazak pdi on was:
with a headless oriental rider, extracted from the Teocalli Mound, Cuernavaca, Mexid
Dr. H. A. Monday, together with two locally made imitationssione, also found in the
burial "ound. o

Cuernavac%Mexmm Sketch I
Pbostibedis NPty

(0]

-

(@)

A.12.5 Chichen Itzai Two Domesticated Depictions
Three stories down inside Chichen |1tz4g
fian elephant showrin one case with straps running down his side to githings and
another elephant with a basket on his backo carry passengersand a horse that in full
color, shown as a beast of burden. [ S
templesisalifs i z e d €¥°éthdr sonrtes kave reped Chichen Itz&@roboscidea
artwork, though this may only be trunks or parRabboscidedaces that some find so convincing and others find not
persuasivél?0112111221123 Qne summary for some of these Chichen ltza elephantine representations (which applies
gene al Il y) was fdAwhich many generations of antiiugiureybeames t oo
told elephants could not possibly have existédl.

A.12.6 Panamanian Stone Elephantine Idol Strapped with a Load
For an elephant figurefund i n Panama, it was written: féthere is no r
perfectly acqguainted wi%tThhelp éplainghe betow guote feom a Wetloan aechakeaogigt,s . 0
it should be noted th&roboscideaare reported as the only known rprimate mammal with forwarending hind knees:

iThe most astonishing of the [ s stikinglylandiolwiouslgelephantimene be ar
that itcannotbe explained away by any of the ordin#mgories of being a conventionalized or exaggerated tapir, ant
eater, or macaw. Not only does this figure show a trunk, but in addition it has the Hikdesirs and théorward -
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bending kneesof the hind legspeculiar to the elephants Moreover, it shows a load or burden strapped upon its
back. It is inconceivablethat any man could have imagined a creature with the flapping ears and peculiar hind knees
of an elephant, or that any human being could have conventionalized a tapir to this extegtmifa there is no
doubt that the people who built this temple and reach such heights of culture in Panama in prehistoric times had either
seen elephantbad domesticated some species of mastodam were in direct and frequent communication with the
Orient and had hear d d¥®3&HEIPE0 ons of el ephants. o
Bonampak Mexico Fresco
A.12.7Bonampak Mural Painting!13!
Bonampak Mexico has fascinating colorful large ancient mural painttfig®©ne mural depictg
a battle scene wit h nquplfi¥ gappears to thavea trunkeadnday
small tusk; the | ower @Ajawodo woul dndt malh
rather stylized. Does the painting depict a saddle/harness on its back and back of its hedc
reflecting domestiation? The paintings are thought to be perhaps from A.D. 790, thus gefu
consistent with the Copan/Yalloch timiftj>1136

ajny a

A.12.8 Copan - Ground Zero in the fiElephantine Waro
A Copan Honduras stelthought to be from A.D. 73Ehows twoProboscideawith their
mahouts (elephant masters), passengers, and harnesses/saddtdghdProboscideds shown
below11371138113911401141 (Thes t e Mnahdutshave sincebeenbroken off same archaeologistg
speculated possibly due to opposittorthe elephairie interpreation)!142114311441145 Many
archaeologists have the paradigm tie&entProboscideacould not havexisted and thus have
calledthis Proboscideaa macawtortoise,anteater, tapjisquid,alligator,or bat146114711481149
11501151 (Rigid mindscreateflexible eyes.)For acentury he macawnterpretatiorhasbeenthe
dominant positiomparrotedwithin fivory towerso ( Funny how t he a-ead
deny the ani mal Asg thisstely has becsraheepicent@in t hl Aonkfican
elephantinelebat@, a very detailed review{,000 word$ is givenin Appendix |. Over50
anatomical points are reviewed, and then subjectively weidbtetlvariety of factors The
pro-con scordor the elephantine interpretati®136-32 1 avery strongly elephantinessult but not withoutunresolved
issues, though thesbave potential explanations may bedue toartistic stylization. Thepro-con score for the macaw
interpretation isl8-2361 a definitive debunking of theighly unscientificmacaw myth. The anatoogl debunking is
complimented by a review of thkaw-filled pro-macaw arguments, whidhrther strengthenghe macawdebunking again,
seeAppendix .

ower

However to review lightly just one of the poititshe elephantine eyghown hereirmppears a bit odddheold sketch(this

eye is now brokeand gone from the stglaHowever the remaining elephant eyes on the stela really do look like perfectly
normal eyes. And in the macaw interpretation this eye is a nostril; yet no rfracaMexico down to CostaiBahas any

visible nostrili't hey are al |l hidden in the feathers. This same fil
elephantine pranacaw argument as well.

Elephantine Copan Honduras Stelat>? Yalloch Guatemala Mayan Vase (front ad back)!531154

A.12.9 Yalloch Guatemala Vase
A colored vasdound by Dr. Gann in 1916 ivalloch Guatemala i$ascinating!1°511561157 11581159 116011611162 |t depicts the
Proboscidedn its correctgraycolor. TheProboscidean its hind legs reflects trairg similar to elephants todaylephants
are reported as thanly non-primate mammal with forwarlending hind kneeis and the vase correctly shows this.
However, elephantsave forwarebending high front ankleisthe vase shows this incorrectliRemakably, there are several
similaritiesto the Copan stela:

1 Both mahouts ardying down onthe® r 0 b 0 s beadlagdardapparently carrying a god#f3116411651166
1 Both mahouts appear toossibly bewvearingdistinctivevery long dualplumed headdresses

1 Both Probascideaappear to be carrying a load with some sort of harness around the shoulder area
1 Thevase is thought to be from 6@8®0 A.D., while theCopan stelas thought to be from A.D. 734671168

Thecorrelations tadhe Copan stela strengthen the credibilithofh. One s ummar y wi eléphantegar ds t o
controversyo i s t Wiffidult thinghoee ex@dintdawaly byntns i #®ens . 0

A.12.10 Representation of Elephants Equipped for War
A New York magazinedsB8&@dioorfiRuioned a@Gi ares cdbfe Cantlral Am
base of the pyramid at | zamal, and the repr¥%émMNodetai on, o
is given as to whether this elephantine war pottery was foulzdragl (Yucatan city with pyramid$}’?
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A.12.11 New York Copper Domestication Depiction
As reported imAmerican Archaeologgnd elsewhererffo m Dr . Lar kin i n pr8h&toric racesusedt heor y
to some extent, the great American elephant, anastodon | believe is new and no doubt will be considered visionary by
many readers and more especially by prominent archaeologists. Finding the form of an elephant engraved upon a copper
relic some six inches long and four wide, in a mound on Red Hoxgsk, in the year 1854 and represefiegiarness with

a sort of breastcollar with tugs reaching pastthe hips f i r st | ed me UBWUBYYFYEI°HSBAt t heo
(This was found in western New York; thousands of ancient copper relics have beerhfougtdut the U.S.) He argued:
AiThere is scarcely a nation or people so |l ow in mental ¢
transport some of their heavy burdens or to carry them on their backs. When we consider theemiagoifis built by

these ancient people it | ooks impossible that¥Drhagkin coul d
al so wrote: fAéin South America, a singular ani malnoengr av
doubt was designed for the Mastodon, though it is devoid of tusks. Engravings of a similar character have been found in
several mounds in diff er'¥Hboweser kbelieve ihese senmegasaen vaxt ldastdopbbDr. b o n e .

L a r kveraciyd!®

A.12.12 Bolivian National Museumi Palanguin Vases
Several booksrom 1851and onwardsincluding from some rather prominent peopdd!, of a French diploma€Count of
Sartiges description ¢fvo Aymara vases ithe National Museum iha PazBolivia -- eachvaseshowedelephants painted in
black that are carryingalanquinsféincy seat for carrying important peoplen their back18411851186118711881189 119011911162
119311941195119611971198 Flephants haveftenbeen topped with fancy seats, often for important people.

A.12.13 Konanz Museum- Ecuador
As reviewed earlier, the Konanz Museum collection became the original nucleus of the Museo del Banco Central del
Ecuadort19912001201 | only found one book with Konanz artifact photosf its nineProboscidealepiction photograph®ne
showed an artifact with a person standing on the headPaofleoscided*? However | am sheepish abol
one as it by no means is necessarily reflective of domesticatiomay well be just artistic expressiofa person on top of
aProboscided thus possibly reflecting just art and not domesticattéh.

A.12.14 Other Domestication Depiction Possibilities
A 1956publicationwr ot e (transl ated): Aln Central America, the May
Yucatan andsuatemala, archaeologists have uncovered magnificenmebafsthat they first thought are Asian elephants
carrying bundlesandriderd hese el ephant s altePerhapstthe ¥ucdtan referansd istal Chichen laa,
but | édm n odttheaGuatemealanaeferemcd would be to.

From the Namangosa Valley (about 50 miles fr®®mtGaeencalpl W
standalone stone figurine of an entire elephantine body; below the tusks and trunk is somie finidenb | e 1 t e m. It
the item is held by the lower part of the trunk, it héld by what may appear to be a rope aroundPtheo b 0 s ceclkja a 6 s
whether i6 Becessarilypeing held at all. A Cuvieroniinaetooth from this valley was radiocarh dated to 3530 B.&%

A comment in an online science article read as foll ows:

under the city that had giant rock cart wheels used to carry huge rocks and also has huge elephant tuskehilcarprtne

they used elephants to build Mayan and ¥®ztec cities! Ha
One book in passing states: féwe find ign oSo0outhke Amerki od ta

but then gives ndetal or sourcing*?®® Anotherbook makes a similar South American claim, but also withoutiatsil or
sourcing??°°

As all of thesen this sectiorhave lesgonfidencenone of thenwill be ficounted in the depiction total.

A.12.15 Domestication Summary
These represenb depictions of domesticatdRroboscidedrom 10 locations Howeverseveral of these are of lowquality
with respect taelearcredibility, multiple verification, and/or depiction availabilityrhe Copan stela and Guatemala vase
both cone from the same erand bothappear tgossiblyreflect a duaplumed nahout headdressthusthey increase each
o t h eredibibty. To be reviewed in Appendix I, the Copan stela clearly shows in great detail two domesticated
Proboscidea If authentic,thereport ofmultiple Proboscidedound with silver rings on their tusks, having died suddenly
within ancientpopulatectities, wouldclearly indicatedomestication.The otherProboscideahat died within recent
advanced civilizations maaisoreflect comestication.In totality, these evidences are nefpdethoric as for other premises,
but still a double digit number afomesticatiorevidences isnuchhigher than the number of eviden@gginst
domesticationwhich of course total zero, lol

All of these evidences were found after 1829; | can recallmmpre-1829possibleinferenceof Proboscideadomestication

evidencd based orone tusk being more worn than the otharot what | would consider evidenteas the comment can be
interpretedtwod f f e r e n tmostlikely thepassag@®@as n 6t even tryingel eatl mat edady
overwhelming consensus against domesticationalghe practicallyuniform opinion in 1829.

A latersection will make a sweepingly comprehenswel strongly compellingolid casehat theProboscideavere clearly
coexistent withat least some dhevery sophisticated and fairly recent civilizations of ancient America. If one accepts this
advanceetivilization coexistence contention, then thédihws and dubitable premise would be in defending the notion that
no one in these brilliant civilizations ever thought of domestic&imiposcidea The most aweénspiring Proboscidea
domestication manifestations (not evidences) are, in my opinion, diessarray ofancient Americaistone cites.

A.13 Remarkable Potential Explanation for Distribution Mystery

TheBook of Mormon provides eemarkablepotential explanation for thguite unusualistribution ofmammothsand

American mastodonsf you acce the Noachian flood and that almostRibboscideaemains found are postdiluvian.

Il ndeed, Il 6m not aware of any attractive alternative theo

A.13.a Mammoths and American MastodonsOnly in North America
While roughly 5,700 mammoths or American mastodons have been found all over North America and more are being found
monthly, experts agree that none have ever been found in South America (a mammoth molar fragment was reported from
Cayennein 1863, hough i tdéds been widely rejected as fAuncertain an

to Cayenne; also a 1916 book reports thatlambiwa s fAsai d to have been found in Col
dOUbthl) 12111212121312141215121612171218121912201221 12221223 122412251226 1227 12281229 (|n 2010 a tOOth fOUnd in the 1990s in

Brazil, was identified as being from an fiel ephant o [ mamm
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elephant [mammoth] evidence south of Costa B3 My guess is that it was likelgither preNoah, was transported
there, or is in error.) One reads of fAmastodonso, Amast
are just terminology usage variatidnexperts agree th&@uvieroniinaear e Sout h Arokoscidedd6*¥ (As ol e

Distribution of 265 Mammoth Sites in Mexico and 6 in Central America from a 2003 Study*®

These Hayi identifications
fare questiona

Scale of Miles Mammuthus hayl

México

1. Arizpe, Sonora

2. El Mezquital, Baja California Sur
3. Culhuacén, D, F.

Mammuthus columbi
México
Number localities by state
Oo
15
Isthmus of s
Tehuantepec [ 1620
21-50
(Olmec Center) F 5y 100

Guatemala )
4, La Estanzuel| JUSt 2% of Mesoamerica

5, Guatemala mammoth and American

.. . Honduras . .
Similar pattern for American 6. Humuya mastodon finds are in
Mastodons 23 from 15 sites in ;‘“’W‘é’ Central America; 98% are

. Santa Cruz

central Mexico, just one in Central
America (Honduras), and none in th¢
Yucatan(per 2003 study). an a0

8. Masachapa | IN Mexico, but none from

Costa Rica H i

g this source in the
Yucatan.

few recent articles have reviewed a single Peruvian skeleton and proposedmalemacatheriurperuvium but the

worl dbés | eading experts [Cavieenimag?eSY tMany havetbeea gerplexed by this j ust p
geogaphic distribution, in particular because by reviewing
American mastodons clearly could have and logically should have reached South AfEriea238

TATher e a pnobidogical ekpanatioavhy Mammuthugmammoth] andMammutfmastodon], which might
have been expected to cross the Panad®&thian | and bridge
1 fAStrangely Mammut americanudi d not mi grate' nto South America. o
TAéi t ap pheanlysbstackt@amammotidispersal within the New World was the forested tropical lowland
region of the Nicaraguan B#sin and the Panamanian | st/
17 éorsomereason evidently climatic and ve®%etative, the rout
9 i Anumberof widely distributed mammalian gere includingMammuthusandMammut, which might be expected
to have crossed the Panamanian land bridge, did not reach South Ami&igahenomenon is considered highly
significant in the light of the multitude of species from both continents which rhakdlee ¢ r'¥*s si ng. 0
fAiHowever, the absence of Rmassigufitahtsindisatng & harrier fo theiredispersah | Co:
tothesouthrl i kel y the tropical jungles of Panama and northe
not provide the vegetation'hecessary to the diet of mar
1A Al t hManrgubis confidently interpreted as a forkging proboscidean that browsed on sylvan vegetation, it
apparently did not disperse southwata South America, possibly because of etaly specialization on a particular
type of vegetatiod!**¢ ( | t 6s hard to think of any mammal with | ess
thanProboscided
TAét he MRapvamanimeseaway apparently was a barrterProboscidean dispersaf’

This secular conventional wisdom is made even more difficult because it believes much of this migration occurred during one
of many secalled Ice Ages where they believe the ocean levels were several hundred feéttlaygecreating a much wider
path for migrationt?+®

A.13.b Many Mexico/Central America Skeletal Finds, But Just 2% in_Yucatan/Central America
Many mammoths and American mastodons have been folMexito. A 2003 review identified 265 locations in Mexico
where Columbian mammoths had been found (and many sites have multiple mamfo#is)This count missed some
published finds and obviously missed subsequent published finds, but | believe thg priezawould have been a far
higher number found over many centuries that were never published. Starting in the 1500s, Cortez and other early Spaniards
had extensive interaction witProboscidedb o n e s : AA score of otherdeacbyeBSpasi sh
bones of i rAmowmscislehwherevepeodle plowed fields, dug wells or tombs, or mined for minerals in New
Sp a t?PPAIB3L4155126 fF Remai ns of Col umbi an mammoth are the most wi
part of Mesome r i'€’a . 0

However, very few have been found below the Isthmus of Tehuardepac Me x i ¢ 0 6 s 1 ghis ROONsyudyppartst )
thatjust 6 mammoths and one American Mastotawe been founioh Central America, and none of either in the
Yucatan®?*® (Coda Rica is the most southern locatigsually quotedor the mammoth, Honduras for the American
mastodor)1259 126012611262 Hawever no study can be complete and | found several more soRttudmscidea

1 The mammoth has also been found in El Salva#fér.

1 Mammoths andimastodond Cyvieroniina@) have been found in the Yucatam theLoltun caves in association
with human evidenc#412651266 1267

TAf ew f ma sthhoogtnoostlkaly meaningCuvieroniina@ have been found in Guatem@&®me with human
evidence_)l268 12691270127112721273

1 Likely different than the ones listed in the 2003 study, some other mammoths have been found in Gtf&temala.

1 A 2010 articleidentified eight Central American mammoth locatidfis.

Nevertheless, the mammoths and American mastodons are of a much lowerdydaplew the area of the Isthmus of
TehuantepecPerhaps muchf the lowersoutherrfrequency may be that discoveries are more likely to be both made and
reported irnthe drer, more;populated, and moradvancedareasof central and northern Mexicdgill the discovery pattern is
quite unintuitiveand unexplainable until you read the nexgection
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A.13.c Olmec (Jaredite) Correlation

LDS who have studied the Olmecs hafenconcluded the
must be the Jareditéa sound conclusion in my opinigrihe

Olmec (Jaredite) Main Areag?’®

Olmeccenter wasn southern Mexicat the Isthmus of
Tehuantepeé??7127812791280 The Jareditearrivedshortly
after the tower of Babghbout 2200100B.C.) andnever
lived in South America- apparently by both divine and

human intent- while manymillions lived inNorth
AmericalZBl 128212831284 12851286 1287 1288

Did wild mammoths and American mastodons only live nd
of the Olmed(Jaredite)centerand not be able to migrate
southdue to the heavy settlement in this &daverlapping
the end of the JareditebetMulekitesare generally believed
to havelived in Mesoamericaand therthe Nephitesater HIW

=

Pacific

NORTH AMERICA

44¢ . Isthmus of Tehuantepec

Atlantic

I Cimec core area
| Oimec cultural

influence before
= 2,000 years ago

o I

above,Cuvieroniinae
predominatdelow)

& e (Mammoths & American
'9 /O mastodonpredominate
4

united withtheseMulekites generally believed in this same|

Mesoamericarea Archaeologyand historytells us this

regioncontinued to béighly populated after the Nephite/Mulek#ea ended Thusperhaps continuous extensive
civilizations in this areablockedmammotts and American mastodofrem migratingto South America And perhaps théar
lower frequency of mammoths and American mastodons in Central Araaddhe Yucataare becausenly (or mostly

only) domesticatednes livedn Central Americand the Yucata with the densely and continuously populated Isthmus of
Tehuantepec (Mexicods s ki nmaypmothgand AmericansnastoadriSi?ly Aduitionadly, b | o ¢ k
domesticatedProboscideahat die in populated areasemorelikely to havehadtheir bones more effectively disposed of,

reducing future archaeological finds.

