
America-Manasseh – Fact or Fallacy?

by

R.K. Phillips

and

R.N. Phillips (B.Sc.)

Printed: Sydney, September, 2000.  Reformatted: December, 2001



i

Table of Contents

1. America-Manasseh – Fact or Fallacy? ......................................................................... 1
1.1. The America-Manasseh View...............................................................................................2

1.2. The 13th Tribe ......................................................................................................................5

1.3. The Popular View of Israel’s Development ...........................................................................6

1.4. The promises to Abram/Abraham.........................................................................................7
1.4.1. Gen 12:2....................................................................................................................8
1.4.2. Gen 17:2.................................................................................................................. 10
1.4.3. Gen 17:16 ................................................................................................................ 12
1.4.4. Gen 18:18................................................................................................................ 12
1.4.5. Gen 22:17 ................................................................................................................ 13
1.4.6. Conclusion...............................................................................................................13

1.5. The promises/statements concerning Hagar/Ishmael ............................................................ 14
1.5.1. Gen 16:10 ................................................................................................................ 14
1.5.2. Gen 16:12 ................................................................................................................ 15
1.5.3. Gen 17:20 ................................................................................................................ 18
1.5.4. Gen 21:13 ................................................................................................................ 18
1.5.5. Gen 21:18 ................................................................................................................ 18
1.5.6. Gen 25:16 ................................................................................................................ 19
1.5.7. Conclusion...............................................................................................................19

1.6. The promises to Isaac......................................................................................................... 19
1.6.1. Gen 24:60 ................................................................................................................ 19
1.6.2. Gen 25:23 [definitive].............................................................................................. 19
1.6.3. Gen 26:4.................................................................................................................. 20
1.6.4. Gen 26:24 ................................................................................................................ 20
1.6.5. Conclusion...............................................................................................................20

1.7. The promises/prophecies to/by Jacob .................................................................................. 21
1.7.1. Gen 28:3.................................................................................................................. 21
1.7.2. Gen 35:11 ................................................................................................................ 22
1.7.3. Gen 46:3.................................................................................................................. 23
1.7.4. Gen 48:4.................................................................................................................. 23
1.7.5. Gen 48:16 ................................................................................................................ 24
1.7.6. Conclusion...............................................................................................................24

1.8. Statements concerning Ephraim and Manasseh.................................................................... 25
1.8.1. Gen 48:19 ................................................................................................................ 25
1.8.2. Jos 17:17 ................................................................................................................. 29
1.8.3. Conclusion...............................................................................................................30

1.9. Statements concerning Israel...............................................................................................30
1.9.1. Exo 19:6 .................................................................................................................. 30
1.9.2. Deut 4:6................................................................................................................... 30
1.9.3. Deut 14:2................................................................................................................. 31
1.9.4. Deut 26:19............................................................................................................... 31
1.9.5. Deut 32:43 [definitive] ............................................................................................ 31
1.9.6. Ps 117:1,2................................................................................................................ 32
1.9.7. Isa 11:12,13............................................................................................................. 32
1.9.8. Jer 31:10 [definitive] ............................................................................................... 32
1.9.9. Jer 31:36 ................................................................................................................. 33



ii

1.9.10. Conclusion............................................................................................................... 33

2. The American Colonies ............................................................................................... 34
2.1. The Sequence of Events...................................................................................................... 35

2.2. Nature of the People........................................................................................................... 37
2.2.1. Puritans ................................................................................................................... 37
2.2.2. Roman Catholics...................................................................................................... 39
2.2.3. Other Influences....................................................................................................... 39

2.3. Administration of the Colonies............................................................................................ 40

2.4. British Authority in America............................................................................................... 41

2.5. The American Revolution ................................................................................................... 42

2.6. Who are the French?........................................................................................................... 44

3. Isa 49:20....................................................................................................................... 49

4. Concluding Remarks................................................................................................... 57

Appendix A – The Role of Empires in the Migrations of People ..................................... 58
A.1 Conclusion ......................................................................................................................... 66

Appendix B – “Jesus Loves Y’all”..................................................................................... 67

Appendix C – Brief Explanation of Specific Words ......................................................... 69
C.1 Verbs ................................................................................................................................. 69

