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FOREWORD.

By the REV. E. L. LANGSTON, M.A.

THE Rev. S. H. Wilkinson has done the whole Church of God in Great Britain a real service in making such a lucid and exhaustive examination of the claims of the British-Israel theory.

This book is of all the more value, in view of the fact that large numbers of earnest men and women of God are being drawn into the British-Israel net, imagining that our land and Empire is under the special protection of God, because we are supposed to be descendants of the ten tribes of the House of Israel.

In these days when the Bible is being dealt with very critically by scholars, surely it is a thousand pities that those of us who believe in its inspiration, historicity and authority, should be beguiled and led astray by this strange theory, which on close, careful investigation, has not one substantial fact to stand upon, whether the investigation be in the realm of Scriptural inspiration or historical facts; from beginning to end it is pure conjecture, built up upon coincidences.

It is perfectly amazing to think that such a movement could have developed and extended as it has done, upon so flimsy a foundation. I would, therefore, very earnestly commend Mr. Wilkinson's close study of the whole situation to every servant of God. It is a book which every Christian should both read and circulate.

His motive in writing, as is very evident when we read the book, is not because he wishes to thrust himself into the midst of a controversy; but on the contrary, it is his love for the truth of the Word of God that compels him to write as he does. We are most thankful to note also the spirit in which he writes. Nothing could be saner, fairer and more Christian than the way he takes up dispassionately point by point and proves to the hilt the position for which he contends.

Perhaps many of us who agree with Mr. Wilkinson's attitude have rather smiled at some of the deductions of our British-Israel friends, and looked upon them as more or less harmless delusions, and therefore not worth debating. The movement has now developed to such an extent that it really must be taken seriously, and I look

upon this work as one of the first real attempts to expose the weakness of the whole theory.

I feel sure that this calm, quiet, reasoned examination, carried out in such a thoroughly brotherly and Christian spirit cannot but help to be the means of opening the eyes of many who have been led astray by the fascination of the British-Israel theory.

Christian men and women to-day must be very careful lest they are side-tracked by the devil, who appears to-day everywhere as an "angel of light," from the great objective of the Church, viz., heralding the Gospel to all the nations, and gathering in from amongst them the election according to Grace. The aim and function of the Church is to gather out a people unto God from amongst all nations, and when the last soul has been gathered in, the Church enters into its glorious heritage; and it is not till Christ Himself comes to this earth, and is manifested as the Messiah, and His Kingdon is established, with its centre in Jerusalem, that Israel enters into the fulness of their possessions, and becomes "a holy nation," "priests of the Lord," and "ministers of our God." Then, and not till then does Israel find favour with God.

As far as one knows, there is not one text in the whole of the Scriptures that implies or teaches that Israel can be blessed apart from the Promised Land, with their promised Messiah and King ruling over them.

We would, therefore, very earnestly ask everybody to study very closely the claims of the British-Israel theory, in the light of the investigations contained in Mr. Wilkinson's book, and by careful examination to see whether the theory has any warrant at all.



PREFACE.

section of fellow believers whose desire it is to weigh up evidence and to hear both sides fairly and fully presented before forming decisions which may have the gravest effect on the whole of life and ministry.

SAMUEL HINDS WILKINSON.
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British-Israelism Examined.


CHAPTER I.

"Prove all things."-I THESS. v. 21.



INTRODUCTION.

BRITISH-ISRAELISM is no longer in the stage of crude assumption and childish reasoning; it has developed a considerable literature, some of it very able; and has indeed established a very plausible prima facie case.

It deserves therefore as well as demands examination: and the purpose of this work is to present a point-by-point scrutiny of the arguments and propositions by which the British-Israel theory is supported: a scrutiny prosecuted only under a strong sense of duty to Divine truth and to fellow-believers: and with as much of respect and esteem for those who have embraced the British-Israel view as for those who resist it or who are waiting for further light upon it.

The examination is also we trust carried out under a true sense of proportion in regard to Divine

absorbing, can find such wide acceptance?

The subject of British-Israelism while by no means of fundamental importance in itself, can indeed, by the influences it exerts, bring fundamental truths into danger. We believe it does. If British-Israel attachés are not disposed to deny fundamental truths they appear to be more disposed than they are conscious of, to permit their appre-

hension of and insistence on them to subside. The supposed identity of the British race with the lost ten tribes of Israel represents to them such a vindication of the truth of God's Word, such a new and potent revelation of Divine purposes that it often becomes their outstanding theme of conversation, if not their obsession. Here lies the subtle snare of British-Israelism.

throw light on the history and present condition and location of the former ten-tribed Kingdom of Israel.

The main theses which the present work seeks to establish in regard to British-Israelism are therefore:—


	(1) The correspondences traced by British-Israelites between prophetic descriptions of Israel and actual phenomena in the history and present condition of Great Britain and America are based in some cases on incorrect interpretations of prophetic phraseology and in others on the unreliable method of similarity in momenclature.

	(2) There is lack of authentic evidence of the alleged migration of the whole or part of the tentribed Kingdom of Israel from the territory to which they were deported in 721 B.C., through Europe and beyond in a westerly direction.

	(3) If Great Britain or America or both are in the enjoyment of the material and spiritual prosperity which was promised to Israel and Ephraim, then he fact that they are in enjoyment of such blessing under circumstances and in a time and place other than those in which Israel's enjoyment of promised blessings is to be experienced, furnishes strong






evidence that neither Great Britain nor America can be identical with Israel.


	(4) If search for the ten-tribed Kingdom of Israel be justifiable and profitable, then there is evidence in favour of the proposition that the present inhabitants of the districts to which the Israel people were deported are the descendants of the same: and this evidence, if not conclusive, is at least more scientific, more reasonable and better established than that by which the identity between Great Britain and Israel is supported.