If you assume Biblical timing, ith the Isthmus of Tehuantepec being continug

populated, and with the Jaredites never entering South Aemdréchistory

recorded in th&ook of Mormon provides phenomengpotentialexplanatiorfor

the very unusuaMistributionof mammothsaandAmerican mastodoniseing
infrequentbelow this isthmus and being nonexistent in South Amelitdeed,
what else wald be a credible alternative causation theory?

Ether 10:21

And they did preserve the land
southward for a wildernesg get
game. And the whole face of the land
northward was covered with
inhabitans.

As an asideanother conclusion can be reached as.wHEtloughvery few LDS believe the Jareditessidedin South
America, the complete lack of any mammoths or American mastodonsatbelefurther reinfoce theidea that the

Jaredites were solely in North America.

A.13.d Bottleneck Other Direction Also

This same bottleneck appears to hpgenapavorked in reverse fo€Cuvieroniinae With fewersourcegyiving robust
guantificationdor Cuvieroniinag they total less than 5% &froboscidegound from Canada through most of Mexico, but

represent the great majority of Bitoboscidedound in far southern Mexico through Central America, and represent 100%

of all Proboscidedan Panama an8outh America?°112%? (See subsequent section foostdistribution detail.) Thus perhaps
the humanpopulation bottleneckround the Isthmus of Tehuantepec delayedmaitigatedmateriallythe eventual wild

northernCuvieroniinaepresence.

A.13.e Geographical Bottleneck Sumnary

The conventional secular wisdom, that these hidflelyible-diet highly-mobile highly-durableProboscideahad millions of
years to roam the Americas with no material predator, is flatly contradicted by their geographical lasatiiliiens of
yearswould have caused far greater distributidhowever a Book of Mormon timeframe with a constant Book of Mormon
population (durind® r 0 b o0 s existéreenéasthe Isthmus of Tehuantepec provides a very plausible potential explanation.

A.14 Indian Legends

Numerous Indian legends of beasts with elephantine traits have convincethaothey are chuthenticelephantinerigins
andthat they areeflectiveof relatively recenProboscideaexistence?9312941295129 Thomas JeffersoP mer i ca 6 s
prominentProboscideaaficionado)and othersaidthat the Indians believe@roboscideas t i | | l'ived Ain
western parts o {andAfevothérs)atssabelievédetfey nght dilloba alive telling Lewis and Clark to look
for them?2%712%8 Howeverwhile many legends identify animals wittoboscideacharacteristics, these legends generally
addotheranimal and/or nomeality characteristics to these same animals, thus weakening their persuasi@méss.other
hand, trunkike descriptions in pdicular are impressivelndian tribessometimeseported to haveroboscidedike
traditions (of varyingelephantineclarity, quality, anddocumentedstablishmentwithout usuallyseeing original sources |
list with even morerepidatior) include(with some overlap}299 13001301 13021303 1304 1305 1306 1307 1308 1309 1310

1 Abenaki, Alabama, Algonquin, Atakap@hicksaw,Chippewa, Chitimacha, Choctaw, Cuna, Dakota

beso (ADhegi hao incl
TAEast er nimG Herendlnuit, Eoglois, Kaska, Koasati, Micmac, Naskapi, Ohio, Omaha, Oneida
Pawnee, APeace River

TDel awar e, Avarious Dhegi ha tri

10ji bwa, Osage, Passamaquoddy,
9 Shuar (Ecuador/Perugtickeen, Tuscaroras, Winnebago, Wyandots
1 Unnamed tribes in Keatky, Louisiana, Ohiathe Yukon Valleya n d

t

ribes fAthroughout

Somestar i es of figi aymattleast dné sbyrce asHilayopdsdidealare reportedly foundithin the Apache,
Beaver, Kaska, Kutenaavaho PaiuteandPen d  d 0 @®ibea'#'Yl ThedetterProboscidedegendconnectiongollow:

1 Somelndian descriptionsvere fivery large, haa big head, large ears and teeth, almhg nosewith which he hit
p e o pfigreabanimals with o n g tse srond was it it wasable to crush treebat stoodn its pattd fi s u ¢ h

huge di mensions as to thregh rodtaugMrestwithe lofigmese s i ai

whichcould strike a man withitslongnase nd fwer e ¢faedieg omtb hougtsaofithe lime tree; they
did not lie down at niglit31213131314 (Elephantoften sleep/dozstanding up, thougalso oftermay sleegying

down, though this is more common with younger elepha#is.)

TOne tr adi t igiam stifslaggedizestsywhichiiould never lie downhad a big head andrge leaflike ears,

round footprints, forward bending knees, and had a fifth appendage coming out of it&Heéeroboscidea front

limb ankles are quite high and are forwdrehding, thus sometim&oboscideaare stated tdvave four forware
bending kneeghough this is natechnicallycorrect for therontlegs Remarkably, they are reportedtag only non

primatemammalwith forwardbending hind kneek.
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fSome phrases wer e fi nfedkidheidg sastrong and leaal shat the shargest speaes ar
arrows coul d s ¢ aahythdirfiveightesank in the rire, and twére drovn@tuck in mud is
commonform of Proboscidealeath)!317 1318

T Onelongt i me | ndi an a geensbnsisn avery[tndiai]Pationtwere selected as the repositories of their
histories and traditions: that these persons had others who were younger selected for this purpose continually and
repeatedly instructed in those things that were handed downgeoeration to generation; and that there was a
tradition among the Indiaref the existence of a mastodoid!® 1320

fOne Chippewa story from about 1800 told of a man becor
t hi ck a Albngknoutge& from his head, and two great shining teeth out of his mddih skin remained as

it was, naked, and onl y¥%&2t yft of hair grew from his t
fOnel744descri ption was fAébeside whom others seeanofl i ke an
snow do not embarrass him, his skin is proof against all sorts of weapons, andilstiag arm which comes out of

his shoulder, and which he uses as we'd132413%513261327 pe r t hi s tradi tion it was wr |
that anythingbutte actual sight of a |live el &3hant can have gi
TfAstory from several Algonqguin bes i nclargedreusdtraickse p hr ¢

tori
deep i n t he veouldhitidimwith msdomgnogea nd fear s only Probpstideehave larged  (
round trackr gargantuarears):32°1330

1 This quoteis intriguingas 1.) The authorlpparentlynade no connection ®roboscidea?2.) It hasseveral
Proboscidedies 3.) The trunk description seems unlikelnlesdactb a s e d ; 4 1 flom L66/8;sandebAts | y
only primary problem relateto the meaningimplication of eaclu s a g e 0.6 A Frenchmassaid Indians told of
hunt i ngMoasef glirfiedaitgest Mose are only dwarfs compared witls one; he has legs so long that,
however deep the snow may be, he is never inconveniencedhbigtthe others are almost buried in it, and on that
account they are easily caughte Has a skin that is arreproof and bullefproof, and he seems inmarable. They
add that he carriessfifth leg which grows out from his shoulders and which he uses like aitangparing his bed.

He never goes alone, and does not appear without being escorted by a great numbekafosthand, in fact, our
hunters said they killed fifteen of the latter while chasingi§2332 (Though not commdy foundin Quebec,
Proboscidezhave been found thet&®® Except foradultmales, elephants travel in heids.

1 A respected ethnologistrotein 1917 of a Kask&from northernBritish Columbia) r a d i tAiverynlarge kind offi
animal which roamed the country a long time atja@orrespondedomewhat to white men's pictures of elephatits.
was of huge sizén build like an elephant, had tusks, and Wwasy. These animal were seen not so very long aio,
is said, generally singly; but none have been seen now for several generatitisisscome across their bones
occasionally.The narrator said that he and some othefswayears ago, came on a shouldi&de.. aswide as a
table (about threk e el#4}33 ¢

fTATher e ar e noatheigrea EIk oe BuHalo evisioh besides its enormous hdradan arm protruding from
its shoulder with a hand at the extren{dyproboscis [t P8 nk] 0.

1 A écolossal Elkanother name fahe Mastodoé with designations of existing specidéise Indians describe extinct
animals with a precision which in the state of their information nothing but traditionary recollection of their real
structure could have furnishe&*”

TOne art i chiB48rPeofessor Jobn Russdll published a Miami oral tradition which cites the existence of the
Il'linois Confederacy 6many moons before whit¥ man arri

TAn1827 ATuscarora chiefdwhwichetbkeyacadheideOyamguounahar h,
mammoth who was furious against men, and destroyed the lives of many Indian hunters, but who was at length

kil B8d. o
fiThe Ohio I ndians have a traditiosne hmaadme&? Moédvdh from ¢t |
1 Thomas Jefferson wrote of someone's account fhemtd-1700s "ét hat mammot hs' bones ab

the natives described to him the animal to which they belonged as still existing in the northern parts of their country,
from which description he judged it to be an elephaiff #3421343

fAAl so, the Chickasaw I ndians encountered a race of pec
enemies, and who were also large. They used the mastodon as their burden bearergiadd@mestic work
ani madts. o

1 | 6highly cynical butthere are a fe800snewspaper articlesying some Alaskan natives had seen live
Proboscidea apparently convincing Al ask @8¢S63¢ 5% @hemeareotharnd n e

reports of peple havingseen live AmericaProboscidea but awserys&eptheath , |l 6ve | eft
fAiThe Cunas [ Panamanian I ndians] say ¥hat they have al\
9 The Shuar (primarily Ecuadoalso Perjhave a tradition about a battidere the Shugalso called Jivaro)sed a

ilarge number of elephantso, wh ePUESIEHE Apother translatedh s ficr u ¢

descripttiShhmawagr afdi ti ons on t heThaShear have noenbneefohtaent s i n t
elephants, but describe it as such. When the Shuar saw elephants in a Tarzan film, they all said they were the same as
in the®t story. o

fAThe I ndians of Loui si an acrow&mek decausedn the fimetofitheir fattens @ fuges Ca r
animal had died near this creek, and great numbers of crows flocked to the carcass, a mastodon skeleton was found
near the spot in®  cated by the I ndians. 0o

1 Someone who frequented for years the Amazon side of the Andes cites the following as eviBeoloewiflea
AEven today, ar o u-dwtllinglhdiansoexoum ancienelegendswfraduge creature with a serpent
like nose and wings for ears thaterwalked the land. According to their tales, it was so big and heavy that it
tramped everythingn it s path, thereby helping the p%ople to fol

Howeverthe above descriptions atemmonlymixed in with traits not reflective dfroboscideaand onecanalways wonder
about theaccuracy and objectivity dfoth ems ofthe @mmunicationthis section was included ftimoroughnesand
indicativenessnotfor highly-convincingcaseclosingpersuasivenesdNevertheless thegxtensivenessand inseverakases
great elephantinelarity, particulaty with respect tahe trunk does directiondy increase the likelihood dfothcommon and
somewhatrecentProboscideaand has convinceal number of peopleho have studiethesdegends!357 1358

A.15 Process of Elimination
This section will first review alternativié c-ar m possibilities previously proposed by otheithen more broadly reweall
possible American animals

A.15.a Previously Proposed AlternativeCurelom/Cumom Candidates
At timessomehave speculated thétc-ar m smight be oxenbison,tapirs,camelg(or relativeslike the llama or alpagagiant
sloths or bearsmonkeys or dogs arealsocandidates fowork,135913601361136213631364 Bt none of thesaould bethought
more useful than horses and as usef@leghantsor more similar teelephantshan other animals in theserses.And why
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woul dnét t h e yanol, bisontapa,nasélbaina lbeargoth, monkey or do@ All of thesecould have been
translated in 1829A brief review of these:

1 Oxen are alreadlstedin the prior versga redundant listingedundant listingwould beratherodd

1 Bisonarea food animalnota work animamore useful than a horseould they béamedandbeasuseful as oxen?

1 In comparison to the look and agility of tapirs, pigs are bealddlikrinas, lol While some taps have been tamed
(not domesticated) | 6 m not awar e o foulitlalmWaysevodldtiade dnis horsen far oeen d - |

1 How would acamelid €ame] llama, orrelative) be considered as useful as a horse, let @dsneseful as an elephant
Perhaps a cam&ld s o n | materihiadvantage over a horse would be the ability to go longer without iviier
may not have been needed and thus perhaps idamalrenot domesticateih ancientAmericadue to the availability
of horses.Also, a canelid would be grouped with a horse, not an elephtiig is a devastating blow to the camelid
idea Even less likely than thiarger extinctameids would be thesmallerstill alive cameldsi the South American
llama, alpaca, guanaco, and vicuna. 8ppendix V for a much morexhaustivecameid review.

1 For sloths has anyone seen a sloth trained to wiekalone expeditious® (An average slotroundspeeds
reported ahine inches per minut€®) Besides, ifa BAreditewanted togive choresto a giant slothwhy not justask
his teenage s@The answer is perhaps ttgaant sloths fronthe wildtake lesgime to train, are more reliable, are
cleanergat less, talk badkss sleep lessandmovemuchmore quickly.

1 Although the largest Americamonkeys (woolly spider, some are pets) are 25 pounds, fossils show some recent types
to be nearly twice that siZé® | 6 m awar e odmazng mk ecykss ,f dorut havendt found
used routinely for work; even as pets tlseynetimedbite or cause trouble.

1 Dogs are excellertelpsandextremelydocile, but would not be comparable to elepts in taxonomy or usefulness.

Very importantly, all of these animals do not have the very significant other supporting rationale, listed in pirtorssedt
Proboscidea The related table shows how the alternatives proposei ¢am m sae immensely inferioto Proboscidea

A.15.b Review of Most Commonly Radiocarbon Dated Animals
To give somalirectionalindication as to how common various animalere, thenwumbers of entries in the FAUNMAP and
CARD databases ashownbelowa s fAFaunmap#/ CARD¥®G% The results are

1 Proboscideg470/569) (470 in Faunmap/569 in CARD)

1 Horses (450/305)and yes a few of these date during Nephie/Jaredite time&mes)
9 Giant sloths (150/66, excludinngenagesoi)

9 Camels (150/57)

9 Peccaries (140/34)

1 Oxen (120/28)

9 Llamas (70/5)

1 Bears (60/35)

9 Tapirs (60/15)

1 Everything else in smaller numbers

Both databaseare far from complete summaries of findsahsut 6,90 North AmericanProboscidedinds have been
published while tb databasesnly shows tests ofi70/569Proboscidea However wth Proboscidedeing the most
commonanimal that has been radiocarbon datei is one more directional support that no altereatiNProboscideds as
likely to be aficir-om® More convincingly, a review (see the table) of how well these possibilities natib various
issues raised in this treatise leafPesboscideas the only attractive candidate.