C.1.1 Daga hgD .................................................................................................................. 69
C.1.2 Gadal ldg ................................................................................................................. 69
C.1.2.1 Gadol (lwdg)................................................................................................................. 69
C.1.2.2 Conclusion............................................................................................................... 69
C.1.3 Rabah and Rabab .................................................................................................... 70
C.1.3.1 Rabab bbr ................................................................................................................ 70
C.1.3.1.1 Rab .......................................................................................................................... 70
C.1.3.1.2 Rebabah................................................................................................................... 71
C.1.3.1.3 Rob .......................................................................................................................... 71
C.1.3.2 Rabah hbr ................................................................................................................ 72
C.1.3.2.1 Marbeh .................................................................................................................... 72
C.1.3.2.2 Marbit...................................................................................................................... 73
C.1.3.2.3 Tarbit....................................................................................................................... 74
C.1.3.3 Overall conclusions ................................................................................................. 74

C.2 Nouns and others Parts of Speech ....................................................................................... 75
C.2.1 Am (people) ............................................................................................................. 75
C.2.2 Goy (nation) ............................................................................................................ 75
C.2.3 Hamon.....................................................................................................................78
C.2.4 Melo ........................................................................................................................ 80
C.2.5 Parah....................................................................................................................... 80

Index................................................................................................................................... 81



1

1. America-Manasseh – Fact or Fallacy?

When God said to David I will appoint a place for my people Israel, and will plant them, that they
may dwell in a place of their own, and move no more; neither shall the children of wickedness afflict
them any more, as beforetime, we know that no human forces or organisations on this planet could
prevent that outcome.  Today, we recognise that place as England and the people of England as
Israelites by the public marks of the nation.  For example, the monarchy, heraldry, the overturning of
the Throne, the Common Law, the British mastery of the seas, etc, etc, down a long list.

When the first boatloads of Angles, Jutes and Saxons, arrived in the British Isles, we can be certain that
they were not 100% Israelite, because the mixed multitude is always present with Israel.  And they are
still there today.  But despite their presence, God’s promise is that they will not dominate or destroy
Israel in its appointed place.  So no matter how the people of Israel behave, no matter how much they
disregard the Law of God and no matter how far their rulers and governors lead them astray, for those
who care to look, the marks of Israel are still present for all to see.

When the British subsequently established their new colonies, we can be equally certain that the people
who moved to those colonies were also not 100% Israelite, because of the mixed multitude.

It follows, therefore, that when God states that Ishmael will be a nation of at least similar size to Israel
and that they will be a freedom loving people, then no human forces or organisations on this planet can
prevent that from happening.  It also follows that in this day and age, we must be able to identify that
nation by its public marks, such as its system of government, heraldry, the basis of its Law, etc, etc.

Now, consider this question.  Was America destined to be an Israelite or a non-Israelite nation?

As everyone in British-Israel circles considers America to be of Israel, let us consider the opposite case.
If it was destined to be non-Israelite, then no matter how many Israelite people were involved in its
founding, it would be inevitable that God must prevent Israel from establishing permanent control over
the country, so that its intended owners could take possession.  It also means that the early arrivals
would include some of those who were to eventually own the land.  Consequently, sooner or later, many
more of the intended inhabitants would have to arrive en masse, either by military invasion or peaceful
migration.

If we step down to the level of the people living at the time  when God’s intended separation was
becoming a historical fact, we would see many conflicts of human desires and aspirations.  Many who
were descended from those who had established the new land would seek to preserve the existing
systems, and others, sometimes even of the same family, for whatever reasons, would prefer a change to
new and different systems.  Such differences of opinions are seen wherever humans face such decisions
anywhere on the planet.  For example, East Timor, in recent times.

If we step down another level, we come to the mechanisms by which God either caused or allowed
circumstances to develop which brought about the separation itself.  For example, the finance and
banking influences, the slavery issues, etc, etc, – all are reasonable, valid, acceptable and important.
However, at the end of the day, we should not be overly distracted by the mechanics of the event
because they are only incidental to God’s intention.  Furthermore, if this new nation was never intended
to be Israelite, it also means that any Israelite role in the whole event diminishes in importance, almost
to the point of vanishing completely, because it is none of Israel’s business from a Biblical point of
view.