	(5) The popularity of the British-Israel position in certain quarters and the rapidity with which it spreads here and there do not in themselves supply confirmation of its truth.

	(6) The Divine Origin and the plenary Inspiration of Scripture and the ultimate literal fulfilment of all its outstanding predictions are not dependent upon the establishment of identity between Israel and Great Britain.

	(7) The extent of British Dominions and the general beneficence of British government, the composite character of British subjects, and the widespread missionary operations carried on by associations of believing Christian people within



the British Empire, while they form very striking phenomena and seem to some to justify the quest for some reference, direct or indirect, to Great Britain in prophetic scripture, do not, nevertheless compel the conclusion that Great Britain is identical with Israel.

The influence which produces conviction in so many minds that the British race have been identified with the ten-tribed Kingdom of Israel, seems to be overwhelming when the arguments are arrayed en masse. It is the sober, careful investigation of them singly, one by one, which reveals their insufficiency as proofs.

(8) The Bible.—The passages of Scripture quoted by British-Israel advocates to show that Israel must be a great people, peculiarly blessed and possessing the gates of her enemies (and therefore—say they—Great Britain), refer to Israel in millennial days when restored to the land and when formally reunited to Judah. If any people can be found to correspond in any way to such predictions while being out of the clearly defined land of promise and not in union with Judah, that people ipso facto cannot be Israel. Britain, therefore, even were her present condition in correspondence with that promised to Israel (which we deny) could not be Israel, since Britain is not in the land promised, nor formally united to Judah.

The prophecy of the restoration of Israel and Judah given in Isa. xi. is indisputably future. Yet it is there seen that the outcasts of Israel are to be gathered from Assyria as well as from the four corners of the earth. Jews are literally in the four corners of the earth: the emphasis laid on Israel and Assyria indicates that the ten-tribed kingdom is to be gathered home from that territory. History says that the ten tribes were taken into Assyria: prophecy says that they are to be brought back again in a day still future, from Assyria. The plain inference is that they are there.

(9) History.—The scraps of unreliable historical data put forth by British-Israel advocates to show that the ten-tribed Kingdom of Israel, migrated from the district to which they had been carried captive, to Europe, developing into Saxons and Norseman and peopling England are hardly worth notice. That skythic tribes from the same districts made incursions into Europe and formed perhaps the ethnographic origin of the Saxon races is plausible; but that Hebrews were merged with them is impossible, both on ethnographic grounds and because there was not sufficient time to effect such an

Nevertheless, the subject of possible migration is dealt with in the examination.

(10) Stubborn Facts.—Bible history shows that large sections of the ten-tribed Kingdom of Israel returned to Palestine with Judah under the edict of Cyrus; tradition, confirms it. Nevertheless the residue, if not the bulk of the ten-tribed Kingdom remained on the other side of the Euphrates and were there located by Josephus (A.D. 90). Sound investigation as to their whereabouts if it be required at all must begin at this point.

[image: ]
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CHAPTER IL

"Read not to contradict and confute, but to weigh and consider."—BACON.



THE APPOINTED PLACE

replanting of the people of Israel upon "their land which I have given them."

the Realization in the land and with Jerusalem as its theocratic, governmental centre, of all outstanding promises of material and spiritual prosperity.

But if this be recognized, it would appear at once to exclude the possibility of Great Britain or America, or both, being identifiable with Israel, for Great Britain and America are enjoying material prosperity before the Advent of the Lord, before any national act of repentance resulting in complete and individual conversion, before being "regathered" to the land promised or being formally reunited with the two-tribed kingdom of Judah by a sacred and indissoluble bond (Ezek. xxxvii. 22); and therefore it would seem to follow that to whatever cause the material blessings enjoyed by Great Britain and America be attributable, they can in no case be accounted for on the ground that either or both of these great peoples are the descendants of Israel.

The answer of the exponents of the British Israel view is that of the "Appointed place" (2 Sam. vii. ro). We shall now endeavour to state this argument before submitting it to examination. We desire to state it fully and fairly, without pointing ridicule, direct or indirect at it, or premature criticism. We go to those printed statements which have been represented to us as the most authoritative utterances of the British-Israel School in order

to obtain first-hand knowledge of how the argument of the "appointed place" is employed as proof or confirmation of the thesis that conspicuously prosperous nations while in a condition far removed from national repentance and while far distant from the land of promise, and while still as yet the Lord has not been manifested, are identical with a people who, under these conditions—and under these conditions only—are to recover true national status and recognition and prosperity.

We turn therefore to British-Israel literature. In "British-Israel Truth," by Denis Hanan, D.D., and H. Aldersmith, M.B., on page 89, we find the following:—

"Again the Lord made a distinct promise to David by Nathan that He would appoint a place for His people Israel, and plant them that they should dwell in a place of their own, and move no more, and be no more afflicted by their enemies (2 Sam. vii. 10). The 'appointed place' could not possibly have been Palestine, for the promise, through the prophet Nathan, was made to King David in Jerusalem, and it referred to some other place, and a future time. The sequence of these events is plain. The people forming the house of Israel were cast out of their land for their iniquities and idolatries. They were divorced and ceased to be God's people. They were to become, and did become, wanderers among the nations.

Then they were to be gathered out from among those nations into the 'wilderness of the people.' 'Therefore behold I will allure her and bring her into the wilderness, and speak comfortably unto her' (Hosea ii. 14), which was the place appointed by God where they were to be planted in a place of their own, to 'dwell alone,' and move no more, for this place is to be their headquarters. Here, dwelling alone, their enemies are to no longer harass them. In this place they renounce idolatry, and enter into the bond of the new Covenant, or in other words, the House of Israel become Christians. As Jeremiah says, 'Thus saith the Lord, the people which were left of the sword found grace in the wilderness, even Israel' (xxxi. 2); (note Jeremiah always distinguishes Israel from Judah!) Here it is also that they 'renew their strength' (Isa. xli. 1)."