Comparison of Various Curelom/Cumom Candidates
Various Curelom/Cumom Candidates -- Match Rating
Quite subjective -- some estimates have little to no support
[ %)
- S = "
c ‘C o 19}
s 202 % %5 &8 ., e
5o ] S £ 5} E 3 3 2
. O D o < Q =3 7}
Match Trait AN 5 [0} S g 3 2 2 £ 2
More similar to elephants than others 20 10 3 1 0 0 1 3 0 0
Fits “inclusively unique" wording 5 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Can explain "there were" wording 5 10 4 4 1 3 4 2 1 2
Can explain similar words 5 10 8 5 8 8 8 8 5 5
Can explain why not translated 5 10 4 1 5 1 3 1 5 2
Avoids redundant listing in prior verse 15 10 10 10 10 0 10 10 10 10
Level of possible domestication 20 10 2 3 1 4 3 2 1 2
Can explain extraordinary usefulness 20 10 1 2 0 2 2 0 0 1
Evidence of interaction with man 10 10 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0
Evidence of domestication 20 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pictorial evidence in Mesoamerica 10 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Common animals 5 8 4 3 3 3 2 2 2 2
Common existence in Mesoamerica 10 7 4 4 2 2 3 4 10 4
Indian legends 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
In general recent carbon dating 10 4 4 2 10 2 10 10 10 10
Score:| 1444 480 425 375 235 485 457 435 407
Thousands of Google Hits:
Genera with "Mexico" 230 24 1.8 1.1 0.4 0.5 6 9 n/a
Genera with "Mesoamericao851 110 130 17 5 33 244 1,510 n/a
A.15.c All American Animal Alternative s Assessment
By one cAguendt ,I afirlgcee ma mma | genera extinctions totaled 34 |
America(various counts/criteria existj**137° (For clarity | believethat under light h e i © mo#ongligkly mels away
into an allwetideaand t hat it has been about 6) Thelist ofgllenadiumtotaigsn c e Ad a

animals, either alive or generally thought torblativelyrecently extinct, is full of improbabl@ c-ar m éandidates.
ExcludingProboscideathe Americarcontinentlist of mediumor largesizedanimd types (that generally include many
species and highdevel taxonomic groupsither areor are sorawhat related tahe following1371137213731374 13751376 1377

1 Rhinoceros, hippopotamuxodon mixotoxodon(last twoare somewhat rhintike)
1 Camel, llamaalpacaguanacoyicuna, macrauchenia (somewhat humptzsnetlike)
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1 Horse, zebra, donkemule,ass, mountainapt,goat,sheep

1 Antelope, gazelledeer,pronghornpudu,elk, moose, bison, caribguaattle,ox, musk ox

1 Peccary, capybara, tapir, sloth, giant sloth (only surviving spediesriagesof)j marsupial, monkey

1 Anteater, porcupine, armadillo, glyptodonr(edillo-like giant), tortoise, turtle

1 Beavergiant beaverppossummarmot, prairie dogiwoodchuckraccoonyingtail, coati, kinkajou, olingo, skunk,
mink, ermine, fishenveaselferret,tayra, marten, grisqrpaca rabbit, pika, squirrel, chinchillaiiscacha, pacarana
agouti, acouchi, cavy, paca, tutteo, degu, rat, coypu, hocicudo

1 Badger, wolverine, hyena, dog, fox, coyote, wolf, bear

1 Sabretooth, scimitar, lionSiberian tigerjaguar, cougaijaguarundibobcat, cheetalocelot,lynx, oncilla, margay,
otheri | e o paasrdahtestic cats

1 Otter,seal,elephant sealyalrus, sea lion, manatee, crocodile, alligator, caiman

1 Anaconda, boa, bushmasteiper, rattlesnake

1 Vulture, eagle, condor, rhea, heron, egret, stork, swan, flamingo, turkey, goatsentbat

Proboscideaare a dramatically more appealifigc-au m 6andidate than any of the above 1G0Oimal types

A.15.e Process of Elimination Summary
Several ofthe above animalsouldbeor wouldbe untranslatable 1829 however

1 Noneareclose to elephants than other Ether 9 animals except for perhaps the rhino/hippo type of animals
1 None are more useful than horses, let alone more especially useful than horses

9 Except for monkeys,ane have an appendage nearly as useful as a trunk

1 None have nady as compelling and extensive additional rationale aPthboscidea

The process of comparison and elimination malkesof themost convincingand alternativeclosingargumentsfor
Proboscideaeing thefici-omso

A.16 Radiocarbon Dating
This sectia will review both radiocarbon dating and church teachings on tintivegnext section will review largevariety
of indicators of more receRroboscidea

A.16.a Radiocarbon Dating of American Proboscidea
Conventional wisdomsaysAmericanProboscidesbea@me extincbefore or byabouta suppose@8000B.C.0 near the
of the last purportedice Agedt378137° The charbelowreflectsProboscideaadiocarbordatesfrom the CARDdatabasg
somecaveatsare dug®®

1 A few outliers on either end were excludetih ey wer end6t of bone (déebhasa fawhests b ul k
of vegetatiorfrom adjacento or inside theProboscidea

1 Somehandlingand treatmentmethodsproduce errorsin generaimore recenteststend to be moreeliable38!

9 The datareflects tests- multiple testsmight be from a singl®roboscidea

1 Onethird of Canadian dategrefrom onesitewhich hadolder datesthe Yukon gave onkalf of the Canadian dates.

9 The databasdoes not havall known US./CanadaProboscidealates, bustill the 556- dates give darge sample

Does the dataontradict conventional wisdomBefinitely yes a fewpoints to be made.

First, ifone believes he fAsci enti fi c c NamvAenaricanRrabastideahavesxdstediod 1516 raillion

years$ or longer thenwhy does the first 99.7%up until 50,000 years add of that timeframe have.00% of these 550+
finds?3821383138413851386 Not e, whi l e radi ocarbon Weandnghoandoanmeaduf é
between the 150,000 @6,000,000 years agothe samples all had detectaM€ ratios putting them all within a theoretical

50,000 years.)f you assumed thee supposedras hadoughlyequal populations/hich hadequalchances of being found
(bothassumptioa have logic wealessesparticularly the latter the odds of this occurring aome inl1.6 x 1061 Older

remains araot as likely to be foundnd when found are perhaps less likely to be datéuis the real odds afar smalleri

butarestill extremelygargantuani impossiblysoi thusthe basigointremains.( | f mat h i sndt your num
10%3%% then cross off as many zeros as you want for likeliness of being found and glatedi 6 | | g bythent)he poi nt
Clearly some aspect of conventional @asn has a inescapabhlyelevant gaping gargantuan mammoth (lol) assumption bust

One prominenProboscideae x pert sai d: fiProboscidean bone assemblages f
the major extinction period probably have notbeemsp | ed or descr i®®ed in the |iteratu

Second if a purportedilce Aged hadpurportediceof i 3 , 0 B,@00t more feet thickdown into much of theJnited

Statesthen why aresomanyProboscidedound during thgurporteddates and locations ofitpurportedmile-thick ice?

For example, mnyof the Canadiafroboscideaadiocarbon dates particularare from an era arfdom locatiors that were

supposedly undananythousands of feet of ic€®® If thousands of feet of ice covered the land for #zouls of miles, there

would have been no vegetation to have sustaiiedoscideayetProboscideare found these areas for the same time

period of these supposed thick iéeglaringmammoth(lol) inconsistency thatisgnor ed wi t hin todayds
wisdom. If one tries to argue that the Ice Age must then have ended earlier, then lendaxplain 50ffshore

Proboscidedound on the Atlantic Shelf that date to the same late general timeframe as most Bnshoseide& Put

differently, how carProboscideahave livedin northern North America on top of a mile of ic&he answer igleari they

couldnb have (Section Dhasmore detail an@ light touch on the reaixplanation.)

Third , the conventional secular wisdom about the timing of AcaerProboscidealispersion is unable to withstand

mathematical scrutiny( Not r adi ocar bon related, but included here as
wisdom.) The thinking is thaProboscideaarrived in North America about 185 million years ago, then arrived in Central
America about seven million years ago, and then arrived in South America about 2.5 million years aQovienbniinae

are in South America¥° Thus conventional secular wisdom says it took eight to nine million j@aPsoboscidedo go

from North America to the jungles of Guatemala, and that there was no man around during that timeframe to thwart their
movement. Couléroboscideactually have been that sluggishly slow to disperse? We knowitblabscidea

1.Can at just about anything they thrive on practically any vegetation (See Appendix IV.)
2.Have no meaningful predator except for man.

3.Travel great distances.

4.Multiply reliably over time.
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If you assumed a 6,000 mile path from Alaska to Guatemala, this woald ii®okProboscideal500 years to expand a
single mile, a year to expand just 40 inches. Thatds i m
Proboscidead i sper si on just doesndt survive under mat hematical

Fourth, while the5,000 year interval an Americdroboscideds most likely to be dated to is the B(years before the
suppogeedonB. C., why is the secomifertnhoisstD FI8Bk €I yv eixnh iveny ¥ & lo nt?
are6% of all U.S.Proboscileadatesmore thartwo millenniayounger thara supposed@O0 B.C?'3%° A great many of

theseyoung datesare due to sampldreatmentor processingerrors, but others arémputedaspotentialerrorsonly because

t hey ar e ;Hlacloboth theoewpeds and individual sampfamiliarity to judge Butall of theses0d at es can 6t
dismissedthuswhat can be dismissed is an 8000 B.C. extinction theldyre recenNorth Americandates fnany notpart

of the B0+, andrepetitively to emphasize manyare possibly, likely, orclearly in error) follow:

6050 B.C. in Californigdwarf, Channel Islands s kepti ci sm exi )% over the testd
6000 B.C. in New Mexico (Tom Poundj?
5980 B.C. in Arizona (Lehner, other mammoth dates inch@i®?2 ands255B.C., butall 3 ofthese young dates are
i q u e s t; othertestdiates much older are generally acceptedisamiti) 3931394
5930 B.C. in Colorad¢Dutton, Yuma Counf)}39®
5806 B.C. in Arizona\(/hitewater Drawsecond site sample @250 B.C.}3%
5720 B.C. n British Columbia(Hudson Hopg}®7139813%
5620 B.C. in lllinois(Urbana,second site sample@60B.C, t hi rd parties A uggesto co
5350 B.C. in Oklahoma (Domebanerroneous dateThis mammoth hadhanyradiocarbon tests using various
samplepreparatiormethod€o compare the methodologieandgivesanexcelleniesson in caution about
dates; soméestmethods gave ibther erroneougoung dates such as 100 B.2360 B.C.,2960 B.C, and
3002 B.C.i whereas most dates were ab8600 B.C.}4011402
5250 B.C. in ColoradoLindenmeier SitePe n t other site dates are much ol de
fidoubtful or unacceptable day&?031404

=A =4 =8 -8 -9 =A =4 =4

==

1 5200 B.C. in Michigan$enecan Lenawee Countysecond sample 8950 B.C, both dates are question&d>1406

1 5150B.C.inTexa$ Pl ai nvi ew, fAdat &7has been questionedo)

1 5140 B.C. in UtahKluntington Reservoimpthersamples are5640and5700B.C., dates are questiong¢f814091410

1 5120B.C. in Michigan (Eaton Rapids, second sample datifg7® B.C.}41114121413

1 5010B.C. in Ontarid**

14580 B. C. in Tennessee of Apl ant s aseoeiated withdOtawli t hi n t he ¢
fragmentg!'4tS

1 4490B.C.inOntari¢ Mui r ki rk, dan®®dl ously youngo)

1 4420B.C.inNew Mexicq Bl ackwater Drawwifidha&t etiheri madnoicatrdmtn da

younger organic material is evidéyif181419

4180 B.C. in MontangManhattan Mammoth in Gallatin Count§ 1421

4150 B.C. in Michigan\(vashtenawsame tusksecond test at350 B.C.}42214231424 14251426 1427

4050 B.C. in New Mexio (secondsame site samplet 6000 B.C.}*28

4025 B.C. in Utah$andy,othersamesite samples at 5330 and 6945 B9

4000 B.C. inMichigan (Russell Farnj30143114321433

3750 B.C.in Alaska (ontheremotePribilof Islands, secondPribilof mammoth ab958 B.C 14341435

3350 B.C. in IndiangCromwell, Noble Countyiid at e has b é*¥®W ¥ fHesti onedo)

3270 B.C. in New Jerseergen,second same site sample4d80 B.C, possible contamination citgd*

3260 B.C. in Arizona (Escapulerroneouspther radiocarbon datesrfthis mammoth werg660 B.C. and550 B.C.;
theseyoung dates appear to be erronedus to testing problem<$f!

2940 B.C. in Texag¢Friesenhahn Cayd&undreds of mammoth molars here, most date much)tfier

2350 B.C. in IdahoTolo Lake near Grangevill@ight mammoths herassociated sediment3200 B.C.}#431444

2340B.C.inOntarif Rost ock, fAand*#4t ously youngo)

2130B.C.inAlbertg ipr obably cont &hi nated by shell acod)

1650 B.C. on Wrangel Island (Siberian island 300 miles from Alaska, includegf@ral interest; over 100 of the
130 mammoth carbon datesrefrom 1650 t06950 B.C.}*481449

1450 B.C. in Michigar(Cascade Townshifis *C fractionis lower than mosProboscideabones casting doubt on
the samplethough occasionally modern elephanésealso hadow fractions)145014511452

1360 B.C. near Coleman Michigan of conifer cones dated becauskatidyeerthought to bdikely contemporary
with a mammoth skeleton that dated to ab@pQ@0 B.C14531454

1 690 B.C near Mexico Citfi T h e ma mmo tvene fourel mi&rectassociation with stone implements such as

atlatl points or knivesf flint. Commentseems impossibllated i Dat e muc h)¥*®H8* young. 0
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1 570 B.C. in AlaskdSullivan Creek- believe this was a date on wood thought associatéddantammotfi A Wo o d ,
muck, etc. should be reliable dat*%s; association
1 90B.C.nFlorida(iDat e has befeGharuccsali é naedsdgci ated with extinc
these materials lie in unconsolidatedta which uncomformably overlie the Pamlico Terrace and therefore
are much younger geologically. Nevertheless the date seems anomalously low in view of the extiict fauna
[which includemastodon anchammoth])t459146014611462 A n gt her summary was: @Aémai
found in Florida mixed with other extinct animals and human artifacts were found to be 2000 years old
based on r adi“ (Onebodkdiscusses tow soge odiginally accepted this date, but then
later rejected it because itist o 0 Yy*ung o
1 50B.CintheSoutiia mammot h skeleton in the Mississipp¥ River
1 AD.1010in Manitobhdi d oes not refl ect the real age of the sampl e
exchangé 1466 1467

The 690 BC. date igarticularlyinteresting since ivasrecentnear Mexico Cityandwasassociated with human artifacts.
't 6s been upwatds ane0¥etetitkpublishedNorth American sitebave not beemadiocarbon datk thus if all
remainshad recived radiocarbon datethere would be far larger number gfoung dated?¢8

Many lessSouth Americardates have been published, and | spamthless time looking for them

1 7150 B.C. in Chil*6°1470

1 4110 B.C. in Colombi#El Totuma in Tocaima}?’114721473  Some commentsii ébones of Mastodon
[Cuvieroniinag andMegatheriumwere found associated with stone artifaaftshe El Abra type, bings to
the conclusion that man and megafauna still cohabited in the area between 6,8000ayehrs before
present. A stomstatue of the early San Agustin Culture (perhaps of the ninth century before Christ), shows
a face or mask that se¥M8Ftomrehbeesempubar el epahsih
beginning of the culture of San Agustin, close to 3000 BPQ BC), there were still mastodons
survi Wédaother comment given in rel atofrecershi p to t
Proboscidedcould be the mastodoivieroniinag Toro (Cauca Valley), who despite not been dated by
radiocarbon, seems hbelong to the early Holocene as indicated by the presence of projectile points made

of bone which were fou%d associated with its bone
9 3530 B.C. in Ecuadqia tooth from Namangosa Valleft he most extraor di neearpneafnd mom
thestoebui 't platformsé This explained the stone art
recovered from an ancient crevice burial in the Namangosa Valley. It also explained carved-élephant
heads on stone mortar&®recovered in adjacent area
1 A.D. 400is commonly reportedncludingin someencyclopediagor theCuvieronius'47°14801481 Byt | havenot
been able to find angirectProboscidedboner adi ocar bon date behind it; my

+9came froma cookedCuvieroninaefoundin Ecuadowi t h Apottery datding from
dating surmised from pottery design either Majy@ftuenced or from Mayan areas. One secondary source
indicated a subsequent radiocarbon dating of the charcoal used tthisd@lvieroniinaegave a A.D.

100 datg2148314841485 B gt t om | i ne, this date is widely quoted

Repetitively to emphasize, many of the above dates are wrong due to leomeser others have no testing/sample errors but
aresuspectedf errorsdue totheir young date¥'® Also, whiletesting problems can give dates too young, the opposite can
alsohapperi testing methods camsogive dates that are far too old as wéfif. Additionally, young date results can get
understandablgiscarded duetomt bel i eving in t hem: fétheorists wildl not
dates of mammoth bones t hH#% How manyhsve heemgnered duehoahis para@ign®?0 0 y e ar

A.17 Church Teachingson Historical Timing
Thissectiorwi Il first review LDS Church t eachi gwmshatdilefrante, when A
when theJaredite elephamassagdikely occurred

A.17.a Adamic Mortality Beginning - Timing
Teachings fromtte Bible and the LDS Church indicated a mé s  mo r t a | 4000 B.CH5%4G 1449218954 0 o m
not aware of. DS teachingshat indicate thdelievedlevel of precision- whetherthe 00 B.C.numberis thoughtaccurate
within ascore of yearsr evenwithin a centuy. The basis of LDS acceptes of Adamic mortality beginningt roughly
4000 B.C. is of four interelated types:

1. Direct Scriptural Basis

There are a few scriptural passages that dirélidlsuss the seven 10§@arperiods of human mortality for our

earth andsome of these passageéentify some of the recognizable events that would then point to human mortality

beginning somewhere in t#®00 B.Cvicinity. | n t he Book of Revelations, John

seven fiseal sd6, and when tventswithin, suehaas the Caristan noapyesofehe fith e s e €

seal and the lattatay signs of the times of the sixth s&&f. Doctrine and Covenants 77 explaparts of the Book

of Revelationit clarifies that the seven seals each represent 1000 years af montlity (six past and one

future) 149614971498149915001501 Saction 88 of th@octrine and Covenants also discusses the seven 1000 year periods

of our humammortality.1>°? These are thpassagethat without Biblical interval compilationmost directlypoint to

4000B.C. for Adand mortality staring.