This paper examines the question of whether America was intended to be an Israelite or non-Israelite
country.
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1.1. The America-Manasseh View

Let us review the claims presented by the majority of British-Israel organisations.  The fundamental
claims are that the United Kingdom is Ephraim/Israel, America is Manasseh and that the Israel nations
include some of the West coast nations of Europe.  But how good is the evidence?  This paper examines
the prophecies concerning Israel as given in the Hebrew text and also some of the historical facts about
the origin of America.

The subject of America/Manasseh has not been understood correctly in the past because in the
collection of prophecies to the Patriarchs concerning Abraham’s descendants, at least 14 Hebrew words
have been translated in the Authorised Version using only 8 English words.  In addition, some of these
Hebrew words are so close in meaning that the Hebrew lexicons generally classify them as synonyms.
But Scripture itself shows us they are different and if we do not recognise that difference, then we will
not be able to understand the significance of what is said.

On the historical front, the confusion over America’s identity stems from popular views concerning the
origins of the United States, which do not agree with the facts of recorded history.  Similar confusion
occurs with respect to the origins of the Arabs.

This paper will address these areas of confusion and try to present an objective view of the subject.
When you have finished reading this paper, it is up to you to answer these questions:

1. Is the claim that America is Manasseh, true or false?

2. Is the claim that significant numbers of Israelites still exist anywhere in Europe, true or false?

3. Is the claim that America shows the public marks of an Israelite nation, true or false?

We will commence this study by trying to answer the following questions correctly:

1. Who was Hagar?

2. Who did Ishmael marry?

3. Who did Joseph marry?

It is commonly assumed that because Hagar was an “Egyptian” (Gen 16:1), Ishmael’s descendants
must be the Arab or Bedouin people.  However, Joseph also married an “Egyptian” woman, so that
same line of reasoning would make Ephraim’s and Manasseh’s descendants also Arab and Bedouin
people 1!  This is the same mistaken logic that is applied to Ruth; having been named a “Moabitess”,
everybody immediately assumes she is a racial foreigner.  But we know, absolutely, this was not the
case (A).

The fact is, Ephraim, Manasseh and their descendants are indistinguishable from the rest of Israel.
Given the importance of the purity of Noah’s line and that Shem was alive all through Abram’s life, is
it logical that Abram would father a child from an unacceptable, foreign “Egyptian” line and then ask
God to accept that son as his heir (Gen 17:18)?

                                                  
1 Gen 41:45   does not explicitly state that Asenath was an Egyptian – it is just commonly assumed.  There

can be no doubt she was the daughter of the aristocratic class and of the priesthood of the Egyptian
religion.  As we shall see shortly, these classes were not “Egyptian”.   And that is the whole point – loosely
using nationalistic terms and, in this case, adding to God’s word, is a short-cut to confusion.
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We can deduce a great deal about the “Egyptians” of Abram’s day by comparing the actions of
Pharaoh towards Sarai with the actions of Abimelech towards Abraham and of a subsequent Abimelech
towards Isaac.  When Abram left Haran, Gen 20:13 tells us that Abram and Sarai agreed to tell
everyone along their way that they were brother and sister.  When they went down to Egypt, Abram
justified the deception by stating he thought he would be killed on account of Sarai’s beauty
(Gen 12:12) and she would be taken as another man’s wife.  To kill the husband in order to possess his
wife seems to have been a common royal custom in those days.  (David did exactly the same thing in
the matter of Uriah the Hittite and Bathsheba.)  Hertz (B) states that a papyrus tells of a Pharaoh who,
acting on the advice of one of his princes, sent armed men to fetch a beautiful woman and do away with
her husband.  Another Pharaoh is promised by his priest on his tombstone that even after death he will
kill Palestinian sheiks and include their wives in his harem.

In Egypt, Sarai was taken into Pharaoh’s house very early in the piece.  If Pharaoh was a foreigner, he
need not have paid any further attention to Abram, but instead, after taking Sarai, he gives Abram
many gifts of sheep, cattle and servants.  As happened with Esther, Sarai was taken into the house and
courted for a respectable interval, which was why there was time to make the gifts to Abram.  Again, if
Pharaoh was a foreigner, why would he care about such manners towards a foreigner?  When the
deception was finally revealed, Pharaoh admonishes Abram and tells him to pack up and leave (and lets
him keep all the gifts – this was the start of his increase in wealth).