Here then is the argument of the "appointed place" stated. We have quoted the whole section in which it occurs in order that we may not lay ourselves open to the criticism of having wrenched isolated passages from their context. We find little or no independent reference to the "appointed place" in other British-Israel literature: though this may be due to our imperfect search, as few of the books before us are provided with an index. The book from which we have taken the quotation is however a standard book on the subject and far more complete than others. It has one more

important paragraph on "the appointed place," page 91, which must be examined later. Appendix B of the same book also refers in its addendum to the "appointed place" thus:—

and yet they contemplated a place which was ye to be prepared. This is no modern gloss. The Latin version of the Chaldee paraphrase is very suggestive . . . 'And I will appoint a place pre pared before Me for My people Israel, and wil establish them, and they shall abide in their own places, and shall not be alarmed any more, and the sons of the wicked shall not proceed to afflicit them as of old.' It is evident, even apart from the use of the future tense, that the place appointed before God could not have been understood to be identical with the land of Canaan, when the

so note fairly and carefully their meaning and pur cose. They do not deny that the land of promise is Israel's possession by title and to be ultimately disrael's habitation: but it is proposed that in the meantime—i.e., before restoration to the true land of promise takes place—a further territorial grant is to be made to the same people, during their occupation of which they are to enjoy security and material prosperity and phenomenal increase of population: it must follow therefore in the proposition itself that as the British Empire and the United States of America are claimed to be Ephraim-Israel and to be now residing in the "appointed place," that the said place must be coterminous with the territories ruled over by the said Powers and therefore comprise widely scattered sections of the globe, approaching in extent one quarter of its habitable surface.

Now to examine. We divide our scrutiny into three heads: Exegesis, Reasonability, Harmony with the whole body of Scripture.

(a) Exegesis.—It is to be noted that verse 10 of 2 Sam. vii. (the verse in which the phrase "appoint a place" occurs) uses in the Hebrew the same tense-forms of verb as are found throughout the whole review of Nathan to David, of which it forms a part. The form most frequently adopted throughout is that of the perfect, preceded by the copulative vav. Whether this copulative is merely conjunctive or whether it be conversive is a matter which competent translators must decide. In the former case it would express completed action: in the latter it would require to be translated by a future tense. The A.V. and R.V. translators have rendered the same Hebrew form in verse 9, "And I have made thee a great name," treating in that case the vav as conjunctive, while in the following phrase (verse 10)

they treat the vav as conversive and translate it into the future: "Moreover I will appoint, &c." The right of translators to exercise their judgment in dealing with a language so loose in its forms of speech as is Hebrew, must be conceded: but the reason in this particular case for changing the tense is not so clear. Our own conviction is that the whole statement of Nathan down to the point at the close of verse II, where he enters upon definite promise and prediction, is review and should be translated in the past tense. As part of the recital of that which God had already accomplished on Israel's behalf, verse IO should read, "And I have appointed a place for My people Israel and have

1 The "Speaker's Commentary" says, "There is no change of tense nor does the sense admit of it. It should be, and I have appointed a place, &-c., and have planted them, &-c."

Young's "Literal Translation of the Old Testament" renders 2 Sam. vii. 10, in the past tense. In my revision of the Yiddish Old Testament I have, following Dr. Bernstein's MSS, done the same.

It should be noted that the utterance of faith and thanks giving with which David responds to Nathan's prophecy is expressed for the most part in the future: sometimes indeed in the true future as in verse 27, "saying, I will build thee a house," but there is no further specific mention of an "appointed place" for Israel. The appointed place was a grant already made (Gen. xv. 18, &c.), and Israel had already been planted within it: and though if apostate they could be and would be under the terms of the Covenant, deprived of the enjoyment and possession of it, their ultimate recovery of it and permant residence upon it, were and are assured.

S. H. W.

planted them that they may dwell in their own place and they shall move no more." But even if the use of the future in the English translation be justified, it is still I think, when the dubieties of the language are considered, asking far too much of our conscientious exegesis of Scripture, to accept the passage as a definite prediction of a definite place other than the promised land which Israel are to possess for ever. The language is too doubtful to establish such a proposition.


	(b) Reasonability.—To our own minds, justifiably or otherwise, the proposition is essentially unreasonable. In the light of the original and irrevocable grant of a defined territory to which Israel hold an inviolable title and which one day unquestionably they are to possess and enjoy without fear of further dislocation, we for our part cannot recognize the reason for another appointed place out of which also the people is "to move no more," nor that such nor any "appointed place," could be correspondent to the widely scattered British Empire, subject as it is to constant alteration and expansion.

	(c) Harmony with the whole body of Scripture.— We fail indeed again to discern the harmony between the conception of an "appointed place," other than the Promised Land, as the theatre of material prosperity for Israel; and the whole body



Before we have finished with the "appointed place" we must examine the "wilderness" passages in Hosea ii. 14 and in Jerem. xxxi. 2, and also the passages referring to the "isles of the sea." The present chapter will not afford space for that, so that we must postpone that subsection to the next,

which will then make our examination of the "appointed place" complete and leave us free to pass on to the other main arguments of British-Israelism.



CHAPTER III.

"The only question which any wise man can ask himself, and which any honest man will ask himself, is whether a doctrine is true or false,"—HUXLEY.



THE APPOINTED PLACE (continued).