2. Time Interval Compilation Basis

By compiling intervals giveninthd Ma s or e t i c(&ingtlanestandomodt Bilkdegomplimented somewhat

by selective usage of othancient records, we can calculate Adamic mitytalshaving begurin thegeneral

neighborhood o#i000 B.C. The year 4004 B.C. has been the single most common estimate used in the Christian

world; of 29 Masoretic Christian chronologies, 19 are within 50 years of 4000 B.C., and 25 are within a century;

Jewish chronologies have tendedtpport4000 B.C., usually somewhat younger, or up to about a couple of

centuries younge}po3 150415051506 15071508150915101511 (The commonly used 4004 B.C. is from Archbishop Ussher;

the LDS Bible Dictionareyopd many peirged EnglisthBiblesdasetdee $o Afclibisho  a t

Ussher. Some of t hem h &%® Surprisimgly,hedisputed issues theeMasomretco r r e ¢ t

texttotal a fewcenturiesthey are not insignificantThefive major issuesiitheMasoretic text are as follows:

a.The interval from Adamdés mortality be&% Sintethnegistsm t he
little data from this era, and as the quoted lifespans are as long as 969 years, sataggdBople have doubt
Fortunately for LDS, the Pearl of Great Price also gives the same lengths for these respectivetivgetotds
1656;thus LDS can have confidence in thig-Noachianinterval of 1656 yeard>®
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b. Another issue ibiow to interpret the Bible in detemmgwh et her Abr ahamés father Ter
135 at A bthl2#Hitodt going into detajlLDS haveunique reason® bevery confident in the
traditional Jewistassumption ofige 7057
c. Surprisingly, he length of the Israelite stay in Egyp a major issueThe primary four schools of thought are
that the stay was eith24.0, 215, 400, or 430 yearés for myself | find thetraditional Jewistassumption of
210 yearsas having the most persuasive argument
d. Estimates are often made foetime intervalbetween th&xodusandthestart of constructioo f Sol omoné s
templei the estimates vary from over six centuries to less than three centuries for this.irtestdf the
uncertaintyis within the period betweedoshua and the first kgn Sauj this narrower intervais often called the
Period ofJudges.There are contradictionwithin theBible for thistimeframe Plus some intervals are unclear,
or are thought to be rounded estimates, or may be overlapping with other intervadsyiatedy accepted as not
quite right due to other ancient recorddy opinion favors one of the longer interval estimateseélected by
theBible and alsodvored by traditional Jewigimderstanding Almost all chronologistsay the Period of the
Judgesis the most difficult to jude (excuse the pun); those that support the shorter timeframes do so through
primarily nonBiblical arguments.
e. Once we enter the era Isfaelite and Jewiskings, there is much less uncertainty. TS Bible Dictionary
written in the 1970givesaMasp et i ¢ t ext date of 975 B.C. for Sol om
estimate derived from monument inscriptié®§.0Ot her i nter pretations of the Ma
death at 961 B.&*° Today there appeats be fairly large consensus that 931 B.C. can be accepteuigdya
reliable dat e ;thisisa varmtiomfrom thedMasodetcdeit lof 30 to 44 yéx&PsThe more
recent the period of th@ld Testamenkings, themorethatancient recordeffer extrainsight, and the
differences between both various texts and various opinions get smaller and smaller. There is a widespread
consensus that the 10 tribes of Israel wakenin 722 B.C., and that Jerusalem was captured in 586 B.C.
ThePearl ofGreat Pricgore-flood comparison can thus increase our confidence in other Masoretic time intervals, as
opposed to some varying time intervals in the Septuac
confidence in the Masoretic pefvod intervals as well. However the Pearl of Great Price does show that two
Masoretic time intervals are wrong (neither impact correct chronological calcudatimsAdam!52 1522 The two
biggestissues are the length of the Egyptian stay and the length Betied of Judges. Generally those that
believe in a longer Exodus then believe in a shorter Period of Judges, and vice versa. So generally the estimated
variatiors from 4000 B.Careactually smaller than their vatians on Egypt and theeriod ofJudges.
3. Widespread Historical AcceptanceBasis
Though better described as supplemental suppat opposed toausal factor of LDS belief, another bafsis
belief in a 4000 B.Cis the widespread historical acceptance thraugthe JewishandChristianagesof this
approximate timeframe. Some of this undoubtedly came from the known scriptures and historical records that we
have today. But other support undoubtedly came from ancient history, records, books, traditions, and revelations
that we have no recowf today.
4. LDS TeachingBasis
A fourth interrelated type of basis for LDS acceptance of an approximate 4000 B.C. timeframe for Adamic
mortality beginning, is teaching from LDS leaders and LDS Church publications. LDS teachiggiexckear,
consistentcopious, certain, and categoricilat this isasboutwh en mandés mor t aover200 began.
statements frorahurch publicatios or general authoriesclearly sipportingthis approximately sbmillennia
from-Adamic-mortality-timing 1 statementérom latterday prophets (Joseph Smith andstof the latterday
prophets), apostles, other general authorities, scripture, or other church publi€atiges5251526 1527

TheprimaryJudeeChristianexception to thigpproximate 4000 B.Giming is the SeptuaginBible which often add
exactly one century to mangtervals these longer intervalthus putthe beginning of Adamic mortalityt aoughly5400-
5500B.C 152815291530153115321583 The Samaritan Bible is also significantly differeut as mentioned before, LDS have
modern revelation that supports the-pleachian Masoretic intervaldn summary, MasoretiBibles support mortality
beginning about six millennia ago, this is accepted by tnaditionalBible-ingrained Christiansand LDS have clear
abundanteaching fom church leaders and church publications that this correct.

A.17.b Adamic Mortality Beginning - Clarification
Acceptance of a simillenniaagoAdamicmortality-start is often associated with other beligfst are not held by LD%nd
thusit may be pudent to elucidate sonmelatedLDS teachingdhere though they are tangential to this thedis many
Christian circles, acceptance of a-aidlenniaagoAdamicmortality-start is also synonymous with the acceptance of the
same timing for the beginningf this earthand therocks/materials of this earth, afat manyalso the beginning dhe
known universe (planets, stars, galaxies, etc.). It should be pointed out however this is not the casete@bhimys
LDS believethat matter is eternal amslsimply reorganized or changed, but not creagechihilo(created from literally
nothing)1534153515361537 15381539 15401541 15421543 A\|g0, | DS believethat there hs always been a universe with countless
numbers of planets, stars, galaxies, dtous LDS believe the Lordmaply created our earth as one mtrde-lived-upon
planet, anarganizedt out of preexisting matter; LDS do not believe &x nihilocreation or that the universe was created
when this earth was organizewh a tnditaughtin LDS circlesis when/if agivenrock was transformed into its current
elements, isotopes, or compounds, when these rocks were amassed into owrteath,her our -foemmr t hés cur
organization started fromsanglepre-existing planet or notyhenexactlyour earth was placedto itsrotation andsolar
orbit, or when the scriptural creation of plant or animal life began; opinions vary widely on timing and metHéts >4
1547 While LDS accept the sifd a y stoh eo flecarrd éhs or gani zat i on an daughlhatthdsd sxni ma l
fidays o ar lengtpdeamaticaltiiengen than an earth da3fe154°

A.17.c4000 B.C. Beginning vs. Radiocarbon Dating
As radiocarbomatinggivesdatesmucholder than 4000 B.C. for man, thganerallyconwertedsubjecteducated LDSrd
Biblical Christians would concludeitholderradiocarbordating iswrong1°°°1%51 Sometimes some of the convertehtend
tothinkanyBiblec ont r adi ct or y tsdieatifici ntleds$ etch @ ah amdénmiylreated irdelligeritp o o f
soul nowmagically possesses a randorohgatedbody that abraadabra can eat/digest/mosedateDNA/breedandthen
hocuspocuswill randomlyevolveeverincreasinglyastoundinglysophisticatediology.0*>%? In striking contrast to
evolution, radiocarbon dating isiite fact-basedscientific, logical, intelligent, and far above goofgeludedabsurdity
Though radiocarbon dating @nazinglybrilliant and itsvariouslaws-of-physicsassumptions about radioactive decay appear
very robust, older dating has crucial uoalably-germanegquandariesvith respect to anciedfC ratios, atmospheri¢C
disequilibrium,dubiousfitrustmed older calibrationsgapinggargantuamnanswered logic bustand very substantial
unansweredontrarianevidence of bothadiocarbon and o#értypes But whetheron@ s p ar a d icanventianalc e pt s
Biblical timing or canventional radiocarbon timingndless indicatoraill shortly be given many of a verglifficult nature to
try to dismiss,of muchmore recenProboscidea

A.17.d Jaredite Elephant Timing
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So when did the Jaredite passage about elephants otharZaredites crossed the ocean just after the Tower of Babel, this
wouldhave to have o ceontinentadidsion; Pdleg lived Fram 1819340 years after the fl&G8L554 1555

In a 1968 conference report, Alvin R. Dyer of the First
saying it wadijust prio to the Tower of Babel>® The Tower of Babel has beemost often estimated by LDS leaders and

authos to be abbout2200 B.C; my guess is thatny variatiorwasperhaps a bimnore likelyjustafter than justbefore2200
B.C _1557 155815591560 1561 1562 1563 1564 1565 1566 1567 1568 1569 1570 157115721573 1574 15751576 1577 1578 1579 1580 1581

When did the Jaredite civilization end? As we know Coriantumr lived with tiiekiles for 9 months, and the Mulekites

arrived about 585 B.C., this means the Jaredites lasted at least until 585 B.C. Apparently the Mulekites only found
Coriantumr aliveits generally assumed this 9 month period was more likely fairly soon aftd3.68%s opposed to long

after. Anothetimingi ndi cator is that during Coriantords I|ife, prop
Americas unless the Jaredites repented; thus this prophecy would have been at least before 589 BeClelitst

arrived. As Coriantor was the father of Etheand it was Ethewho along with Coriantumr are the last recorded Jaredites,

this would mean the Jaredites perhaps ended most likely by 500 B.C., perhaps 450 B.C. at thhemosst frequent

assimption is that thend of the Jaredite civilizatiomas likely not long afte85B.C., likely well before500 B.C, though

some have put forth arguments for believing it may have been two to four ceafteidgulekite arrival

If the Jaredite stgrbegins atibout 2200 B.C., and entilsely not too long after 58B.C., we can then estimatieetime of

theelephant passadmsed on the generations listed in the Book of Etfiae Book of Ether lists 30 generations, inclusive

of Jared and Ethép®? (Of the 30 generations identifiedfar e | i st ed atireeehe fsehédohsante
of; elsewherdwo of these ltreedescendantareclarified as the sqrand elsewhere twolote r usages of fidesce
mean son, thusxactly30 ganerations is the motikely case)'® In the Old Testament, for centuries after the Noachian

flood, the lifespans were far longer than they are today, for instance with Nahor living to 15& 14 8imilar pattern would

appear likely in Jaredite existenees evi denced by Emerdéds son Coriantum |l ivin
children, such a®rihah having 31 childret?® The elephants are mentioned in th&g2ar of the reign of King Emgps®

Considering that King Emer walse sixth generain out of the 30 generations, and considering that the earlier lifespans were
likely quite longer, thizould put the elephant passage at perladyosit1700 B.C., though this estimate very easibyld be

off by more than a century®’

A.18 Endless Indicabrs of Relatively RecentProboscidea

There areendless indicatorthatindividually eitherpotentially, persuasivelyor positivelypoint to far more recent American
Proboscideaexistencel t 6 s i mp o r t leesetevidenzes are dulgectttolgahethbtsame types gfotentialerrors
that were enumerated in the earlier sectitimss pleasearefullyconsider the cautions and caved#any entire categories
of the below evidencare only directional or tentative in pointing to more recent existeHowever many are very telling.
Together m totaity the following evidence make asweepingly comprehensive and strongiynpellingsolid casefor
Proboscideaeing far more recent thahe conventional wisdom of a suppoD0 B.C .extinction

1. Recent Advanced Civilizations: Huge numbersf the elephantine depictions listedaalier sectiors werefrom within
advanced ancient American civilizations that would thus refégahore recent existence than 8000 B.C. To itemize
them here would be repttie of course.This evidence is very strong and very numerous; one would need to review the
nonU.S. depictions to get the full impact of their extensiveness and strefgtise alone hawsay more tharenough
strong evidences t@asily andsafely conalde thatProboscideawere relatively recent and concurrent with at least some
of the advanced civilizations that stretch from Mexico down to BoliVileefollowings ect i ons ar e si mpl y
2. Mounds Greatly discussed in the 1 @enturyare the couttess thousands &fre Columbian manmadeoundsall over
the U.ST whichbyt oday é s ¢ o n v aragereraliydatéd fromi3G0@ BxGnto A.D. 1600 many millennia
after theProboscideae x t i ncti on t hat supp oS IAkeyinessiwitntbd Becli8000 s
evidence however, is that clear human usag®aiboscideabones buried in mounds does pobdvethatthey were
necessarilgontemporaneously alivel hus remembethis caveat with the following

2.1. At New Madrid Missoura mastodortooth wasreported agontemporary with a human buriedamound?°9°1591
1592

2.2. The peviously mentioned lowa elephantine @fiabletscame from mourg®*%% 3 The pi pes i n ques
typical Middle WoodlaneHopewell platform pipes. | should estimate they ddteut 1 A.D., give or take a few
hundred yearsé The specimens closely resemble other
carved animal formit™g the bowl of the pipe.o

2.3. In Crawford County Wisconsin pi eces of awerafountioaiibh utr i ak®HBund. o

2.4. As mentioned before,n@ moundshaped like #roboscidean Wisconsin has received a lot of attentjiom t 6 s 13506

7 0 6 ,butthede)are at least two othén Wisconsirand another in Ohithoughtby someto be Proboscidean
shapel.l598 159916001601 1602 1603 1604 1605

25.Near Kennard I ndi ana i rshaped wessal ofdvoryabsut six inchaesdn didraetes auc e r
containing 84 ivory beads, that mu¥f have been made

2.6. At Angel Mounds near Evansville Indiana oneld human graves contained a mastodon t&8t#:°8

27.fAln one mound in the Buckeye State [Ohio], remains o
flifts. o

2.8. As referred to beforghereisare p o r t Hopetvellrmourid stone knife in the Ohio Statéstdrical Society
Museum that engraves a tropi®al hunter about to spea

29.South of Chillicothe Ohi o, in a mound was found: A AT
beads, composed of several hundred marine shells, alaskse f s o me 8% mal . o

210To be reviewed in more detail |l ater, the mounds at M
fengraved di sc s®B¥O5HESt odon tusks. o

211Summari zing investigations into Ohi oebeeafoundimplemén®i t hi n

and ornaments of silver, copper, lead, stivmy,and pottf er yéo

2.12.0ne bookwrote A The mo un d-tndidnuin Qhio aldp gontpirmdieees of fossilized ivory tusks collected
more than two t¥ousand years ago. 0

2.13.Per the famosiWest VirginiaGr ave Cr eek Mound: AOne o fsixhumdred ank fifty et on s
ivory piecesé I n another mound, wer e ¥9%Whethterthege$3r ds o

or 1700beads were ivory is disputglilom anotherb ok : A The skel eton, the male, w
beads. Dr. James W. Clemens asserted that the beads
hi mself wrought much in ivory, h e c¢ o uthedopimonmthatthey mi st a

were cut from th¥!' tusks of mastodons. 0

2.14.The previously mentioned depiction of a domestic&eaboscideavas from a mound in western New York; the
author said they were othBroboscidealepictions from other mound®? However | belige there are reasons to
doubtthe veracityof these claims.
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215From near Vine Valley Afrom New York moundso was fia
daggeré [and] fr amarhes p&LMHEedywarjger cor d

2.16.From Dr. Mitchill (of Pearl 6Great Pricefameyhi | e | i sting museum artifacts: f
Kentucky, five inches long and compact; found at Neville, in a tunjblugal mound]with human bones, as the
donor, Dr. Mé&¥®gYs certified.o

2.17. Not very persuasive givendtdoubt over whichanimai é a | et ter from Dr. Charles S
contains the description of a piece of pottery in th
out of a moun¥” near Nashville.o

2.18 From mounds near Frankihe nnessee: fiétwo beauti ful pieces of ivor
among Indians, they are m&de from the tusk of the ma

2.19.A prominent mound archaeologist, who dug up countless mounds in Mississipggahgs t at es, dug up
ofaMast odon, six feet long, el aborat®ly carved with a

220Thi s same archaeologist in discussing ancient coins

and ribs of the mast odon ésdstvdil doliowddibysthemextghoteavieichzhoh e r an
necessarily also referring to the mastodon] we found them around the necks of the occupants of the mounds,
punctured and strung, and alsointearat t a vas®¥% and cups. o

2.21.Vero Florida has a mound wiffroboscideaand pottery; some believe it indicates more recent existétice.

2.22.An LDS member in 1857 dug open a Los Angeles area mound, finding a ma¥t@den.

2.23.Some summaries from those who have studied this 1§%le:
2.23.1.7iThe indications are that the mastodonwasknbvin t he ear |l i e¥® Moundbui |l der s ¢
22321 That the mastodon was -bcudntdeempso riasr yn owd®tahn tuhned i nsopuunt
2233 There is nothing improbable in the s uBuiolsé#®riso.no t
2234081t i s a f act iamwithprehistoeicddisdoweriea that thefbanesi of the Mastodon and those

of the Mound Builders are found in the sa%he | ocal

2.23.5.0thers have alsdecidedMoundbuilders were contemporaneous viAtloboscideal8391640164116421643

Copper: Ancient Anericansworked copper for thousands of yeafdonventional pinions vary as to whether it started

in 3000,400Q or 5000 B.C.i any of these datesould all be long afteProboscideaveresupposedlextinct 64416451646

16471648 yet thereis evidenceof the two being contemporaneous:

3.1. Thepreviously mentione®oteau Oklahomhrass(copper alloy)owl depicts a running elephatt®

3.2. One of the lowa elephdne pipes was found with a copper axe; many copper relics were né&ftby.

3.3. Near Beardstownlihois was found @roboscideavi t h Aia broken p@®int of a coppert

3.4. As an example of unduexuberancewhile several sources tell of a copper kiiéng contemporaryith a
mastodon in lllinoig it appearghe contemporary conclusion was reachedydi@cause they were found in the
same larger area at the same depth in a formatiwardly conclusivén my ming165216531654

35,.iéstone tool s | e minersfLakéd Supedor drea coapderenrsnenavie beersfdund, some of them
associated with bonesf t he ext i®ct mastodon. o

36,AAn American el ephant, a mastodon, was killed by the
mi ning was carried on whe¥® the mastodon |ived in Ame
3.7. From an ancient cemetery near Madisonville Ohiowasdouria per f orated copper hamme

mastodon®s tooth. o
3.8. To be reviewed in more detalibsequentlycopper has been foundtae mounds at Mound City Ohighich had
Aimammoth or mastodon boneso &HACHE|i nely crafted pott
3.9. Theaforementioned New York domesticat@doboscideadepictionwas in coppefthoughl havedoubs.)!65?