When Abraham came to Gerar he practiced the same deception, but in this case, Gen 20:11 states it is
justified on the basis that Abraham had concluded the fear of God is not in this place.  Notice the
difference in behaviour.  Sarai is taken into Abimelech’s court, but nothing is given to Abraham and he
is not even included in the court.  When the Elohim reveal the truth to Abimelech, they tell him that,
firstly, he is a dead man and, secondly, in the light of Abimelech’s confession, that Abraham is a
prophet and that Abimelech should ask Abraham to pray for him lest the Elohim destroy Abimelech and
his people.  First thing in the morning he restored Sarah to Abraham and then he gave Abraham gifts –
out of fear for his own life.  As a final insurance to protect his own life and the lives of his people,
Abimelech goes further and tells Abraham he can dwell wherever he likes in Philistine land.  However,
once Abimelech saw he was not in immediate danger of revenge, he and his servants soon started to
harass Abraham.  Finally, when he perceives they may have gone too far, Abimelech made an
additional, long term covenant of peace with Abraham at the well Abraham called Beer-sheba – the
well of seven in reference to the seven lambs of that covenant (Gen 21:22-33).

When Isaac went to live in Gerar, we are told that Isaac, following his father’s example, said Rebekah
was his sister.  On this occasion, neither Abimelech nor anyone else came near Rebekah.  No doubt, the
community memory was still quite fresh with regard to Abraham.  As Isaac grew in wealth and military
capability under God, Abimelech began to fear for his safety and sought to put distance between Isaac
and himself.  This process was quite acrimonious as shown by Isaac’s names of the first two wells –
contention (esek) and enmity (sitnah).  When Isaac suddenly arrived at Beer-sheba, Abimelech must
have thought he was in deep trouble and so hastily came to Isaac to re-affirm the covenant that had
been made between his predecessor and Abraham.

The difference in the behaviour of the “Egyptians” and the Philistine is quite remarkable.  Pharaoh
treated Sarai as someone who deserved a great deal of respect and treated Abram as a man of
significant social rank.  Abimelech on the other hand, treated Abraham as a foreigner and not worthy of
social recognition until it was a matter of his own life or death to do so.  From this we can deduce that
the Philistines were indeed foreigners when compared with the “Egyptians” and to some extent, even
when compared with the Canaanites.  To prove that it is not just a matter of the style of one Philistine
ruler versus another, the Bible shows us that Isaac was treated with the same basic disregard until it
suddenly becomes clear that Abimelech’s life could be under threat.  Ellicott’s comments on Gen 26:26
state:
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The Philistines were themselves an alien race and an alliance between Isaac and Ishmael
and others of the Semitic stock, might end in their (the Philistines’) expulsion from the
country.  Abram had also been confederate with the Amorites (Gen  14:13) and on friendly
terms with the Hittites (Gen 23:6), the two most powerful races of Canaan, and they might
be ready to aid his son (Isaac).

In contrast, we know that the upper classes of Egypt consisted of the Hyksos, who were Hebrew people
from Mesopotamia who had invaded Egypt and established themselves as the rulers and upper classes.
According to Ellicott, (C) one of the sepulchres at Behihassan shows an exact parallel of the events that
happened to Abram.  A nomad prince, his family and dependents, evidently of Semitic origin, are
shown as being received by Pharaoh with honour.  Hence Pharaoh was treating Abram as a person of a
similar social class and hence followed the dictates of the society of the day in treating Sarai and
Abram with respect.  We can safely assume that Hagar was either among those given to Abram or
Abram employed her while he was in Egypt.  Her status as Abram’s concubine and the mother of a
child that Abram sought to place before God, shows she was not a mere housemaid, but rather the
equivalent of a lady in waiting to Sarai, and hence of an acceptable social class, albeit of lower rank.
As further evidence, Gen 16:2 states Sarai gave Hagar to Abram to bear a child whom Sarai would
claim for her own.  Under those circumstances alone, Sarai would not have chosen a woman of a
foreign race to produce a child Sarai was going to call her own.