Before our examination of the "appointed place" can be considered complete, it must take cognizance of the fact that the advocates of British-Israelism not only declare that Israel is, prior to its return to the land of promise to have a special grant of territory elsewhere in which the nation is to enjoy material prosperity and overflowing population, but they affirm also that this territory or "appointed place" can be located. The principal and most authoritative passage in which this affirmation is made is found in "British-Israel Truth," page 91, and runs thus:—

"The location of 'the appointed place' is also indicated in Scripture. Isaiah addresses Israel with 'islands of the sea' (Isa. xi. 11, xxiv, 15, see also xlii. 4, 10). 'Listen, O isles unto me: and hearken, ye peoples, from far' (xlix. 1). 'Attend unto me, O my people: and give ear unto me, O my nation . . . The isles shall wait for me' (li. 5). 'Surely the isles shall wait for me' (lx. 0). Hosea also informs us that the 'House of Israel' will return

"Now these passages, without question, refer to the 'House of Israel,' and to it shortly before the final re-union and return to Palestine

"In Jerem. xxxi. 10, we read these words:— 'Hear the word of the Lord, O ye nations, and declare it in the isles afar off: and say, He that scattered Israel will gather him, and keep him. 'The isles afar off' (Isa. kxvi. 19). The Rev. M. S

Bergmann, a Christian Missionary to the Jews in the East of London, and himself a Jew by birth, wrote as follows upon this question: 'I have no hesitation in saying that Great Britain is meant by "the isles afar off" mentioned by the prophets. This has been the opinion of many ancient and modern Jewish theologians.' Rabbi David Kimchi, who wrote a very useful comment on the Old Testament, as far back as A.D. 1220, says that the 'islands of the sea' of Isaiah xi. 11 belonged (in the past) to the Roman Empire. It is an undisputed fact and matter of history that the Romans were in possession of these British isles. The late Rev. Dr. Margoliouth held, in common with many other Hebrews, that these 'isles' were supposed to have heen Britannia. Scotia and Hibernia."

We have made this long quotation, following exactly the italics and the stops: in order that, as before, the authoritative British-Israel position may be fully and fairly confronted. That which the foregoing statement declares in effect is this: that the "appointed place" which Israel (as it is asserted) is to occupy before return to the land of promise can be located: that the terms "isles of the sea," "isles afar off" taken in conjunction with the term "west" of Hosea xi. 10 and "north" of Jerem. iii. 18 and xxiii. 7, 8, and xxxi. 7, 8, indicate Great Britain as that place: and that while Kimchi shows that the "islands of the sea" of Isain xi. 11 were islands belonging in past times to the Roman Empire, Mr. Bergmann affirms that the Romans

were in possession of the British Isles and Margoliouth and others held that the isles were "Britannia, Scotia and Hibernia."

Such the thesis. In passing, Mr. Bergmann's "undisputed fact" that the Romans were in possession of the British isles might indeed be disputed. History shows no record of the Romans having subdued Hibernia or North Caledonia. But let that pass. The main proposition making the first demand upon reverent and honest examination concerns the terms "isles of the sea" and "isles afar off," Do these terms refer to the British Isles? Can they legitimately be so interpreted?

In reply to these questions, it should be noted first of all that the Hebrew word ( \mathbb{N} ), translated "isles," occurs thirty-six times in O.T. Scripture: that its radical sense is that of habitable land as opposed to water: that its general reference is therefore to maritime districts or lands lying near the seashore: and that only the circumstances of its use will show whether such lands lie on continents or islands.

For instance, in Isaiah xx. 6, the word appears to refer to the Mediterranean seaboard. So also in Isaiah xxiii. 2 and 6. In Ezek. xxvii. 7 it doubtless indicates the coasts of Greece and Asia Minor. On the other hand, in Jerem. xlvii. 4, the word stands for an island—the island namely of Caphtor or Crete: and in Ezek, xxvii. 6 and Jerem. ii. 10, for

the island of Chittim or Cyprus. The safest general application of the word seems to be that of lands separated from Palestine by water. The word therefore can by no means be specifically attached to the British Islands, or any islands, though it would not necessarily exclude those or any other.

It is then the circumstances under which the word is used and the context of the passage where it occurs that must determine, whether it may be translated "island" and whether its geographical position can be defined. We look therefore at the first passage noted in the quoted statement now under examination: Isaiah xi. II. That scripture is a clear prediction of restoration: and if—as we think—it refers not only to the restoration after Babylonian captivity but to the full and final restoration which is still future, then it is surely evident that the countries enumerated—Assyria, Egypt, Pathros, Cush, Elam, Shinar and Hamath—are not the specific or only lands from which Israel is to be gathered, seeing that the immediate context declares that both Israel and Judah are to be gathered from the four corners of the earth. These countries then as applied to a future restoration are
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THE COMPOSITION OF THE ANGLO-SAXON RACE AND THE BRITISH EMPIRE.

We start in this section from the already demonstrated fact that there is no historical proof whatever that the descendants of the ancient ten-tribed Kingdom of Israel made, after the restoration period, any mass movement from the districts to which they had been deported, while there is on the other hand very striking evidence, based on racial impress and hereditary characteristics, that whatever remains of the said ten-tribed Kingdom is to be found in the regions where reliable historical data left them, viz., in the territories beyond the Euphrates river, and specially between the Tigris and the Indus.

This being the point that we have reached, all possibility of identity between the descendants of the ten tribes of Israel and the British race is already excluded. Enough, indeed, of honest and careful examination both on Scriptural and historical grounds, has been applied (we humbly suggest) to

show that British-Israelism is a proposition outside the realm of consistent Bible exegesis or credible history.

But it seems necessary nevertheless to go further, if only to corroborate the results of the examination seeing that we have not yet disposed of all the leading arguments presented by the British-Israel school of thought.