3.10Asnotedbef ore, from near Vine Valley Afrom New York mou.l

mastodon ivory dagger é [marked pottefyjad’®*fi® nt s of a | arge co
3.11.A Konanzmuseum(Ecuadorlar t i f act that is fitr iRobescddedf® th copper o d
3.12. As reported beforera Ecuadori an government scientific journal i

provinces of Canar and Azuajaiom to have found representations of elephants in archaeological objects of stone
and b % (Bmmrze i an alloy primarily of coppely’

3.13.Many of theProboscideavidences come from civilizations that used copper. For instance, Tiwanaku was
mentioned arlier as havindg’roboscidealepictions, and Tiwanaku is wédhown for having used coppé&nd also
gold and silve)16681669167016711672 Hawever to list alProboscideavidences associated with more advanced
civilizationsthat used coppevould be a bit redundaratnd tedious

Gold/Silver: Currentconventionathinking appears to bthatancient American goldammeringstaredat 1200 B.C.,

and ancient Americagold castingstartedat A.D. 5007 From a quick look, it appears that conventional wisdom

might place acient American silver working beginning at around 500 B.C. or l&téThere are several associations of

Proboscideawith gold or silver:

4.1. Of the previously reviewed Cuenca Proboscidea depictionspf them were in gold®751676 16771678 16791680
4.1.1. One sourcavrote of the Cuenca collection A El ephants appear %8%2%0l d and

4.2. A tumbaga (gold/copper) artifact from tEeuadoriarKonanz museum shows tviRyoboscide &8¢

4.3. Asreportedabove il n Col ombi a iphantsegoldendr awi ngs of el e
di sks have been recovered fr o adhené‘a'PérlBDR)Boémdéaﬁ’”St uct i
4.3.1. Likely the same, sipreviously mentioned fiéa gol de nlggdeepeh ant

effigy has recently been unearthed at an archaic site in southwegt
Col omP8 a. o )

4.4, Discussed previously wake Bolivian government review of a private \ ) N
artifact collectioni it said that much athe collection was of thin gold A '
plates, and that its artwork more commonly depieteichalsthan people, ||\
andt hat fAstanding out 0 a mbthugthisswouwd _\')\ dphant
make it appear thamanyelephants were depicted in gold in Bolivt&® PR X\

4.5. As mentioned beforehere is thainverifiedreport ofa huge mudslidéhat [ ! -
had killed severdProboscideawithin a cityi some of the tuskseportedly l . t - "
had silver rings arounthem?26%° _ '

Pottery/Ceramics: There are various opinions on wheatteryis thought tohave startedomewhere in the Americas

some satartingat 3000 or 4000 or 5000 or as early as 5500 B.C.; 2000 B.C. is often the approximate date given for

Mesoamerica3000B.C. for the U.S, and 3300 B.C. for South Amerié’169216931694169 These various pottery dates

aredifferentby severamillennia as to wheRroboscideaare thought to have gone extinggt the two haveftenbeen

found togethet5%

5.1. A Proboscideavas foundat Avery IslandPetit Anse)Louisianain associatiowith pottery169716981699

52. Near Ki mmswick Missouri was found iftrhaeny oma trod dorei man
H0|Ocena‘)170017011702

5.3. The La Crosse Wisconsin cave with a mastodon picturehatsal fiel abor at eoF% wr ought pot
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6.

5.4. Near Madisonville Ohi@ mastodortooth wasfoundin the same manmade pits that contaiiddar ge sher ds
potteryw a r (and flint stone, and bone toolSy+17%5

5.5. This has everything: we#itudied, famous, mammoths, masing, mounds, pottery, coppéine workmanshipand
recent. InMound City Ohioi One mound within the complex contained
bones, and another contained finely crafted pottery vessels decorated with images of deelgeandthers
contained vari ous YHHARIAEH Also foorfd heceovpr en gvbaved discs of
t u s %*sThase mounds are generally thought to have dated from 200 B.C. to A.E51%00.

5.6. As referred to before, @incinnati mound had potterigrass, and a mother/childbry carving’*3

57.0ne summary: Al n many mounds in the Ohio Valley, the
in association with flintarrohn e ads and fr agfents of pottery. o

5.8. As mentioned beforefdm near VineVal ey fAfr om New York moundso was fia ¢
mastodon ivory dagger é [mamdkledf p@g mentys jafr oa | arge co

5.9. An Attica New York mastodon was found above charcoal and at a foot higher level than some pottery, keaving th
reviewer to conclude fAthe mastodon ma¥'h4 e survived

510AActually, there have been other finds that suggest
Pottery and elephant remains were found assakiate n Vit gi ni a. o

5.11.Pottery was found with a mastodon in Charleston South Carfdhtg?1172217231724

512At Clute Texas a mammot h wa splubamearhyfi woiotdle nfitbwavl pi ¢ beas
dated to 2255 B.Cnaturally the date leads some toibet the bowl arrived latéf?517261727 Apparently the
mammoth was not radiocarbon dated.

5.13.Froman 1881Juvenile Instructar A So me v esrhya psetdr aonlgde Ilbyot t | es have been
Some of these earthenware or pottery curiosities of therancie ar e i n t he@shape of el ep

514l n Mexico City mammoths were foud® with fAremarkabl e

515 There were high hopes for a few days that another o0
mastodon tusk, this time inthe Oaxaca gi oné When t he skeleton was found,
that would make very old, but later there were found in the same deposits pottery of the Mixtecan sort and also jade
which would date it in tH® relatively recent prehist

5.16.A summary of a Mexican scientific journatticler eads: @A Car eful weighing of the
evidences for and against the great antiquity of a skeleton apparently associated with both elephant and pottery
concludes that the sleton iscontemporaneous with the pottery and that the latter is possibly of théVaakpa
(late) YfMorizon. o

5.17.0ne article tells of maniroboscidedound at Tequixquiac Mexico associated with human artifacts, including clay
pipeandotherceramic artificts’32

5.18Asref erenced above in the QQuviesoniuss §92®apromihentipaleoniblogisti® 0 6 f or
Ecuador found a cooked/eateroboscideawith obsidian implements, carved bonasnd fadvanced and
decoratedo pottery a puyiesilédlnand I\of theaChristiargeraf chavcoal usdad boeook e n
the Probosci dea WEaSHUPHFIETBEGCKIBANDO0Eed summary was:
fragments of pottery around the skeleton, which were the most important factor in determining itseagkedo
traces of the old Mayan culture and were 1,60, 8 00 y ¥*"s ol d. o

5.181.0ne book summarized this as: AiSuch ceramic eviden
least the formative phases of Andean civilization, and could update itsauyigix to eight thousand
yea¥Y*s . o

5.18.2.Though this find could not have been more well documersted was documentdxy multiple individuals
of the highest prominencgroupthink led to much negative reactasit fé was rewarded wi

hootsandat cal |l sé it was wunthinkable that advanced pof
[Cuvieroniinag . Uhl e was accused of havi¥® faked the fi
5183AThe paper [of this find] i s a c $dHlistiwith the dcoeptedi t s a

ideas of Y he timeéo
5.18.4.However some paid attentient hi s s kel et on Aprovided convinc
paleontologist] that the ani mal had bee#® kil
5.19.From the Pampas of Argentina, terracotta (a ceramic) has been four@uwigitoniinae*’+°
5.20.The followingProboscideadepictionpottery/ceramic/clay objects were all previously mentioned:
5.20.1. Thepottery from Montezuma Valley Colorad@®017511752
5.20.2. The jug fromShiprock Mountain New Mexicd.531754
5.20.3. The ceramic artifact from Georgia with eigPtoboscideaon it 175517561757
5.20.4. TheProboscideaassociated with pottery in Vero Florid&817>°
5.20.5. Thetwo Quehutla MexicdProboscidealepictions- one ofporcelainthe other of pottery.76017611762
5.20.6. TheOlmec toy elephants were of clajp31764
5207. The Mesoamerican frepresentation, on'™g3®ttery, of
5.20.8. The Yalloch [GuatemaldProboscideavere on a ceramic vasés’ 176817691770
5.20.9. The Pisco Ecuador elephantine figurine was of &lay.
5.20.10.The teracotta plate showing tweroboscidedrom Perut’7217731774
Writing:1 t 6s not c¢ | e astandartteotnhveerntti loenrad iwd salom ab o u;ttappearsi ent
that perhaps theurrentthinking may be 1000 B.C. for Mesoamerica, and nea@@0 B.C. for South Americg75177¢
1777 Y et writing has often been associated Viftoboscidea
6.1. The three Flora Vista New Mexico depictions were on tablets with writit§g?7°17801781
6.2. The elephantine petroglyph from northeastern New Mexico was associated with amitiegt 82
6.3. The elephantine stone pendant from Gallo Canyon New Mexico had writing’&h 217851786
64 The fielephant drawings [that] are fod&#fd in Coloradoo
6.5. The Oklahoma panhandle cave elephant is araitsént writing?788 17891790
6.6. TheBoone CountyMissouriProboscidegpi ct ogr aph was asso@™ated with fAhie
6.7. The lowa DavenpottabletProboscideavereassociated with writing7921793
6.8. The La Cross#Visconsic ave with a mastodon al®®% had Ahieroglyp
6.9. Thethreellinos cave el ephantine depictions were'ssociate
6.10.0bviously thevariousdepictions within the ancient American coditgphswere associated with writing.
6.11.The Comalcalcdlexico bricks, which showedomeProboscideaare well known for thér extensive
fihieroglyphicso! 7961797
6.12.The Yalloch Guatemalgase with two elephantine depictiond s o had #fAhi é¥ogl yphicso on
6.13.At leastnine of the Cuenca elephané depictions were associated with writing.
6.14.The TiwanakuProboscidealepictons are on a huge stone that also has unkriinanoglyphicso!79°1800
Other Recent Artifacts: Proboscideaemains or depictions have often been found with many other artifacts that have
reflected much more recent existen@meof the belowitems areof a quite recent and/or definitive nature:

ing p
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10.

71. Per Pennsylvani ads [Pwhoscidem Stidme ttlypte dbdpigotrgeda the L
known to have been popular no earlier than 1000 BICtRousands of years after thammoth wagxtinct.
Additionally, three other artifacts found later on the Hansell farm bore engravings very similar to those on the
Lenape Stoneé These artifacts were able to be dated
with the ®¥hammot h. o

7.2. A Kentucky matodonat Blue Lick Springgvas reported as found above a fistol
this pavement had been quarried. Their upper surfaces had been cut and dressed, while their lower sides were in
t he r'82%G1H+4188 Quarried smooth stone paverh@nthought to have occurréaing after Proboscidea
extinction.

7.3. The previously revieweBroboscide&k i | | ed i n mu dPaledog e 8 h ¢ i ha oiyGolbngbtaeand o n e
paved stone and t h enedird@erducoexetd a Mesoamerica road) alfleet coexistence with recent
advanced civilizations, thus pointing to recent existence.

7.4. Asto bereviewedin Appendix | several Copastone carvinggmore than Stela BeflectingProboscideaare
thought to be fronaboutthe 8" century A.D.

7.5. In Colombia,a Quimbaya cemetery tomb h@dvieroniinaebone and maize; the Quimbaya culture is sometimes
thought to have gone from A.D. 300 to 138%. Association with both maize and the Quimbaya culture would
likely point to more recent existen&? 1808

7.6. Some artifactare ofProboscidedvory. Fresh ivoryis more capable of quality carving than old draad
ivory.18%° Thus if carved ivory is found with more recent artifacts or in areas thought to be more recent, they may
reflect theProboscideavas of the same more rexteera.

76.1. One professor in an Anasazi area fAfound in the ho
sabertooth tiger; also utensils made outliok, not fossili v o 188110

762. iéan i mplement made of mammoth ¢ivbry,Rwhercédowas f

763. Chicagods Field Museum has a fiHopewell Cultureo f
fhas the same kneeling posture and general appear

from 300 B.C. to A.D. 50683

7.6.4. InMexico was found ;@amofiheor soneed|l e®cor de®'® heari ngc

765 I n Mexico was found a fAsmal.l carving of a human f
is doubly startling, as the art of carving implies quite an acathoicu | t1315¢8%¢ | o

7.6.6. In Oaxaca @roboscideb one was f ound -stcoulhpatveed 0b e ennt ofi vaehéfilmu si c a
author thought the work was from the Zapotec cultéie.

7.6.7. One translated book, after referring to various American elephantine depictioss, addi |l n t he r ui n
Pal enque, is also drawn the el ephant dslaageead and b
fragments off®carved ivory.o

7.6.8. In Toro Colombiaa tool was found made fro@uvieroniinaeivory.1820

7.6.9. AtTaguaTagua Chi | e wafsnastodon@uderoaiina® yaryenvtheetchied geometric
desi®¥ns. o

7.6.10.A fascinating 1914.0s Angelegimesatrticle tells of how in Guerrero Mexico (Olme@thMayan area),
professors from America and the National Museum of Mexico excavated a huge city debjraye
mudslide (torsized boulders on second floors of buildings, A.D. 3#2}822 One large buried building
had a room in the center that had been ipaswiteeé ct e d.
by Athe walls had deleinmpl asmemted dvi ¢ s @ad who ta per
were highly decorated, but with one exception all the decorations were figures of flowers and of women

and young girls. o The fancy room had bnowl s, Il amp
Ameri ca) . AiDirectly beneath the mirror was a sl a
forming miladydés [fashionable woman] toilet tabl e
beauti ful stone thafjaide, 6f pehi chakdedoobMedeWoerelkdof

in modern stone work. On this table lay a necklace of shell ornaments, from which the deerskin thong had
long rotted away: three beaten copper hair ornaments; a gold head of a woman, evitksklgrabreast
ornament, a bone comb, and, most valuable find of all, the piecerad r Fhe ivory necklace ornament
was carved with symbols and with smooth holes on bothendfiandal ysi s i n the | abor
National Museum of Mexico showed ito be elephantivory. 0
76.11.A 1937 publication: AExcept for the Cocle region
coast al r et (Bathof thede arBas areknawn for more advanced/recent civilizations.)
77.0ne book r ep osttasthe pdletndianilizceak Site i ivestern New York (occupied around A.D.
100) have found numerous mastodon fossil $®and tu
7.8. On a different note, with respectadMay an di al ect , o n e dialett bf Mayamlanguage has
a word for fdelephanto, and, believe me, ti¥%y had
Steely Interpretation: Indirect butvery strong(if you understand the scienaejidence of association with more recent
artifacts would be that some of these elephantine depictioriatéaoatelycarved orveryhard stoner are associated
with civilizations that carved on very hard stdfi€ Forinstancet he Gal l o Canyon pendant was
Granby statuette &s of granite, the carvings at Copaereintricately doneon hard stoneetc. The conventional
wisdom is that these were engraved by stone tools. But stone tools fracture. Ayl an 6t expl ain i nt
cuttingof high-end-hardness stone withbhaving used tools that were hardénd similarly, one author argues that
only steel could have been used as a strong enough crowbar to lift/tilt stones of hundred¥4f Asshowdoes one
create stone tools of thegherhighestendhardness storfeThe only way to creatalecentools ofthe strongest
substance is tehapematerialsthatare mildly to entirely fluid fluidity caused by hedt metallurgyis theonly solution
A review of the possible metals and their propertiestaagossiblemetalworkingprocesses yieldssingleattractive
ancient American answérstee. Cor r osi on i s why we d o an@iénndnéxistdnceAmdc i ent st
conventional wisdom puts any metallurgy of comparable sophistication far more recentlyetisapposed 8000 B.C.
Proboscideaextinction. In summary, some of tHeroboscidealepictions are associated with civilizations which had
very intricate and highly sophisticatedttingand sculpturing of very hard stotleat had to have used steel, angt a
steel would be thought to have been of more recent usage and not consistent with traditional Bnubgsaidea The
typical readetikely wond t  h a v e scgemntificbackgrouadtd pagonfidentjudgment on this issy@evertheless
this pointis quite telling However any robuston-cladtreatment of tis topic wouldneedto be ina separatéreatise.
But just one point here, the ancient iron mine high on a Peruviatfatiéf where 3700 tons of iron ore were anciently
extracted, was not dujust because the Lehites liked to look at the color of #&n.
Indian Legends The frequency (ovehteedozen tribes) and in some cases gRraboscideaclarity (trunks in
particular)of elephantine Indian legends increases the likelihood of more rexisténce.However as the legends
generally had otheanimal and/or nomeality characteristics, is hardto feel overly confident about them.
Shallowly-Buried ProboscideaProboscideaeing found not buried all that deeply hdgd a numbeto believein their
relatively recent existend@3018311832
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11.

12.

10.1. fé often covered by only a few inches of soil or peat, and in such a state of preservation as to make it difficult to

believe that they ar e ®m8¥® than a few centuries ol d.
10.2. i found so superficially buriedih Ont ar i o] € t hat t hed®appear to be qui
10.3. Oneprofessor reviewed SWichiganfindsa nd wr ot e: fiéremains were from a f

surfaceé The shallow depths at which thaewyoaare buried

surprisingf¥ recent date. o
104.AThe remai ns Rrdbostider sei mnAmatisc@{) occur i mM*Bt he most s
10.5. A | have myself observed the bones of the mastodon an

coudready believe the animals to have occupi®®® the coun

10.6. AWhen we find the bones of any animal in a swamp of this nature, much closer to the roots of the sod than to the
solid earth below, it is evident that the time ldit inhumation will not embrace many centur®!