The Hyksos were still in power in Joseph’s day and the priests were drawn from the higher social
classes.  Hence Joseph’s wife was in fact a Hebrew woman, as was Moses’ wife, Zipporah, who was of
the priest of Midian (who was descended from Abraham by Keturah).  This shows that marriage
between these closely related Hebrew people (all descendants of Shem) and within Abraham’s line was
still acceptable in God’s eyes at that time.  On the other hand, marriages of Jacob’s sons to women
outside Shem’s line were not permitted, as seen by God killing Judah’s sons of a Canaanite woman to
prevent them from polluting the Royal line (Gen 38:2-11).

The absolute proof of the compatibility of the Hyksos people is given in Deut 23:7,8 which says the
Israelites were not to abhor an Egyptian and the children of those Egyptians could enter the qahal – the
called-out assembly – in their third generation.  However, this applied only to the Hyksos people
because we know from Ex 1:8 that the Pharaoh of the Exodus was of a different race.  Compare these
verses with Deut 23:2 which says that a bastard (the child of a mixed racial marriage) shall not enter
into the qahal – the called-out assembly – of the Lord; even to his tenth generation (which is a
Hebraism meaning never).  Yet we find Ephraim and Manasseh, (Joseph’s two children by his
“Egyptian” wife), numbered among the Twelve Tribes in the feasts that were exclusive to the qahal and
we find them among those sealed in Revelation.

Notice too, that in Heraldry, Joseph is represented as the Bull of which the two horns were to push or
make war against the other people of the Earth.  The horns represent Ephraim and Manasseh.  God said
that Israel is His battleaxe and weapons of war (Jer 51:20), but could this be so if the two horns were
racially unacceptable under God’s Law?  So, either God’s Law is a joke or the Hyksos were not racial
foreigners.

We can also be certain that all the people of the nations occupying the Promised Land at the time Israel
arrived on their borders were also physically indistinguishable from Israelites. Joshua and Caleb and
the other 38 spies who entered the land were not afraid of being detected on the basis of physical
appearance. The proof is that the only way the local men of Gibeon were able to trick Joshua into
believing they had come from far away, was to show him worn out shoes and clothes, old wine flasks
and mouldy bread as evidence of the length of their journey.
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In conclusion:

1. Was Hagar of a foreign race?

2. Did Joseph marry a foreign woman?

Neither Hagar nor Asenath could have been from outside the acceptable Hebrew line and therefore,
there is no discernible physical difference between Ishmael’s descendants, Joseph’s descendants and the
descendants of the rest of the House of Israel.  Consequently, we can dismiss the claim that the
descendants of Ishmael were or ever could be the Arabs and Bedouin people.  (We shall look at the
prophecies concerning Ishmael in due course.)

All the descendants of the line of Noah, Shem and Abraham are of the same physical appearance and
we could not pick between them in a Police line-up 2.  Such physical similarity, however, does not make
the non-Israelite nations equal with the Israelite nations because the non-Israelites were not recipients of
the promises and prophecies made to Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, Joseph, Ephraim and Manasseh.

1.2. The 13th Tribe

Another question we should answer immediately is: Can Manasseh, or any tribe, represent a 13th tribe?

If this were so, we would expect to see distinct evidence of a 13th entity in the Bible.  But Levi held no
land in Israel and Joseph held no land in his own name, hence Ephraim and Manasseh, as holders of
land in Palestine, “fill-in” or “replace” the names of Levi and Joseph.  This is confirmed by the fact that
of the 20 listings of the tribes in the Bible (see Bullinger’s Appendix 45 3), 7 of them omit Joseph and
Levi because Ephraim and Manasseh are included.  In 5 other lists, only Joseph is omitted because one
or other of his sons are listed in his place.  The one exception is the list of those who went down to
Egypt – Joseph was already there.

Examining some lists shows that while there are 13 tribes mentioned (because Levi is included, for
example), when we look closely at the content of the list we find things such as two mentions of
Manasseh and/or subdivisions within Levi.  So what appears on the surface to be a list of 13 tribes is
actually a list of 14 (2x7) or 15 (3x5) names.