The question then that falls to be examined under the present heading is this: though proof of migration to Great Britain be missing, is there nevertheless any evidence of arrival; in other words do races that form the population of the United Kingdom exhibit signs of containing such elements as might correspond to the descendants of the ten-tribed Kingdom of Israel; or are the ethnological types found in Great Britain such as show them to be descended from sources quite distinct from the ancient ten-tribed Kingdom?

Put simply, as our last section was historical, this section is ethnological. Is the British type Semitic in origin or Japhetic? The answer to this question involves some brief survey of the composition of the Anglo-Saxon race.

It must be admitted at once that the ethnological origins of the races forming the population of Great Britain lie in considerable obscurity. Whether we deal with the Ancient Britons, the Celts, the Romans,

129

the Saxons, the Norsemen or the Normans, we have little but comparative philology to guide us. We are safe, however, when all the linguistic data are before us, in tracing the languages of these races to a common Aryan source. And these linguistic monuments point to Central Asia as the primitive seat of the Aryan race. They point also to successive migrations of the Aryan race westward at a remote period of history, doubtless long anterior to the Assyrian and Babylonian captivities. Though these Indo-Germanic tribes, the original basis alike of Celtic and Anglo-Saxon stock, were oriental like Israel, their traceable history is none the less entirely distinct. When Israel was still a compact, pureblooded, independent race, the Aryan race had already scattered and disintegrated into Persians, Armenians, Greeks, Romans, Slavs, Celts and Goths.

What, then, is the British-Israel claim in regard to the race question? The affirmations made in "A British-Israel Catechism," by the Rev. R. Douglas, M.A. (Nisbet and Co.) (undated), include the following:—

&quot;How do the various British races claim an Eastern origin?

&quot;A. (I) The ancient British Triads trace the Cymry to 'Hav or Defrobani,' 'where Constantinople now stands.' (Davies' Celtic Researches, 165). 'The Celts have an unvarying tradition of having come from the East.'


	"(2) Plutarch, in his Life of Caius Marius, not only implies the fact, but describes the large annual emigration of the 'Celts and Teutons' or 'Celto-Scyths' through Asia Minor into Europe, having, as he says, 'gradually opened for themselves a way through the greater bart of the European Continent.'

	"(3) The identity of the Cymry with the Cimmerii of Herodotus, who were driven Westward by the Scyths about 630 B.C. is generally admitted; and the connection of both with the Beth-Khumri Israelites of the Assyrian obelisk in the British Museum is highly probable. Their identity with the migration of the ten tribes to the Crimean Arsereth described in 2 Esdras xiii, appears evident.

	"(4) The Anglo-Saxons are clearly traced by Sharon Turner and others to the district 'East of the Araxes in Asia,' one of the regions of the Israelites' exile.

	"(5) Du Chaillu traces the Vikings to the shores of the 'Black Sea' (Ch. i). See 'Viking Age of the English People.'"






And "The Lost Tribes of Israel," by the late Reader Harris, K.C., (P.L. Publishing Company) 1918, states:—

"It seems, therefore, that the lost tribes or a large proportion of them moved from Media to the shores of the Black Sea about the commencement of the Christian era, where they remained for centuries. From thence they moved northwards and some went into Scandinavia and others went to Western Europe. The people whom we call Saxons were not natives of England but captured it from the Ancient Britons and had themselves come from the shores of the Black Sea.

"On arrival in England the Saxons divided the country into various sections, of which many were called after their own name, and which names we use to-day. For instance, Sussex meant South Saxon; Essex, East Saxon; Wessex, West Saxon; Middlesex, Middle Saxon. The word 'Saxon' is traced to 'Sac's sons, or sons of Isaac, and is claimed to be a fulfilment of Genesis xxi, 12, where we have the prophecy:—

"In Isaac shall thy seed be called."

"The Normans, who conquered the Saxons in the eleventh century, were not Frenchmen, but Northmen, people from Scandinavia, to whom a hundred years before, the French King had ceded a portion of his dominions, which was called after them, namely, Normandy. These Northmen are believed to be part of the tribe of Benjamin. They were very remarkable people. Lord Macaulay says:—

"'The Northmen were the foremost race of Christendom. Their valour, their ferocity, made them conspicuous from the Black Sea to the Atlantic Ocean.'

"They are believed to be descended from Benjamin, because of their character, which was the character of that tribe, and also because the Norman standard was a wolf, which also was the standard of the tribe of Benjamin.

" Benjamin shall ravin as a wolf' (Gen. xlix. 27)."

Now to examine :-

It is evident that the statements above quoted either ignore or reject recognized historical data. Indeed the writer of "A British-Israel Catechism" dismisses the Japhetic origin of Aryan peoples as unreasonable.


	(2) The citation of Paul du Chaillu and Sharon Turner introduces two names possessing no reputation as competent historians.

	(3) The hypothesis of British-Israelism that the ten tribes moved to the Crimean Arsereth before the Christian. era contradicts Josephus, the veracious historian who locates them as beyond the Euphrates in 90 A.D.

	(4) On historical grounds, therefore, British-Israelism is compelled either to go too far or not far enough. If it make the whole Aryan race to be Semitic and identify it with the ten tribes, then it causes it to people Europe, long before the Israel race was free to migrate and while the latter was still quartered East of the Euphrates; if again it make only the Saxon race to be Israel, then the invasion of England by Saxons, Angles and Jutes by no means affected all the elements of the British race, which is a mixture of Celt and Norse and French, as well as Saxon.

	(5) The British-Israel thesis is again obliged to ignore ethnological data. Neither the Gaels of Scotland nor the Celts nor the Saxons, nor the






Scandinavians nor the French—all forming elements of the British population—exhibit any outstanding marks of the strong, Semitic type familiar to Ancient Inscriptions and still surviving in recognized Semitic peoples.