107.AThe ancient | akelets of Michigan enclose numerous r
someti mes so near the surface that one ®oul d believe
10.8. Fromanl 881 Smit hsoni an report: fAiMastodon bones have be

which, so far as is proved by the rate of deposition, implies that the animal may have been alive within five
hundred®years. o
109.AiPr of . Hal | ryseeentexistencedf this amim@rpbescidefthere seems to be no doubt. The marl
beds and muck swamps, where these remains od®cur, are
10.10AMast odons have been unear tndrthedstemlpdrt ofdhe Bnited &Stateseamdynostiyi d e
in the top Wayers of bogs. o0

10117 é at |l east one American geologist thought that the
such that a survival into A.D. 1000 would not be at all unexpetct#*® o

10.22A 1l n North America, the mastodon and mammoth occur ir
and very wé¥|l preserved. o

10.13.iThe Mastodoné has several times during the past ei

throw great doubt on the vast length of time during which it has been supposed, from earlier evidence, to be
exti¥ct . 0

10.14A1't was not | ong after the c bdfocetravelastbéganto conimert ipenthée w Vv
huge bones found in the WeWNorld. They seemed strewn in greater profusion, to be, in short, more suggestive of
recefty. o

10.15A But we have authority for believing that th® mastooc

10.16ABut t he bones of t hfeunckneas thensarfade, semetinesnransatstesitioanarealtemately
wet and dry, in a much better state of preservation than some of the human bones at the bottom of burial mounds
where the conditions for their preservation are much more favorable. Pdacimdpones side by side and bearing
in mind the places from which they were exhumed, one can not resist the conclusion that the human remains are
guite as old as tho®e of these extinct animals. o

10171l n Guadal aj ara Mexi co an acasehokbgitovasaadigsd theibonesbfeleghantme t &
and men from the driedp bottom of a neighboring lagoon. The bones were all found a few inches below the

surface, and the excavatoir?believed them to be cont e
10.181 n Oaxaca Mexi c o likay Cuvieeosiihag \das found by enfarsdérii s ci ent i st wer e r
dig no more than 503centimeterso (10 inches).

ProboscideaOn the Surface Similarly, elephantindonedying on the surfacenvould be quite strong support foecent

existenceor two primaryreasonsl.) the closer to the surface, particularly on the surface, would obviouslythreean

likelier the more recenbf anexistence; 2.jnore importantlypeing buried can actually mitigate the decomposition

process$ surface exposure leadsnwre surelecomposition where bones would not be expected to lasofer

Arguments have been made that bones will simply entirely decompose away if left on thefeurfa®y centurigsyet

there are manyeports ofProboscideaboneson the surfacef the ground->*

111.Alt seems irrational t @oulsl hapepbees presentedintacttthinoagh entolsl agesf, a c e b
hence the theory is untenable that the mammoth and mastodon bones from Big Bone$k3minglsy] were
only of prehistoriccrea u r ietlés@uthor then writethathis fatherin-law saw a on-surfacemammoth shoulder
bladein the early 1800s thantirely disintegratewith only 50 more years of exposuf&® 186

11.2. Thomas Jefferson wrote: "It is well known that on the Ohio, and in mpartg of America further North, tusks,
grinders, and skeletons of unparkdtemagnitude, are found in great numbers, some lying on the surface of the
earth, and some a little below #£%7 185818591860

11.3. "Bones, teeth, even entire skeletons of mastodons or mamaretfrequently found in situations where it would
seem impossible they could retain their form and solidity for a great length of*fithe.”

114.Aét he American mastodon are nearly always found in t
thereof withiof t en, i ndeed, on ¥he surface of the ground. 0
l115.AMastodon bones are extremely fragile on exposure to

ex humed an d%: prhus siriage bomebs wauld not be expected to last thousands of)years.

11.6. AThe body of an animal that dies on high groisigeldom preserved because predators and scavengers scatter the
bones. Such exposed bone usually becomes decayed or badly weathered before it can be carried downslope to a
lake or streamto be preservedilhh e s edi me nt s'®4gTaus sirfade banes woull eot ke expected to
last thousands of years.)

11.7. A similar comment abouarge animals fronsupposedly longgoin theAmericantropi cs: fiéwhose bone
nevertheless, accepted as belonging to éinaspecies; now could they have resisted disintegration during four
or five thousand years, considering both of these to have lain exjposedt leas within the influence of a
tropical sunand the periodical raiffsYet they occur often on the faceé 8%

11.8. An archaeologist wrote of finds in Ecu&uieroninadfié& sever g
usually they wer eRefatedynirdd socnu ¢ shieng uanfeacparoti cul ar fi nd
the erosion of the aterial and deposition of the mastod@uyieroniinag bones must have taken place some
time after the Pleistocene®% errace deposits had been

Not Fully Decomposed Body Parts and Consumed VegetatioDozensof nonfrozenAmericanProboscideghave

beenfound witha great variety of eaten biibt-yet-decomposed vegetatiofof types that grow currently in the same

locations-- which isinconsistent with some of tHee-Age Proboscideaheories)nside their stomachs or where their

stomachs had beeamd/or in their teetreven moredozensof other norfrozenAmericanProboscideghave been found

with various body partsstill remaininganddescribed by the following ternfsomewhat overlappingintestines gut,

stomach,live stomach bacterig marrow -filled bones spinal vesselsadipocere fatty tissue,skinis ki n _on t he

b o n eflesh, hide,i hi d e w.i t lmir, massle tibsadsinew,soft tissue tendons,meat, trunk ( caution, only

two 18" century reports, from Indians), foot, toes, toenailsdried blood, blood stains,veins, steroids, dung,and
faecal material 1867 1868 186918701871 18721873 187418751876 18771878 187918801881 188218831884 188518861887 1888 1889 18901891 18921893

189418951896 1897 1898 1899 1900 1901 1902 1903 1904 1905 1906 1907 1908 190919101911 191219131914 191519161917 191819191920 1921 1922 1923 1924
1925
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12.1.

OnefamousChilean norfrozen location deserves attention fi T hhas alsa yielded 38 small piecesanimal

hide and muscle tissusome still preserved on bonesifvieronius Pieces of hide also were recovered from
hearth areas, living floors, and wooden structural remains. Some pieces were still attached tpolesden
possible suggesting the presencéide-drapedhuts Pathological and other analyses of these pieces suggest that
they are also of Rroboscidean 8%1°27 This site also had chunks Bfoboscideaneat preserved in a peat

bOg.1928192919301931
12.2. In1946itwaswi tt en: féfor over a hundred years the mastod
writers as irrefutabl®™ proof of its recent existence
123.AThe i mmense volume of bits of flesh, skin, and bone

12.4.

12.5.

mastodons] that have been found, in proportion to the comparatively minute number of bogs investigated, is
utterly ®rplexing.o

fiwe quote from p. f08&5,1838e00l ogPircoadle sReoprorCol | ettt says:
the remans of the mastodon found in this state [Indiana], in almost every case a very considerable part of the
skeleton of each animal proved 8 be in a greater or
AfFat her of Paleontol ogyo0 Proboscidgeanaydave menreeei?® ons why Ame

12.5.1. Shawnee Indians had foundPeoboscideaskull in 1762 which had a nget-fully-d e ¢ o mplong e d

nose above the mouifi a claim difficult to fabricate without knowledge aProboscidearunk. 19361937

1938193919401941 One des cr i ptnl@aR thevshawany indidnsifsund some three miles from the

Ohio the skeletons of five mastodons, and reportecbtiabf the heads had a long nosed attached to it,
below which was the mouth Mr. Barton argues with reason thhe trunk was actually preseved. &+

Anotherdescriptionwritten in 1805wasii s o me o6 Shawanesed | ndians who

elephant tooth and a fragment of tusk of which they were attempting to didpeseribing similar
remains, the Indians mentionachead with a bng nose and a mouth on the underside®*

12.5.2. Similarly, naturalist Kalm said Illinois Indians in about 160nda Proboscideawith amostly
decomposed trunk1944 19451946 1947 1948 1949

12.5.3. Thoughwonderingwhether it might truthfully have been from an Old World elephant, Cuvigrected a
mummified partiaProboscidedoot reported to have been found by Indi&i¥81%511952 Believe it was

the same foot also described el sewhere aass APart
found in a cave, with a tooth, by a savagest of the Missouri: it was very fresh, and perfectly resembling
that of an elephant: it was obt ai n¥%H(Asiahelephatbe x i c a1

have five toes on their front featith toenails)!°>*
12.5.4.Cuvier saidfié that its [mammothremains are in a better state of preservation than any other fossil

bones; and there are some curious facts which may give rise to the conjecture, that its extindti®n may

more recent thand®*®has been supposed. o
13. Buried Frozen ProboscideaTo only be lighly touched upon here, stupefyingly vast numberBroboscideshave been
found buried often quite deeply and suddenly and with wameather vegetatigrand frozerin Siberia andAlaskal®>®

1957195819591960 This amazing phenomenon can be explained frodvroaa h @dandPled egds conti nent al

vi ewpoi nt , but not from a ficony@®astofthefrezérPrabossidkadoomdinv i e w

Siberia and Alaska could be explained from the conventional wisdom of geologic higtbryany cannot
13.1. As an aside, the single | and mass spoftemtioighttode i nt o

prophets (at least five of them), myaapostles, other general authorities, or by church publicatfég52 19631964
19651966 1967 1968 1969 197019711972
14. Similar Evidence for Similar -Period Animals: There are several other animals thought to have gone extinct in the
same timeframe as tiRroboscidea They too have mantypes ofevidences of living in much more recent periods.
Oneexample is a giant ground sloth fouaskociated with pottery in South Carol#i&.1°7* More recent evidence
associated with these other animals is angtbart indicating the conventional rad&rbon dating wisdom is in error.
15. DNA Diversity: To give a quote from a DNA study:

15.1. fAThe low nucleotide diversity of mammathoolly] mi t ochondr i al s e qarderrofc e (©  ~
magnitude lowerthan that reported for the overall populationg oéfricana( ©~ ~ 0 E.n@xmuga n d ~
0.017),but similar to the values reported for select population®f L. africana( ©~ ~ 00.027) &h& 4
maximug =~ ~ 10.0085). These data suggest that unlike the Asian and African elephants, the mammoth

populaion has not had a complex population structure and has had a relatively low genetic diversity in

mitochondrial lineages, at least in the aspanningthousands of kilometersin northreastern Siberig!®”®

15.1.1.If both woolly mammoths and elephants had liveddaoughlycomparable long period of time, then we
might expect similarlevel of mtDNA diversity due to comparable mutatibilyet woolly mammoths
acrosshuge distances have significanti®gs diversentDNA than of elephant@ndascomparablydiverse

asthat of isolated populations of elephants. If this particular mammoth lineage (Siberian) had only lived

for afar shorter period of time than elepharttgenthis wuld explain thdower levels ofmtDNA

diversity. A much shortewoolly mammothspeciesdu r at i o n a f,tretative thllviagrelemhants,r k

could explain this.While thisd o0 e s n 6 AmeticariPlobogzcideeDNA, the pointis that the
phenomeanis plausiblyexplainable from a Noahrk timetablew h i | en umekptaisablanomaly for
conventional wisdontiming.

16. Some Similar Opinion:Be f or e r adi oc ar b o sdne who refidwedenary ef the dbeve evidenees e

and r eached Pobostiddaa rc ofirc 81 1R $or examplea Notre Dame professor who was a
Proboscideee x pert wrote: AThe opinion of many writers, i
extinct in North America and *®PWaA1951 tokege ahtraopaogyl textbookd i
said: fAéit has hbkee am s¢ wgpens theeck atntea te xtt i % And othegssirsthet h a n

radi ocarbon age, believe the evidence points to more
that is depictions of extinct elephants. These &rad ben extinct at least 8,000 years as well. Yet, they are
represented by ancient Mexican artisanse What is appal
civilized man had observed them®®and scul ptured and dr e

As reviewed there areumerous types avidences that individually either potentially, persuasively, or positively point to
far more recent AmericaProboscideaxistence particularly the manfroboscidealepictions from within fairly recent
civilizations. In totality theymake a sweepingly comprehensive and strongly compelling solid ca@mfmrscideabeing

far more recent than the conventional wisdomsfapposed #A8000 B.C. 0 extinction.
radiocarbon dating greathgduces confidence in its assumptions.

A.19 Summary of Cureloms and Cumoms BeindProboscidea
The followingis a long summary dherationalefor cureloms and cumonizingsome sort oProboscidea

41

tod
between 2250 and 20 B.C.)has been taught at least 80 times by either scripture (ancient and modern), modern

nt o



There are many reasons to believefthea m sace simiar tobothelephant@nd to each otheand to believe that

all three were used for wark

a.The naming similarity of HAcurel omsdo and fMeaumsaEms 0 ma
similar to each other, as the odds of a random repetit both a consonadearing opening syllable and a
consonanbearing rhyming end are roughly one in 10,0850, areview of Hebrew, Egyptian, Akkadian, and
Sumerian finds no even mediocre candidates for parent or related words.

b. Ver se 19 0 s Is kreusedifor veork,ithusaincreasing the chatiwasi c-ar m swére used for work
Proboscideareoutstandingvork animals

c. Verses17 and18 eachhavea uniquenoun themethus further increasing the likelihood that alvefse 19
follows a uniquenountheme-- of work.

d. Versel8nds with fAand also many other kinds ianBkingini mal s
even more likely that all verse 19 animals weogéprimarily food animals

e. Thepatten of grouping similar nounsn these and other
Book of Mormon passages, maktlikely the i c-a1m sacde IIEt_her 9:16-19 C
closer to elephants than to horses, cattle, sheep, or any el nsomuc hth a N e'.(yh' b &

17.Having all manner ofruit , and ofgrain, and

listed animal. ¢ silk d offine I 4 ofoold. and of
f. It d@hecombination of several preceding points together of stlks, and offine finen, and 0lgoid, and o
silver, and ofprecious things

th.at makeshe strongest case fiir c-al m sbéing: 18. And also all manner afattle, of oxen and

i. Related closely to each other .
ii. Primarily or exclusively work animals cows and ofshee.p and ofsv_vme anq Cleipiis gl
iii. More closely related to elephants than to horses, ca also manyother kinds of animalswhich were
useful for the food of man.

or to any other animal in these two verses 19, And th 150 hatl q dth
iv. Perhaps more closely related with elephants than Llg LTSy elsin TEIEISES St nep el Bls e
wereelephants and cureloms and cumorra! of

closenessvithin most noun groups in these verses. hich Ll pre all
Domestication from wild herds is a remarkalshpressive which wereusetuiunto man, anthore especially
the elephantsand cureloms and cumoms

potential explanation for laighly unusuahon-happenchance

mid-sentenceénterruptionf r o m fi bo#gheu Mpgods s e s si v e A tfdr efereng tomth @meand/or di n g

wild.

a. This interpretation is further reinforcelie toelsewherén the Book of Mormorwherefit her eo rwdirtehce r e
w a slvays referred to animals not under human control adsalthatall of the many dozen wild animals were
never prefacedrwiithtada 6fihavi ngo

b. No otherdomesticated animaglies primarily on capturing wild animaitlsstead obreeding.

c. What alternative explanation exists for thisarlynon-happenchance change in wording?

Given their oblique obscurity oofusing classification, and inconsistent identification in 1&2@erican

Proboscideasubsetgexceptarguablyfor mammoths) auld not have been translated in 1829.

Proboscideareextraordinarilyuseful matching the passafgegreat emphasis on high usetss

a A second repetitive engraving just to state the fmo
emphasis than if it had just been written that way in the first place.

b. Proboscideacapabilities arghenomenalith respect to docilit, strength, handyman trunks, intelligence,
agility, diet versatility stamina, andbngevityi they meet the description of being as usesutlgphants and
more so than horses.

FourBook of Mormonpassages refer to domesticated Jaréthieasts, Probosideawould match well inall four.

Very convincingly an exhaustive review aéverysingleknownmid-to-largesizedtype of American animgover

100types, many more at tlgeneraand/orspecies leve) living or relatively recerly extinct, leavesProbogideaas

theonly strong contenderall other candidatearedramaticallylower-quality possibilities In particular, per the

specific candidates proposed by various Lb&mbers none are close at all in havingeteamdevel of strong

credible argumentsi-or example, one issue is that most viable alternatives would have been translated in 1829.

There isoverwhelmingevidence oProboscidednteraction withancient man

a. There are over 100 sites with some sortwadence ofhuman interaction witfProboscteaskeletalremains
There isfar moreevidence than reporteat footnotedn thistreatise

b. Even byverypessimistially dismissing half of the 200Proboscidealepictionsthis still leavesover 100valid
AmericanProboscidealepictions

i. Several of thee are Olmec (Jareditglndmanyotherscould be Olmec.
Evidences existf ancientProboscidealomestication:
a. There arél5 reporteddepictions ofProboscideadomesticatiorfrom 10 differentsites
i. However many of these are of lower quality with respectdar credibility, multiple verification, and/or
picture availability.
ii. All but one are from areas of highly advanced ancient American civilizations
iii. Thedomesticatiorcredibility is strengthened kiyo sets oflepictions fronseparate sitedoth thoughtd
be of the same general esharingunusual similarities

b. A report of dver rings on tusks dProboscideilled by a sudden mudslide a populated citarearemarkable
eviderce of domesticatioin both the plentiful existence in the city and the silkregs denoting apparense of
reins however this report is natdependentlyerified.

c. With aProboscideaskeleton on top adincientpaved stone and another next toaacienistone highway, these
mayalsosuggest domestication.

Asicaamsmer e é@émpeei ally wuseful 0 Abduté500NoghrAmeritanPkobdscjdeac 0 mmo n

remains have been foumdthe literature.Judgments are that the vast majority of finds are not part of%08.6,

a. Similarly, Proboscideaarethe mostradiocarbortestedanimal which helpsshowtheir commonness

. With knowing Jaredites (Olmecs) lived in the land northward and never lived ih Bmerica (and then were

succeeded bWulekitesLehites inMesoamericg this may explain why no mammoth or American mastodan ha

ever been found in Sth America, even thoughbout5,700 have been found in North America.

a. Scientistsfind hi s fistrangeo, fihighly signifbcantd, and hayv

b. What is a credible alternativexplanatiof?