If all 20 lists are examined and all such double mentions counted to give lists of occurrences of names,
rather than tribes, there are two lists with 13 names:

                                                  
2 It is on this same point that labelling the Jews as exclusively Edom (or, erroneously, as Judah) fails.  The

truly common bond amongst “Jews” is religion rather than race.  Jewry may be a part of Edom, but it
cannot be all of Edom because the stereotypical Jew is noticeably different from Anglo-Saxons and is
usually easy to spot in a crowd.

3 It is instructive to make a copy of these lists and use colours to identify the sons of their respective mothers
and to study also how the patterns of the lists vary in relation to the mothers.
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a. The list of the order of allocation of land in Palestine (Josh 13).  This list must contain 13 names
because there were 13 land allocations (10½ tribes to the West of the Jordan, 2½ tribes to the
East).

b. The list of rulers of the tribes in 1Ch 27. This list contains 13 names only because Levi is
presented as having two leaders, one for Aaron’s family (as the priests) and one for the
remainder of the Levites (the public service). This list is also peculiar for another reason: it
includes only the sons of Leah, Rachel and Rachel’s maid; the sons of Leah’s maid, Asher and
Gad, are omitted.

The real lesson behind these findings is that God never takes large numbers of verses to tell a simple
thing like the number of tribes in Israel.  For example, Joseph’s dreams of the 12 sheaves of wheat and
the 12 stars; the 12 stones on the priest’s breastplate; the 12 thrones of Revelation for the 12 Apostles;
the 12 gates into the New Jerusalem – to mention a few.  Therefore, there are insufficient grounds on
the basis of 20 lists in the Bible, to state that Israel consisted of 13 tribes and that Manasseh, or any
other tribe, is the 13th tribe.  But those who still need to be convinced should study Num 7:12-83.  This
is the list of offerings made by each tribe at the dedication of the altar.  The 12 tribes listed include
Ephraim and Manasseh, but omit Levi and Joseph.  Hence, if Manasseh is included as one of the 12 at
the dedication in the beginning, it can hardly be the 13th tribe at the end.  The occurrences of 13 in the
American heraldry will be addressed later 4.

So, can there be 13 tribes in Israel?

1.3. The Popular View of Israel’s Development

The traditional/popular view of the prophecies for the development of Israel appear to be that:

a. Abraham was told he would become a nation and a company of nations

b. The same statements were made to Isaac and Jacob

c. Ephraim was to become the company of nations

d. Manasseh was to become a great nation.

It is also generally held that Ishmael was to be a great nation.

The traditional/popular view of the outcome of these prophecies is that:

                                                  
4 The number, 13, is associated with rebellion because its first occurrence in the Bible (Gen 14:4)  records

the rebellion of the kings against Chedorlaomer in their 13th year of servitude.  It is associated with Ishmael
because he was circumcised at 13 years of age.  Furthermore, he had 12 sons and Esau married his
daughter to give him a confederation of 13 sons – a double marking with 13.  Thirteen also carries the
meaning of division, leading to a parting of the ways, because 13 is the 7th prime number.  (It is easy to
resolve the debate about whether 1 is a prime number – 1 is a prime number because that makes 17 the
8th prime number and Jesus rose on the 17th day of the month.)  The rebellion and separation of the
American colonies from Britain occurred 13 years after the British gained full control of Canada and the
American Eastern Seaboard (see Section 2).  Southern Ireland, South Africa and Rhodesia are similarly
marked by the 13 of rebellion (see Footnote 11 and Footnote 24).  The allocation of 13 portions of land in
Josh 13 foretells Israel’s rebellion against the Law of God and therefore foreshadows their ultimate
expulsion from the land.
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a. Ephraim/Israel is England plus the Anglo-Saxon Commonwealth countries (when listed, these
are given as Australia, New Zealand, Canada and Rhodesia/South Africa) plus countries on the
West coast of Europe.

b. America is Manasseh on the grounds that it was established as a British colony that became an
independent nation following the American Revolution 5.

c. As Ishmael’s mother was an Egyptian, the Arabs are Ishmael’s descendants (which we can now
dismiss without hesitation).

The more recent variant of these views is that America was Manasseh when it was founded, but like
Rhodesia, has been “lost” or “diluted” or otherwise overrun/overpowered and is no longer
predominantly Israelite.