	(6) The British-Israel theory is unable to present any proofs of common traditions or common language between the composite population of Great Britain and the pure-blooded stock of the ancient ten-tribed Kingdom. The coincidences of "British" showing similarity with "Brith Ish" and "Britannia" with "Brith-Ania" and Saxon with "Isaac's sons," are exceptional and inconclusive.

	(7) In fact, there is naught in procurable or observable data to lead us to any other conclusions concerning the origins and composition of the Anglo-Saxon race than those which are affirmed by credible and accepted historical authorities. The British-Israel theory may and will still be nursed and prized by those whose minds are already made up or biassed, and who do not recognize the need for sober and careful and full examination: but to others, who see the necessity of collecting and sifting evidence before passing judgment, British-Israelism will always remain a hypothesis—if not indeed actually disproved—yet in the realm of plausible, pleasant but unproven theory.




CHAPTER XV.

"Understanding neither what they say nor whereof they affirm."—I TIMOTHY i. 7.

THE IRISH LEGEND AND THE CORONATION STONE.

ONDER this section we are face to face with assertions rather than arguments: which assertions are meant to confirm—for in no case, even if accurate, could they prove—the hypothesis that Great Britain represents the ten-tribed Kingdom of Israel. The assertions include statements that the Irish language has a Hebrew origin: that the prophet Jeremiah took charge of the daughter of Zedekiah at the time of Nebuchadnezzar's conquest of Jerusalem, that he brought her to Ireland, married her to one Eochaid, became himself the patron saint of Ireland; that he further had charge of the Ark of the Covenant and Jacob's pillow: that the latter was afterwards brought to England after the battle of Dunbar by Edward I: and that all English monarchs since, except Mary, have been crowned upon it.

It must be our aim in submitting these assertions to examination to ascertain whether the assertions are based on any reliable historical data and are therefore worthy of credence; and even if they were so established, what confirmation they can justly be held to afford to the British-Israel position.

The clearest and fullest presentation of these assertions in British-Israel literature that we can find, is in the chapter entitled "Jeremiah and St. Patrick," being Discourse xx in the book called "The Lost Ten Tribes," written by the Rev. Dr. Joseph Wild, and published by Robert Banks and Son, of Crane Court, Fleet Street, London, 1879.

It would be impossible of course to quote the whole chapter: and unjust perhaps to the writer and to British-Israelism to quote only a section of it. Moreover we cannot discover in it any quotations from historical sources that may be submitted to examination. In the light of the fact, that after the murder of Gedaliah (Jerem. xli. 2) Jeremiah accompanied many of his nation to Tahpanes, the border city of Egypt, where, according to tradition, he died a martyr's death, we submit that intelligent people should not be asked to accept the speculation that the legend of a strange man called Ollam-Folla who appeared in Ireland in 580 B.C. is "proof" that the aged prophet Jeremiah after a full and long life of ministry and hardship, emigrated to Ireland. Wild as the proposition is, we should be obliged, were there any historical support to it, to give it full attention. There is none.

As regards the stone which Jacob used for a

pillow, it is true apparently that there is a tradition that it was brought to Ireland and thence removed to Scotland, remaining at Scone till in 1296 Edward I carried it to Westminster and that it now occupies the space beneath the Coronation chair. On the other hand, Skene (1869) asserts that the Coronation stone was originally quarried from the rocks near Scone.

grotesque and improbable they may be, in possession of the field.

But now, even were these baseless assertions sustained by reliable historical evidence, even were it, that is, historically proven that the prophet Jeremiah came in the closing years of his life to Ireland bringing the King's daughters and Jacob's pillow and the Ark of the Covenant with him: even were it proven that the Coronation stone on which the Coronation chair at Westminster rests be that on which Jacob's head rested at Bethel, what would follow: how would such phenomena, if they could be shown to have occurred, support the theory that the British Empire represents the remnant of the ten-tribed Kingdom of Israel?

So far as we can see, not at all. Even if one or both of Zedekiah's daughters were married into the line of British kings, that would not make the latter direct descendants of David, either by natural generation or legal right; even if the so-called "Coronation Stone" be actually the ancient pillow of Jacob, that extremely interesting coincidence would not make Britain to be Israel, nor British kings the Lord's anointed, nor the most far-flung Empire in history, heterogeneous in its populations, to be the pure-blooded stock of Abraham, resident within their Covenant land.

Doubtless our esteemed friends who hold British-

Israelism, would say that the assertions of Jeremiah's emigration to Ireland are not vital to their scheme. We agree that it could not possibly stand by them, for they are entirely unproved and even were they proved, they would bring little or no real advantage to the British-Israel position.

It is for that reason that we have from the commencement of this examination taken up in article after article the pleas and claims of British-Israelism, point by point, position by position, more or less in order of their importance. We have not discovered till now anything that will stand the light of careful examination or carry conviction to an unbiassed and logical mind. And if not, then surely the Irish legend and the theory of the Coronation Stone, in the absence of valid evidence, may be dismissed.

[image: ]



CHAPTER XVI.

"There be few, very few, that will own themselves in a mistake though all the world see them to be in downright nonsense."—SWIFT.



MARITIME POWER AND POLITICAL PRESTIGE.

WE now address ourselves to the third and final section of our exhaustive examination of the British-Israel theory, viz., that of Correspondences. The first section dealt with the SCRIPTURAL aspect of the question at issue in which our task was to examine the passages on which the British-Israel theory is based, and test the exegesis of these as set forth by British-Israel writers: the second section dealt with the HISTORICAL side of the position and we addressed ourselves to the investigation of the historical data which British-Israel authorities present or fail to present: the third section, commencing with the present chapter deals with the CORRESPONDENCES said to exist between the promises made to Israel and the present condition of the British Empire.