. With understanding th®Imec (aredit¢ center to be in the general afahe Isthmus of Tehuantepehbis may

likely explainwhy mammoths and American Mastremainsare very common north of this isthmus

(domesticated and wildput arequite limited south otheisthmusarea(predominantly or exclusivelgomesticated,

whose bones may also have more likely been more thoroughly dispgsed of

a. While scientists have been perplexed as to how Panama could have blocked mammatherézah
mastodondrom entering South Americét is even more perplexing why timeuch largeisthmus of
Tehuantepec would serasa quite effective filter-- unless ofcourset 6s t he Book of Mor mon

b. Conversely, this population bottleneck may largely explain @hyieroniinaefollow the qposite patterii
common below this point and musbarcerabove it.
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12. With over tireedozen Indian tribes thought to have legends descriptitaifoscideaand with some of their
descriptions rerkably uniquelyelephantindespeciallydescriptions of truksand their usagethis increases the
likelihood thatProboscideavere both common and relatively recertowever while these legends have been quite
persuasive to somtheseelephantine descriptionseagenerally mixed in with nealephantine descrijons.

13. There are many evidenctstProboscideare far more recent than whainventional wisdomsays
a. There ar&50 Proboscideaadiocarbon dates that are 2,000 or more years younger than the supposed 8,000 B.C.

extinction. Howevemanyof these datesange from possibly to highly likely erroneoudn the other hand,

manyare accused of errqustb e cause they violate Aconventional wisd
tentative let alone confident or definitive judgment on them. Very few are mord thae the approximate

1700 B.C. of the Ether passage. Howehere are inescapabtglevant large problems in the logic of older
radiocarbordating and theiproblematiccalibrations, as well as very significant contrarian evidence.

b. Conventional wisdons thatmetal working, potterycrafting, mound building, andvwritinga | |  di dn6t occ L
manymillennia afterProboscideaxtincion -- yet eachof these four items ha@0+instances ohppearing to be
contemporaneous witAroboscidea Also, Probosciagaor Proboscidealepictions have been found wibther
types ofartifactsthought relatively recenas indicated by their styling, believed era of use, or radiocarbon
dating. In total there are over 100 instanceBroboscidedones odepictions assaated with artifacts thought
far more recent than a supposed fA8000 B.C. o

c. In addition to thespecificartifactassociated depictions referenced above, therseaeral dozenther
depictions ofProboscidedrom within relatively recent civilizationAnasai, MoundBuilders, Mayan, Olmec,
and lastly identityunclearto-me butadvancedivilizations within Mexico, Mesoamerica, and northern and
western South America).

d. Atthree sites there are remainsRwbboscideghatdied in/by relativelyrecentcivilization stone edifices.

e. As discussed, theaviouslegends, from ovehteedozen Indian tribgghought descriptive dProboscideaif of
true elephantine origins, would point to more red&nabosidea

f. ManyProboscideégones have been foubdrely buriedlealing some to think they must be more receviany
otherProboscideabones wer@ot buried at ajlwith the thinking being that the bones clearly would have
decomposed had they actually been left exposed to the elements for many millennia.

g. Dozens of notfrozen AmericarProboscidegartl-decomposed body patitgve been found that have been
describedhs: intesties,gut, stomachljife stomach bacterjanarrowfilled bones, spinal vessels, adipocere, skin,
iski n on flesh bdidep b h d & 0 wio thdir, mudcle tissue, simew, soft tissue, meat, dried blood,
steroids, dungand faecal material. And siome oldndian reports are correct, two partially decomposed trunks
and one mummified foot haxasobeen found.

h. Dozens of nofirozenProboscideghave been found withntact vegetatiorn their stomachs/stomach areas
and/or teeth.

i. Otheranimalal so fAconventionally thoughto to have gone ex
Proboscidealso have the same types of evidences (as listed aimoNegting they are also much more recent,
thus further strengthening the meaexentProboscideaargument.

In summary there are plethoric pointtat individually range frontenuougo persuasivebut which collectively construct an
astonishingly conwcing and amazingly compelling casetthe cureloms and cumomgere Proboscidea

B. Identifying the Elephant, Curelom, and Cumom within Proboscidea

Having proposed c-a1m sa® some type d?roboscideamore specifidi c-ai mientification is warrantedBut firstthe
Jaredite elephant should be identifiddowever he following Jaredite elephant section in particular enr¢he side of
dauntingdetaili the typicalreaderis likely better served by skimeading

B.1 Identifying the Jaredite Elephant
This sectiorarticulates a decisiveand definitiveidentification of the Jaredite elephant.

B.1.a Columbian Mammoths arefi Tr u e 0 E linéhp Blephaht Sybfamily Elephantinae
For manyyears adominant classification for American mammoths countedpkgigst®®* 198> While there are a variety of
American mammoth classifications, for the arsed in this treatise, there are sed@mericanmammothspeciesone of
which is the woolly mammotH8 Theirnamesand datesvhen firstnamedare 1971988

1 primigenius(woolly mammoth), 1803 (20 other names by 1845)

1 hayi, 1815 (are,thought to beveryold, preflood in reality?)

1 meridionalis 1825 (are,thought to bevery old, preflood in reality?)

1 columbi 1857 (first name given in America)

9 imperator,1858

1 jeffersonij 1922

1 exilis, 1928 California Channel Islandygmy mammothssee Section D to learn mpre

Many (including myself) considemlumbi jeffersonii, imperatorplus possiblyexilis (dwarfs), and even perhapayiand
meridionalisall better treated if consided as a single specit§8?19901991199219983199419951996199719981999 Eor example, a
premier North American mammoth expert recommends consolifitespecies meridionalis(drop hayi) for the old ones,
exilis for the dwarfs, andolumbi[drop imperatorandjeffersonij for the remaining nomvoolly American mammoth€%
2001 Callingthesesix species he fACol umbi an nieeyhawarder sgeandmpréspirgléd tuskshanAsian
elephantg002200320042005 \w/hjle woolly mammoths havabundanshaggy hair, th€olumbianmammoth goupinggs s ki n i s
thought to havéiad the sammok, thickness, structurandthin hair asthe skin é modern elephan§962007 200820092010

This groupingis in the samsubfamily,elephantidagas the living elephan8!! Radioimmunoassay@ntigen protein
identificationtestd provide more evidence that Columbian mammoths are bona fide elefiRRedfoimmunoassays were
ableto identify Elephas Mammuthugwoolly), andLoxodontaas beingclosely related -- andtheyshowed tie American
mastodon to be more distaiit?201® DNA studiesalso showmammoths and modern elephants telosely relatedwith the
Americanmastodon more distadt*4

The following quoteseflecthowthe experts recognizee mammotlas an authentic narrowlglefinedelephant

T AEl ephant : thdfamigehlgthantidaeTechnically, it includes the mammotlalthough informally it is
often restricted to the two living specie8'®

Ma mmot h: elephanoitte gemudtammuthus 28'°

éthkeree O0cl assi clLoxoditaMprhnauthusandEtephas’’d’

éthe three elephant generaLoxodonta Elephas andMammuthué ¢?18

) B 1 S 1
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f
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Mammoths and elephants aralledt he At r u@®el ephant s

iémammot  hs were neverthel ess truneleppame ¥ gi cal |l y and t axc
i T hree elephants includingthet wo | i ving specie®® and the mammot hséo

i The b o nreeseleghéntatrlee f ound in tolerabl e abiurefarmgtce e t hr oug
mammot hs while excluding mastodons, this?3Quuiere came f
enttted one of his chapterCal |fedh eMafoog AP bl @hlearRtussi ans.
ifét he | oxodont gempiring elepltaats{Arimedephdgolisture extinct Old World elephant],
MammuthusElephag ) 8%

North American MammotAmer T#®H&2ée@l ephants of North

éhe true elephanist he f ami | y 2B(whiphtinaludésimdnaneths)

Unl i ke mast odaelsg p hwehritcsh, weammot hsé wer ®7 | arge, speci
Bot h ma nroecetephantsamd t heir cousi®fs the mastodonséo

From 18@ : A O fosstibbnesmome have attracted more attention than those belonging to the unknown animal
denominated thtlammoth found in several parts of the world, and especially in North America. A controversy for

a long time existed, whether this animeere a species @lephanir not; and both the affirmative and negative

sides of the question were confidently maintained by eminent zoologists. It is probable the dispute is now near being
terminated, as, in the estimation of good judges, proof $itttet of demonstrative has appeared, confirming the

opinion of those who assign this fiamed animal to the geni&ephasi?®?®

= E I

=A=A-A2-A2-A2
St St Ot N

Conversely,e met i mes the woolly mammot h khasage bxel@intpecCalimbiand t he #Atr
mammothgrouping a 1921quote from the premier Proboscideantologist of hisxeeas fA i n r[teeaveotiyt year s
mammoth]has usually been referred to [as] the true mammr§gn203120322033203420852036 To symmarize, thexpertsclearly

consider theColumbian mammoth groupiras afully bonafide narrowlydefinedtrue elephant.

B.1.b The Columbian Mammoth and Asian Elephant areSimilar, the African Elephant More Distant
A conclusiveevidence oftat Col umbi an mammot h gr ou piisrthgtdtis mech adosectbthee | e p han
Asian elephant than either of thésrito the African elephant.

B.1.b.1 Skeletally, the Mammoth and Asian ElephantAre Similar, the African Elephant More Distant
Severaltudies indicate that thsian elephanits closerskeletallyto the mammothhanto the African elephantWhile
many of thesstudiesused the woolly mammoth, the woolly mammotlyiste similar to the Columbian mammoth
skeletalyi No cl ear di fferences in post cr[wooilyardd Cotumbighleramedb gy di st
thickness is considered partially diagnostic, but individual teeth and even parts of a given tooth have variable enamel
t hi c KH&%2%°228Anot her quot eM. priniganiasthe wanlfy mamenotie, fvould have been somewhat
similarto thatof moden Asi an el ephant s, except that the mammoth wou
l ong vertebral spi nes an d®awhenan Ameiicangnammaoth & fowsthmetincestsy t hi ¢ k
locationhas helped in pointing twheter it isthought to have been a woolly mammoth or otherdi&&®* A summaryof
several relevargkeletalstudies will follow:

Skeletal Sudy 1
One study reviewed entire skeletonstu African elephant, Asian elephant, and the woolly mamrfyth(Remember

woally and Columbian mammoths are practically identical skeletalBf.}he approximately 330 bones in each, most bone

types had identical counts. Excluding caudal vertebrae where the mammoth count was incomplete, the African elephant had
four more bones #n the Asian elephant, which had three more than the mamidothever a note of caution should be

added, asherecanbe varying bone counts on specimens within the same g&fera

Skeletal Study 2
One review compared craniurasd concluded thatleplas(Asian)c r ani ums @ c o n toxaenta Althbughr pl y wi

less distinct fromMammuthusElephad ac ks t he s pi r 29 After citingwothsr sneall differensekhs réview
then concludes: Al n ElephdsamdMamnautupaesenbre nearlyn gmilar to each other thén they are
toLoxodonta®’ i The s kul IMammuthuét eaerteh noofr phol o gi cEephhsy®®cl ose to tho

Skeletal Sudy 3
Another study looked at neck bones fromP¥@boscideargenera®? It concludecthe mammoth was closer to tAsian

elephanthan the African elephaft>°

Skeletal Sudy 4
Onebig study documented 34 skeleteditsof 132 head specimens of ypes ofProboscidedrom 77 locationg®®! It then

sorted hese 18 types based on simitlas; a cladistic computer program sorted and developed relations between the different
animals?°>? At one end of thsortwasthe Asian elephannext to it waghe mammotli the only differese wasthatthe

Asian elephanbadfinarrowo premaxillary tusk seaths, whilehe mammothésheaths werdiflaring.0?°>® Next in thesortof
18typeswasthetwo species ofAfrican elephargi bothhad variations relative tihe Asian elepharstinsix of the 34 traits.
Theseauthors recommendeaxieatingtaxonomythat pu the mammoth and Asian elephant in a diffetarbnomic

classificationthan the African elephaft>*?*** They al so called the mamma®h and Asi a

Skeletal Sudy 5

A thorough study compared 123 traits across vafroboscide&®®’ Detailed Study Relationship Results
African elephants differed from Asian elephants in six of thetl#it;
mammoths differed from Asian elephants in only t&/) mammoths Differences

. . S ss
having morecurved tusks2.) minor variation in@me of the molar% Traits _ Asianto  Asian to

Study Analyzed African Mammoth

Skeletal Sudy 6

A very sophisticatedtudy documented 138 characteristics of 22 differer] . . 6 1

types ofProboscide&®® A computer analysis showehat the closest #5 123 6 2

relative of anAsian elephanis amammothithe next closest is an Afan #6 138 5 0

elephant®® Of the 138 traits, African elephants differed fréwian

elepharg infivec at egori es, whi | e maafithecl88hosn Aglan elapléa®®d i f f er i n any

Skeletal Wrap -up of the Mammoth and Asian Elephant Being Close
To summarize, th skeletons of the Asian elephant and Columbian mammoth grouping are practically identical to each other,
and are much closer to each other than either is to the African elephant skeleton. This is widely recognized by the experts:
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fTAiAsian el epdhantesalry mel ated to North Ameri c#h mammot
fAiThe mammoth is more nearly allied %% the Indian el ep
1 fElephasandMammuthusre believed to share a more common recent ancestor thanheisheithLoxodonta 28

fiémammot hs and the living Asian el ephants were more ¢

l'iving Afri®an elephants. o
fAiThe bones of the [ mammoth] skeleton Jbanefarybthey mor e r
known s%cies. o
fAaThe traditional phylogeny, based on tooth and skul/l
African 2%l ephant . o
1 f#é the living Asian elephant is more closely related to mammoths than to thediing i c an 2% ephant . 0
1 AMammuthusndElephashavebeen thought to be more closely related to each other than either of them to
Loxodonta Some workers have includ&thmmuthusvithin the genu€lephas 2£°
1 AMammuthuss aligned withElephasthe Asian elephanand more distantly, with the African geriusxodonta 28/°

fAiThere are no clear differences yEephasromplanmmutbus?®t n mol ar
fAlnterestingly, the Asian el ephant i se mbfrrei ccd A%eell eyp hr ael
fFrom the Smithsonian in regards to Col umbian mammot h
I ndi an ®Fephant. o

1 A éonce you have the genome of a mammoth, you could compare it with the genome of its closesthelatsian

el epP4nt . o

fAaThis érepleami ng to the mammoth], although the word 6
was |ittle if any |l arger, on the average, ® 0 the mode
fAGenesthdwec issket ched out the woolly mammot hdéds family trec¢

The extinctbes s are more closely related to®*Asian elephants
TA[the mammot hds] near es tindamusibspecies afithe Asianlelaphahtls ectainedthe i ndi |
slightly more generalized characters of the Mammot hos
America, and Earmeniacus of the Old World, indeed, it can be specifically distinguished fridmm '
TfTAThe Ger man zool ogi s tthe fobrof the\kull aSdotiesles the Americéritleplthsmpéerdioa t
[now binned taVlammuthusnstead ofElepha correspond fully with the Old World specées?°7®
fTOne professor, ( &mogthrabbstidespediaéist, who authdrédovelf 260rarticles and books on
Proboscidea , st ated that mammoths fdare more clos®%y relate
fTThis professor-gcaupsr é&hami daradiithal pxdmmmydal istedMamntuthuss a
i pl es i o n-telatédaaxdmomig listigction) instead of full genus separate Eiewhas more recently he and
several of t hRobasodededpertoer ¢momped t he t vEtephntingethdiser i nt
have drawn similar conclusiorslsosometimesising the ternfi s u p e Elgphadods growp the Asian elephant
and mammoth togethé(PSOZOSl 208220832084 2085 2086 2087 2088
9 He also points out in 1991 the International Commission of Zoological Nomenclaturedl&zictairMammuthus
even evaluatingetentionfurther reflects upohowi t 6 s hardly differ#®ht than the A

B.1.b.2 DNA-wise, the Mammoth and Asian Elephant are Similarthe African Elephant More Distant
While this sectiomeviewswoolly mammoth DNA remember the prior review of hothie woolly mammoth igxtremely
similar skeletallyto the Columbian mammoth groupiAg§©20912092

Various DNA studies have led t@ryingconclusions as to whether thwolly mammoth was closer to the Asian or idém
elephantsome of this igperhapgiue to variations within AsiaelephantsAfrican elephantsand mammoth®°® However
overall,the preponderance, the maezent, and the mommplex studiepoint to the woolly mammoth being more closely
related tahe Asian elephanhan the African elephanthough thigs only agrowingandvery dominanbpinionbut perhaps
not yetafully universal opiniorf994209520962097209820992100 SomeDNA studyquotes:

fAThe mammoth was most closelynrel aplan findly wsbiecdtdeg € an r a
phylogeny of the mammoth which has been controversial for the last 130053 ¢

fiéwe show [using mtDNA] that amamdmobhAsarme withae ¢loo Aél

fTATwo r ec e ntedsomplete neDNA geagmesrfrom the woolly mamnm{dammuthus primigeniughat
providedstrong evidencethat mammoths were more closely related to Asian elephants than to African
el eph®nt s. o

1A The definitivdlyestablishedthat mammoth and Asia elepttanitochondrial DNA lineages are more closely
related than eitheé?t is to African elephants. o

1 fé we obtained higher support values for a sister group relationship of mammoth and Asian elephant than previous
[ DNA] sii éahfirressnammoth and Asianelephtsas si st?® t axaéo

1 AM. primigeniugwoolly mammoth]was determined to be a sister specids.tmaximugan Asian elephant].e., the
woolly mammoth shared a common ancestor with the Asian elephant more recently than with the African elephant. A
maximum likelihood (ML) ratio test comparing all three possible topologies of the Elephantinae species corroborates
this conclusiong < 0.01). We also reconstructed the phylogeny of these species by using only individual protein and
rRNA genes (tRNA genes ateo short and contain too few substitutions). The majority, but not all, of trees
reconstructed with the sequence of individual genes supported the topology recovered using the complete
genofte . o

fAiRecently, the compl et e 1 6a gerdde shopvedshe mpamenotictie be mnbre dobely mi t
related to the Asian?% han the African el ephantéo
fAiBased on mitochondri al DNA studies, ma mmot hs are mor
to Africa#fi® el ephants. o

TAFi nal | ysing new t2drdl6gy, thtee research groups independently published the complete mitochondrial
DNA of the woolly mammothi mor e t han 16, 000 bases | ongé The resul ti

long-standing question: the mammoth is more closely| at ed t o t h&” Asi an el ephant éo
fAUsing our complete mt DNA mast od ebggesephylogemeticanalyseee wer e

explain why several earlier studies found a sister group relationship between African elephants and

mammoths The reonstructed phylogeny of the Elephantidae varied widely when we used each of the 13 protein

coding genes and the twBNAsindividually. We recovered the mammdéthsian elephant topology for the majority

of the genes, but with lower support values (48986for bootstraps and 0.42.00 for posterior probabilities).