On investigation, it is clear that the popular views of the development of Israel are based on the AV’s
poor translations of the key Hebrew words.  But, as we shall see, when these Hebrew words are
translated correctly, they reveal that the prophecies to Abraham, Isaac and Jacob are a series of
statements in a progressive revelation.  Progressive revelation is used for many Biblical prophecies; it
is a mechanism by which more and more detail or precision is provided in subsequent statements.

We will now look at the prophecies concerning the development of Israel.  This material will be in order
of the people involved – Abraham, Ishmael, Isaac, Jacob, and Ephraim – Manasseh.  Each verse is
from the AV text with the key Hebrew word(s) identified, together with the proper translation of that
word.  A summary of the meaning of each identified word is given in Appendix C.

1.4. The promises to Abram/Abraham

We start this study with Abraham because it was through the regeneration of his (and Sarah’s)
reproductive powers that Isaac was born.  What made Isaac so special was that he was the first person
of the fifth order of human beings 6 – one in whom the spirit of God was not only present at birth but
was passed on, at full strength, uncontaminated, to each succeeding generation, irrespective of the
beliefs and behaviour of the parents 7.

                                                  
5 Another favourite identification associated with America and England is the distribution of Cleopatra’s

needles.  It is assumed by many BI people that there were only two needles and one was sent to England
and the other to America.  In fact, there were 22 needles altogether: 5 are still in Egypt and there are 13 in
Rome and 1 each in Istanbul, Paris, England and America.  The largest needle is in Rome.  Do these
needles prove anything at all?

6 The five orders are: (1)  the beasts of the earth of Gen 1:25; (2) the mankind of Gen 1:27; (3) the Adam of
Gen 2:7 (4) the beasts of the field of Gen 2:19 and (5) Isaac, the son of promise, in Gen 17:19 

(N)
.

7 By comparison, the Breath of God’s spirit that had been breathed into Adam was inherited by each
generation but, as we saw with Moses and the 70 elders, Adam’s one allotment of breathed-in spirit was
spread across more and more generations as time went by.  Abraham’s generation was the last of the
Adamic line to have sufficient quantity of that spirit within them to recognise and believe God.  The amount
of the Breath of God that was left in Abraham was spread across the seven sons born before Isaac.  Hence
Isaac, as the miraculous eighth son, had the new beginning of a permanent quantity of spirit locked into his
genes.  This is why Esau was so hated by God – he had the full power of the same amount of inherited,
undiminished spirit as Isaac and yet he rejected God.  As has everyone who has descended from Esau’s
line.  In Deut 23:7,8, God even made provision for children born of Esau/Israelite union to enter the qahal –
the called-out assembly – but as a nation, the Edomites have steadfastly resisted that spirit that is (or was)
within them.  Is it any wonder that Jesus will destroy them (Luke 19:27)?
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1.4.1. Gen 12:2

AV: … I will make (asah) of thee (le) a great (gadol – adjective – important, in the sense of
prominent and powerful) nation (goy) … I will make thy name great (gadal – verb –
magnify) and thou shalt be a blessing

Alternate translation of verse 2: I will make thee as if thou were an important (prominent
and powerful) nation … I will magnify thy name …

This is the first prophecy made to Abram and it appears to speak of his long term future as a great
nation, but there is no such meaning in the Hebrew text.  This verse, which belongs in the context of
Gen 12:1-3, covers a prophecy that was to immediately affect Abram himself and a separate statement
concerning the families of The earth.

The Hebrew translation of the expression, I will make of thee, in verse 2 should read I will make thee.
There is no preposition, of, required in the translation.  At first glance, the change seems to make sense
– I will make thee a great nation, but a Hebrew word has been omitted from the AV translation: the
Hebrew preposition, le.  It has been established elsewhere that le should be translated as if it were or
towards according to the context.  When it is included in this verse, the first part reads: I will make thee
as if thou were an important (prominent and powerful) nation, which does not seem to make sense.
However, let us examine the facts more closely.

As we can see from Section C.2.2, goy has to be translated according to its context.  There were no
“nations” as such in Abram’s day – they were all kingdoms or city-states 8.  Hence, the translation
should read I will make thee as if thou were an important (prominent and powerful) community.  (We
have to use community because Abram is never presented in the Bible as a King.) The implication of
the sentence is that Abram’s community would be comparable to but not the same as the city-states of
the land where he was going.  Why did God make such a promise?