It must be evident at once that the present section is not so much a fresh field of examination as a resurvey of much that has been already discussed. But it is now viewed from another angle. The question is this: Is Great Britain and is the British Empire occupying the position, possessing the power and prestige, discharging the functions, inhabiting the territory, exerting the influence and adopting the attitude which are in the whole body of prophetic description assigned to the Israel people? Is there, that is, a true correspondence between the Israel in picture as seen in the Scriptures and the British Empire in fact as seen by our

Now when in our first section we examined the Scriptures themselves, we believe that we established the fact that the prophecies concerning Israel required in their entirety and in order to their fulfilment a people quite distinct from the British Empire. We saw that the only appointed place for the Scriptural Israel was the land of promise: that the only time for a fulfilment of the predicted blessing was after the Lord's Return to earth: that predictions such as Hosea iii. 4 and Romans xi. 25 dealing with the intermediate time before blessing sets in, fitly describe the Jewish race and the whole twelve-tribed kingdom and exclude the British race. that the phrase "fulness of nations" as forming a part of the original promise to Abraham, while it does not exclude Gentile peoples, is not to be understood otherwise than in Roman iv. 16 and 17

and cannot justify the hypothesis that a composite race like the British peoples trace their physical descent from Abraham: that Judah and Israel cannot be fundamentally separated, for while Judah and the Jews may not be the whole of Israel, they are nevertheless an integral part of it. These considerations then drawn directly from the Scriptures appear to destroy any apparent correspondence between the promises granted to Israel and the position of the British Empire: the ground, therefore, has been traversed: the British-Israel theory seen to be untenable by those who base their convictions on sober and careful analysis. Why then approach it again?

Because the British-Israel school emphasizes so insistently the maritime power and the political prestige of Great Britain that many minds are overwhelmed by it and are disposed to think that such a remarkable phenomenon as the British Empire demands as it were a place in prophetic Scripture: that if they have difficulties in finding the references to it those difficulties are overborne by the fact of an Empire so prosperous and so unique in many aspects of its history and progress as to compel the view that it must be the special recipient of Divine favour and therefore presumably Israel. Exegesis, even the most sober and thorough may be at fault: here in the British Empire is a gigantic phenomenon demanding explanation: what other

explanation can be given than that it is in some remarkable way correspondent to Israel?

Such is the attitude of many minds: and it is necessary therefore to examine the subject of British-Israelism from this angle as well as from the preceding ones, even though it be logically to retrace our steps.



CHAPTER XVII

"The common witte, the first of wittes all Is to discern all things in general."—HAWES.



PALESTINE.

It must be kept in mind that we are in the section of our examination which deals with Correspondences: that this section is not of the same importance as those already dealt with, viz., Scriptural and Historical: but that it must nevertheless be carefully discussed if the whole of the arguments put forth by the adherents of British-Israelism are to receive the attention which they demand and deserve.

This then is the third chapter in the third section of the Examination: and the subject of Palestine comes up for treatment in this section because it is presented by British-Israel authorities as confirming, if not proving, their thesis that the ten-tribed Kingdom of Israel is to be recognized in the British Empire and the English-speaking races.

That there is confusion in the minds of some British-Israel writers between Palestine and the promised land, that they fail, that is, to distinguish between Palestine (ancient Philistia) and the whole of the territory promised by God to Abraham's seed, is unfortunate; but does not vitally affect the present examination. The land actually promised to Israel is vastly more extensive than Palestine: its frontiers were defined at the time the original Covenant was made. The name Palestine was never applied to the whole country: nor has the whole territory ever yet been actually possessed.

Palestine, therefore, is not the right title to employ when dealing with the restoration of Israel. But we must let that pass. British-Israelites do sometimes so use the title, as when on p. 120 of "The Lost Ten Tribes," Dr. Joseph Wild writes:—

"Thus gradually will Israel-England open up Palestine for Christian settlement."

Again an outstanding authority, Dr. Aldersmith, writes in "The Fulness of the Nations," page 151.

"Again enquire of any man of the world what maritime nation will probably occupy Palestine, give protection to the Jews and also (as 'the merchants of Tarshish, with all the young lions thereof') have to withstand Russia over the final settlement of the burning 'Eastern Question.' His answer will give the present name of the lost 'House of Israel'—viz., Great Britain.'

Let us clear the ground. We are in perfect agreement with the British-Israel position as regards the literal return of the Jews to Palestine and also
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"GLASGOW, W. "February 19, 1917.


	"I have been thinking over our conversation of a British nation with the 'lost' Tribes of Israel. I cannot claim any special knowledge of the subject, nor have I studied it at all deeply, but I would submit the following suggestions for your consideration:—

	"(1) The term 'lost' as applied to the present geographical position of Israel is not a Scriptural one. It has been imported into the question by those who claim to have discovered their identity. The Scriptural expression is 'scattered,' and the



Word of God assures us that 'He who scattered Israel will gather him,' Jeremiah xxxi. 10. Until that time comes we can safely leave the matter in God's hands.

"(2) The following passages make the identity of Israel with the British nation impossible. For the children of Israel shall abide many days without a king and without a prince, and without a sacrifice and without an image, and without an ephod, and without teraphim. Afterwards shall the children of Israel return, and seek the Lord their God, and David their king, and shall fear the Lord and His goodness in the latter days' (Hosea iii. 4, 5).

"It is impossible to reconcile the theory of the identity of Israel with Britain with this statement; and note—Israel is to continue in the condition here described until they 'return and seek the Lord their God,' which they have never yet done. Again in Numbers xxiii. 9, it is predicted of Israel, 'The people shall dwell alone, and shall not be reckoned among the nations.' Is this in any way applicable to the present condition of the British nation? and if not, where does the identification come in? But I will take up the points you advanced one by one, and tell you how they strike me in the light of the Word of God.