Other genes supported different tree topologies, sometimes with high bootstrap values or Bayesian posterior

probabilities (up to 90% or 1.00)n fact, when considering NJ trees alone, the nitgj¢eight of 15) of the single

gene analyses in fact supported an incorrect topol8gyne singlegene analyses resulted in different, yet well

supported topologies when hyrax and dugong were used as the outgroup instead of makesoresults indiate
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that studies based on a single gene can be misleading, and long sequences may often be necessary to obtain
correct phylogenies %4'°

Does tle last quotesolvethe riddle as to whg fewearlierDNA studieshadindicated the mammoth watoser to the
African elephant, wheveryc | ear l 'y it wasnoét ?

To summarize, the preponderance of Daialysisis quite conclusive in showing the mammoth to be much closer to the
Asian elephant than to the African elephant.

B.1.b.3 Genera Placement History The Counter Argument Completely Disintegrates
Understanding the history of genera treatment of the American mammoths gives wenthemwerful argument for their
being similar to Asian elephants. Todag six Columbian mammoth species are binned taMlaenmuthugerus which
wasfirst namedn a sales cataloig England in 182812112 However hesix Columbian mammoth grouping species were
all in Elephaswhen first createdhe transitional move tMammuthusegan in 1945 and took decades to compféét
21152116 21172118211921202121212221232124212521262127 2128 (A Contemporary Competing Classificatibed the WOO”y mammoth
goi nYyantmonteids and t he ot her Ame Paraelaphas maubage df these teyrdsedrog)?'?? o 1

A Google search of pr£945 books foeach of the six speciesi t h t h &€legha®e fya ced die dorefacedvdttt hi t s

fiMammuthué vy i enlydire Hitsbefore 1945 Making the same comparison@oogle Bookin subsequerimeframes
gave the following breakdowfior the percentages of species association Ma@mmuthusnstead ofElephas?!3°

1 0.4%Mammuthuprel 945 ( 9 Mammwhuéwiatnhd A2 , 1 Eléphd®i tf L rwitthkesfe si x sp
1 16% Mammuthudor theremainder othe 1940s

1 27% in the 1950s

1 43% in the 1960s

1 67% in the 1970s

1 80% in the 1980s

1 90% in thel990s

Who proposed and made thi845move of the woolly mammoth ar@lumbian mammoth grouping species fretephas

to Mammuthu® It was George Gaylord Simpson, a preeminent paleontologist who was the Curator of the Department of
Geology and Paleontady at the American Museum of Natural HistamyNew York City?**! He made thishangeas part

of his publication @ mammalclassificationwhich became widely adopt&t? But Proboscideaclassifications hard enough

for Proboscideantologisteven today A museum curatdiamiliar with manythousands of mammalian species in 1945 is
just not going to be the worlddéds most qualified é¥pert
So what was his rationale for moving the mammoths fiélephasto Mammuthu® In his own words:

ffAmong theelephantines, it idifficult to find a suitable middle grourzketween the old custom of referring all
elephantines t&lephasand the excessive splittirigto from seven to 12 gener®sborn has well stwn the
heterogeneity of the forms lumped as mammoths. Somariiguusare near the African elephant; some, like
hysudricus near the Asiatic elephant; and others, like the Siberian and the various American mammoths, are not

e

(o]

particularly allied to eitheone I have accepted Osborndéds views as to af

to the more usual conception of the scope of a genusLdtwalontalike forms are here included roxodonta and
the Elephaslike in Elephas Theothers may beolyphyletic, butprobablyare more nearly allied to one another than
either living genusg probability expressed by Osborn by placing all in a separate subfamiyiherefore, are all
placed in one extinct genus, the earliest available name for whigppears to beMammuthus %6

The followingreflects how hiscredentials were lacking, higgic was atrocious, his facts were wrong, and his conclusion
was daft

1 He wasa mammaliarmgeneralisand museunsurator, not a Proboscideantologisé simplylacked the expertise.

fHe admitted t hi sandihedescrédbedviia sonfiiedceiapfriocbual bt oy

1 Part of his rationale that mammoths are diffeigfitased on his claithat i S o pmammothsjike antiquus are
near the African elephant So many erors in one statement. Firsiptiquusis not near the African elephar(fThe
speciesantiquustraditionally has been in the subgemaaedoxodonwith the Asian elephant genus. Recently the
worl dés foremost expert s adiadepeddentdgenus see later discission.) ecosd, s u b

antiquushasndét been considered a mammo tibhas nothing & ddowétretme c on s i

g

mammoth discussionT hi r d faBtigunwa r lei hear t he Afr i cteereareiutipghant 0 wc

fimammot hso near filuenonaisthe coreect nuebee p han't

fSimilarly the c o miysudricuso fn efasro meh,e |48 skiesrot trisghysudrcysiag nt o
been and is now considered an Asian elephanta ntimmoth.Second, all mammoths are similar to Asian
el ephants, not just fAsome. 0

TAl so similarly, the comment of fand others, Il i ke the
particularly allied t o eBothhhe woolly and all ofithe Anaeticaromamroothgdree t e |
considered highly similar to Asian elephants, and in comparison, quite distant from African elephants.

1 In truth heputmammoths as a separate genus because he deferred to Osborn who, unlike othersygmmoths
in a separate genus. Yet t he a wtagpwachtwtaxoriomyt callingit e at |
Aiprofoundly and irreconcilably differento anr® fiquite

y

e

Insummary, d94®@ museum curator just canodot be ahlkejustropiedhetmammotht hous

genus idea from themost famous Proboscideantologist of his dtas quiteclear that thismammoth genus creatiavasan
error. Thechange graduallyaj accepteahot due to merit, but because its larger mammalian classifidagidiecoméehe
i n enammaliartaxonomicb i bfbrevidich acceptance grew and grew otrerdecadeg!¢

B.1.b.4 Summary of the Mammoth and Asian Elephantare Similar, the African Elephant More Distant
The North AmericarProboscideaart depictions, thougbften notof mammothsgenerally reflect the smaller ear indicative
of Asian elephants instead of the very large African elephant ears, as s@thasmeseflect other traits more reflective of
the Asian elephant; frozen woolly mammoth ears that have been found were alsd3$m&i#1392149 More than one person
has made¢his same conclusidinthat ancient Americadepictionsgenerallycompare wellvith Asian elephnts?1412142

When reviewing the skeletal evidence, DNA analytsis,genera placement histoitypecomesompellinglyclear that the
Columbian mammoth grouping and the Asian elephant are much closer to each other than either is to the African elephant.
Indeed,t h e f i r shinning ferrthie Galmbidrsmammoth groupinas speciewithin the Asianelephangenuswas
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more fitting Thisrelationship analysibelps to clearly establigshe Columbian mammoth grouping as a legitimate elephant
even by exceediryg strictandnarrow definitions.

B.1.c Further Supportof t he Col u mb iAathentidityas elvatrdwdEEphant
Below are threéurtherargumentshat the Columbian mammoth is an authendcrowly-definedelephant

B.1.c.1African Elephant SpeciesComparison Columbian Mammoth
In the study that compared 34 traitsRvbboscidedheads and found that mammothp
differed from Asian elephants in only one traithe two different African elephant
speciegAfrican Bush and African Forestaried from each other in four tts243
Thust he Col umbi an mammoth groupingébs |t
reflectedby the mammotibeingcloser to the Asian elephant than the two African
elephant species are to each afi#?14°

U.

hut he

B.1.c.2Bardia ProboscideagComparison
The Columbia mammoth groupings closer to the Asiaalephant than the
Proboscideabehemothgsalive today in BardidNepal are to theAsianelephant
These Bardid@roboscideghave received scaattention. Thénterestingdetails are
in a subsequent section. Tiedatedp o i nt h e rneore Bcsurate hoacdlban elephant theolumbian mammoth than
the BardiaProboscideaeven thouglthe BardiaProboscideaare largely called narrowdgefined elephants

B.1.c.3PalaeoloxodorElephant Comparison
The Palacomkodon el ephant (1924) has historically been conside
Proboscideantologists have relatively recently elevated to it a separate gellsphantinasubtribe includes the Asian
elephant and mammobut excludes th@alaeoloxodorf'#¢2147 (This change is recent, plus there are many differing
taxonomies, thus this change is not reflected in most |
experts and this treatise follows whateveryhgse.) Hencéhe Columbian mammoth grouping is closer to the Asian
elephant than sometlgrthatused to be&onsidered an Asian elephant itsethis isone moresvidence of the narrow
elephant authenticity of the Columbian mammoth grouping.

B.1.d The Columbian Mammoth Grouping is the Jaredite Elephant
Forthe Columbian mammothrouping t h e t e r mnsttad afibeing & thodightfoieaningfultaxonomic
distinction, is just anistake Th e A Col umb i an ma ismdefinhive goreessgncatetification of the
Jaredite elephant Core essenc@a the sense thahe AJaredite elephadt c o u |l dalsploases i bl y

I Includedwoolly mammothsthoughaspreviouslydiscussed, not likely

9 Excludedexilisi theseCatalina Islandiwarfswould mostikely have been included in adgpredite elephant
definition had they been knowbutweremost likely unknowrto any Jaredite elephant definition determiner

9 Excludedhayi andmeridionalis thetwo older species. If these species are truly valid, perhapsvére justpre-
Noahgeneric Asian elephant$However &her way, if they were known to the Jaredjtieywould likely have
been labeled an elephant dyy Jarediteclephantdefinition determiner.

B.1.d.1Explains Why Listed First
Thisidentificationcould also explain why the elephants were listed prior téich®@mso It appears that the 19 nouns in
seven noun groups in Ether 9:18 are listed by descending value within the groups. Gold before silver, horses before asses,
silks before fine linenfruit (likely a broad definitionpefore grain, sheep before goatsdc at t | e bef ore cows |
usually means meat and are ten t i mdtenmeansrmik). Smaathe @olumbiant h e
mammoths were larger than the Amcan mastodons dZuvieroniinag we would expect these to perhaps have been more
highly valued and thus listed firs{Relatedly, Caimbian mammoths being larger than Asian elephants might be due to
centuries of Jaredite blriekeedliyn gt,h etyh oduigchn G tt dgse mpeerr ahlalpys bnroer eec
ones) Similarly, asthe Columbian mammothrouping makesip three quartersf the MexicanProboscidan fossils, it was
likely the most commonlarediteProboscideaand this great abdance mayglsohavebeena contributingreasorto why
they werdisted first.

B.1.d.2MatchesOld World Historical Distribution
This also fits in well with the believed historical distributiortted living elephant specieAsian elephantancientlywere in
at leastSyria, Irag, Iran, and by one description Ain a c¢onhileAficarus bel t
elephants are thought to have been limaaly to Africa 21482149215021512152215321542155 The Tower of Babel is generally
thought to have tan in Irag, or at least in the Middle E&$€2'>” Thuswhenthe Jaredites I the Tower of Babelone
would surmisethat if they brought elephants, they would have been Ak perhaps the Jaredites had both the idea and
resource becaugesianelephantsvere used to help build the Tower of Bab&f”phantsare thought to havieeen
domesticated since abol@@ B.C or earlieri thegeneral timeframe of the Tower of BaBEg2159216021612162 One hook
reportsi The Sumeri ans, who heé¢@etdTowenin theiOt Werldtalsoekepbhigieleptianta g o f t
around to hel p wi 82 %tPresident oseph Fleldirmy \Bmith thaughkthedaredites may have brought
the elephant to the Americas; Elder Orson Pratt and Elder George Reynolds (gethendty/First Presidency secretary)
thought they also may have brought the cureloms and cumoms &5 2167

B.1.d.3Jaredite ElephantSummary
| believe that irsome future day the Columbian mammothil e streehamedasfielephant® Critics claim the elephant
issue is atrongargumentgainstthe Book of Mormon, completely unaware that Columbian mammoth grouping Spezie
practically identical tAsian elephants and thasea strongargumenfor the Book of Mormon.With the Jarediteelephats
long ridiculed evidence oboth elephants and their domesticati@just one more tingmammoth?}hread in the
tremendousapestry otelling testimonyf o r t h diviné latterda§ marvelous work and majestic wonder

B.2 American Mastodoni One of Two Qutstanding Curelom/Cumom Candidates
Havingpreviouslyestablishedi c-at m sagProboscideathis section willmake the first specifiProboscideddentification

An excellentandidatdor a curelom or cumonis the American rastodon (calledlammut americanupor sometimes called

Mammut americanugr Mastodon americangigrouping or the core essendbereof. (Realizet he t er m gétmast od on
used differentlyi i t oftenjustthe American mastodobut sometimes as broad dsastanyProboscideanot closely

related to an existing elephantr) creatingthe er m A Amer i ¢c an pladdddbedlosely rgatedargoniandy 0
matthewispecies Both are thought to beeryold and rare,andt hou gh | h a v dnd &robusldeseriptiorsob | e t o
their distinguishingdifferentiatingcharacteristics, | doubt whethire Jaredites, if they encountered them, would have named
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them separatelyAnd even more fundamentally, | doubt whether they should even be independess.spatiewhat
similarly, some think th&ygolophodorshould not be a genus, but rather just paMafmut Zygolophodoris alsovery old
and rare?'%® Some classifications has¢ammutandZygolophodomapping to the same pareammutinaga groupingnot
specifiedin the classificatiorselectedor thistreatiseg)?1%°

Compared to mammoths, American mastodons have: shorter and stockier buikllémerlcan Mastodon
flatter and differentlyshapedskulls; longer jaws; more horizontal tusks; pointed
teeth; enameled tuskshorter legsand a short coat of reddisinowrish (general
thinking) hair217021712172 T h e  wo r | d Brebostideeexmpegtt s ai
di fferent from a mammot h 0.0%3As reddwedp
before, roughly 1,900 American mastodons hawenhmiblished by 2010A 2001
listing shows23 occurrencen Mexico (subsequent Mexican mastodons have be
found),2174217521762177 Yet none have been found in South Ameacahardly any
in Central Americaa pattern potentially explained by the geography efitlredite
and subsequent natioasreviewedpreviously (Interesting, a mastodon tooth was found in the Bahath&sl) is also one

of the few genera believed to have survived until recent tifeeglence of interaction with man has been fouepkeated|,
includingsomewhatn Mexico?1792180218121822183218421852186 j | n Nort h Ameri ca, thi s conjunc
those of the mastod®n is very widely spread. o

Apostl e Or son PThalatteqd aiyn Stah e t s ® univ8eh, dvetman aricle Stadid ed AThe Ma
the Book of Et heapartiovlar dmeeicammastodorfind asta cufelora or cumof®218 (Such a relevant
quoteyet it eluded me- a reader found; it became my 2059footnote)

As mentioned before, the Americamstodon had been spit namednto over 20 different species by 186andthe term
AfAmerican mastodono wiaceuldmat haveyeeh transkatedirsBmok of Mormdh i d8281°°
The American mastodon iscempellinglyoutstandingcandidatefor being a curelom or cumom.

B.3 Cuvieroniinaei The Other Terrific Curelom/Cumom Candidate

Theother outstanding c-a1 m éandidatds theCuvieroniinaesubfamily, or the core essendbkereof in some subset and/or
overlapping set It is thethird of four Proboscidearoupingswith recent radiocarbon dates amelieved to have survived in

North America until recent timgghe fourth being the woolly mammotHp!2192219 Cuyvieroniinaehavevery commonly

beenfound with human interactiomas reflectd in the40+footnotes to this sentenoene quote AThe archaeol og

from South America shows that gomphothetre¢referring toCuvieroniinaeonly] were commoninPalebndi a f**si t e s
21952196 2197 2198 2199 2200 2201 2202 2203 2204 2205 2206 2207 2208 2209 22102211 2212 22132214 22152216 2217 2218 2219 2220 2221 2222 2223 2224 2225 2226

22272228222922302231 223222332234 2235

Distribution of 48 Cuvieronius(lead genus withinCuvieroniinae) Sites in Mexico/Central Americ&?3®

By t hi s taxonompQuviesoriidaghas four closely related genefd’

1. Cuvieroniusi quite common, has been found in South Amefigaly common) Central America (19 occurrences in
the 2003 studyevery country except forgphaps Belize), Mexico (29 occurrendeshe 2003 study and the
southern U.§sporadic, many in Floridy?38223°

2. Stegomastodoin fairly common found in South AmericaCentral America, Mexicandthe southerrlJ.S 22402241

3. Haplomastodon- has been found in SduAmerica, and there is some opinion that it has also been found in

Mexico 224222432244 (Todaygenerallynot thought to be &alid independent species.)
4. Notiomastodon- only found in South America(Today gnerallynotthought to be &alid independent specigs

Thesefour genera are quite related to each otherery commonview todayis Cuvieronius
thatHaplomastodorandparticularlyNotiomastodorshouldnotbe recognize@s
unique aview | believeis quite merited(they were kept to kgethetreatiseon a
single authoritative wellone weltrecognized taxonomy classificatidrthough
even its authors doubted thalidity of thesetwo),22452246 22472248 22492250 22512252

22532254225522562257 Qne reviewcallda | | of t hese as havl “dht
di f f e P® masusy.obl123 traitsNotiomastodonvas identical to
Cuvieroniugs andHaplomastodod s onl y di fference wa 4s enasa

around the upper tusk®® St e g o ma srlydlitfecencéss the 123categories
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