"I.—You assert that if the number of 'Israel' (and in this case I take it that you use the term 'Israel' as including both Judah and Israel) known to exist in the present day is only some 14,000,000, then the promise made to Abraham in Genesis xxii. 17, 'I will multiply thy seed as the stars of Heaven, and as the sand which is upon the seashore,' fails of fulfilment, the Word of God is laid

open to question, and an opportunity is afforded for the enemies of the truth to attack its veracity; and you suggest that a way out of the difficulty is to identify the British nation with its great Colonies and dependencies and its people overflowing to the ends of the earth, with the lost tribes of Israel.

"Those who speak thus overlook three very im-

portant facts:-

"(1) That so far from the promise having failed Moses declares that in his lifetime it had received a fulfilment. 'The Lord your God hath multiplied you, and behold ye are this day as the stars o heaven for multitude' (Deut. i. 10).

"(2) From the beginning the Word of God declared that the natural prosperity, and increase of Israel, was contingent on their obedience; and in Leviticus xxvi. 22, the very condition in which they are now found is foretold. God says: 'If ye walk contrary unto Me, and will not hearken unto Me, I will make you few in number.' So that their present condition, instead of militating against the truth of Scripture, is an evidence of its veracity and trustworthiness.

"(3) In Jeremiah xxxiii. 22, we are told that when they are brought back to their own land and their allegiance to God, the promise to Abraham shall have its true and final fulfilment. 'As the host of heaven cannot be numbered, neither the sand of the sea measured, so will I multiply the seed of David my servant.' Verse 7 of the chapter shows that this is to be when the Lord causes the captivity of Judah and the captivity of Israel to return, and He builds them as at the first. No, my dear friend, we do not require to invent methods

or getting God out of what we conceive to be a difficulty, but we can leave Him to vindicate His own truth, and to work out his own purposes, in His own way, and we can rest assured that no word which He has spoken will fall to the ground.

"II.—It is suggested that if Israel is at the present time in a position of inferiority and subservience among the nations of the earth, then the further promise given to Abraham, 'Thy seed shall possess the gate of his enemies,' has not been fulfilled, and that the way out of the difficulty is to recognize the promise as fulfilled in the position which Britain now holds amongst the nations of the world. Here, again, I submit that those who advocate this theory entirely overlook, and leave out of their consideration, the fact that Israel is now in a state of disobedience to God, and there is not a single promise in the Word of God which sets before them victory over their enemies if there

now in a state of disobedience to God, and there is not a single promise in the Word of God which sets before them victory over their enemies, if they are disobedient and rebel against God. On the contrary, in the chapter from which I have already quoted (Leviticus xxvi.) God says—'But if ye will not hearken unto Me, and will not do all these commandments . . I will set My face against you, and ye shall be slain before your enemies, and they that hate you shall reign over you, and ye shall be slain before your enemies, and they that hate you shall reign over you, and ye shall fee when none pursueth you' (Lev. xxvi. 14, 17); and this is to go on until their uncircumised hearts be humbled, and they accept of the unishment of their iniquity (verse 41), which they have never yet done. Thus I submit that if they now, whilst in their rebellion and unbelief, 'possessed

"But this promise, like the other, has been, and will be, fulfilled to the letter. Joshua declared before he died, that 'not one thing had failed of all the good things which the Lord your God spake concerning you' (Joshua xxiii. 14). And in the days of Solomon this promise of God had been fulfilled to such an extent that we read that 'He reigned over all the kings from the river even unto the land of the Philistines, and to the borders of Egypt,' 2 Chron. ix. 26. He so possessed 'the gate of his enemies' that there was 'neither evil nor adversary occurrent,' I Kings v. 4. But Joshua warned them thus: 'If ye forsake the Lord, and serve strange gods, then He will turn and do you hurt, and consume you after that He has done you good,' Joshua xxiv. 20.

"But again in the glorious future, when Israel shall have turned to the Lord, and are dwelling in safety in their own land, and are what God has always designed them to be, the chief of nations, this promise will be abundantly fulfilled. Then the 'sons also of them that afflicted thee shall come bending unto thee, and all they that despised thee shall bow themselves down at the soles of thy feet, and they shall call thee The city of the Lord, The Zion of the Holy One of Israel,' Isaiah lx. 14.

"Thus because Israel is now 'scattered and peeled,' and a 'byeword among all the nations' we are not to conclude that they are always to remain so, but they shall yet 'possess the gate of their enemies' in a way which was not realized even in their palmiest days under Solomon.

"III .- I have never before heard it suggested that

"IV.—The legend regarding the visit of Jeremiah to Ireland, and the 'Coronation Stone,' is unworthy of serious consideration from those who are students of the Word of God, and may be relegated to the same category as that other egend of the visit of Pilate's staircase to Rome. To the law, and to the testimony, if they speak out according to this word, it is because there is no light in them' (Isaiah viii. 20). Let us stand by that which is written. As far as we can learn from the Word of God Jeremiah never left the

land of Palestine except when he was carried down into Egypt against his will, and no room is left in the narrative for a visit to Ireland.

"Pardon me for troubling you at this length, but I do feel that in these days when every error that is promulgated whereby the unwary are turned aside from their steadfastness is built up on isolated texts of Scripture, taken from their context, and used in a way quite foreign to the whole tenor of the Word of God, we shall do well to remember that when our Lord was attacked by Satan under the specious plea, 'It is written,' He met the temptation by the assertion 'It is written again;' thus we must know, not only texts but their context, lest we 'turn away our ears from the truth, and be turned unto fables' (2 Tim.iv. 4).

"Yours very truly

"Thomas D. Stockdale.
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