In Gen 12, Abram was about to leave his home and family in Ur and go to a new land that God would
show him.  God immediately set Abram’s fears at rest by telling him in advance that he would not have
to fear the people of the new land because he would appear to them as if he himself was an important
(prominent and powerful) community.  As we study the record, we can see how this prophecy becomes
a reality almost immediately after he came to Canaan.

For instance, we generally give no consideration to the physical size of Abram’s camp in Canaan.  Yet
we are told that with a force of 318 of his own servants, he mounted a swift attack on the four kings
who had captured Lot.  With so many servants at call, Abram’s camp was clearly quite large – at
least 700-800 people if we include the wives and children of the selected servants.  Given that
the 318 servants were the ones capable of a swift pursuit, there were probably at least another 100 men
who were not available for the task, plus their wives, so we can safely assume there were
approximately 1000 people in his camp.  Furthermore, this was the size of Abram’s camp after the
separation from Lot which had taken place earlier because the combined camp was so large, the land
was not able to bear them (Gen 13:6).  The combined camp, at the time of separation, would have
contained at least 1500 – 2000 people.

                                                  
8 The city-states were the most recent political development and consisted of a king in a fortified, royal city

plus the surrounding towns and villages that the king was able to protect from the attacks of other kings.
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The next question is, how does Abram’s camp of 1000 people compare in size with the cities in Canaan
and the size of the combined army of the four kings Abram attacked?  We know from the Egyptian
records of 1550 BC that there were numerous “small” city states in Canaan with more
than 300 Canaanite princes ruling across the region.  The question is, how small?  We can  investigate
this question from two perspectives – the population density of the community from which Abram came
and the population density of the communities in Canaan at that time.  On the basis of such research,
we can establish that Abram’s camp of 1000 people was consistent with his cultural background in
Mesopotamia.  Only the major city-states, such as Jerusalem, Jericho (if it existed at that time) and
Gaza were larger than his camp.  In reality Abram’s camp was the equal of many of the cities
associated with the 300 Canaanite princes mentioned by the Egyptians.  So, by this measure alone,
Abram had become as if he were an important (prominent and powerful) community.

Hence, when Abram went into the land of Canaan, he had only a relatively small group of people with
him.  But over the course of the next ten or so years, he became a significant force with a potent
military capability, despite not possessing a fortified city as his power base.  So the first part of God’s
first promise to Abram, to make him as if he were an important (prominent and powerful) community,
was fulfilled promptly.

The fact that Abram achieved such power and capability without a fortified city was necessary to
demonstrate God’s absolute ability to deliver His promises.  That is also why Abram was not allowed
to hold any land in Canaan (other than the burial field).  It proved that Abram’s position was not a
fluke – he remained unchallenged all his life.  Even the Philistines would not go against him (or his
son).  So, right from the beginning we see the God of our forefathers as the one who is capable of
protecting and providing for those to whom He gives His promise.

The proof of the meaning of le in this instance is provided by the scope of the prophecies given to
Abram when God changed his name.  From these we can see that this prophecy of Gen 12:2 was
focused on his life from 75 to 99 years of age.  As it is impossible for any man to father a “nation” of
any kind in that time, the prophecy is given its metaphorical aspect by incorporating le into the
wording.  If it had been meant to apply to Abram’s long term future, there would be no need to use le
because attaining the “nation” status would have been the inevitable outcome of God’s promise.

But more importantly, Abram took only 318 of his servants to attack the combined army of four kings
– a combined force that was up to three or four times the size of his army.  His conquest of these kings
magnified his name out of all proportion to his camp size and his name would have been known the
length and breadth of Canaan.  No-one would have been prepared to pick any kind of quarrel with
Abram from that day forward.  The impact of this victory on the people of Canaan is confirmed in
Gen 23:6:

Hear us, my lord: thou art a mighty (elohim) prince among us: in the choice of our
sepulchres bury thy dead; none of us shall withhold from thee his sepulchre, but that thou
mayest bury thy dead.

The words lamely translated mighty prince are far more explicit in the Hebrew: thou art a chief of
leaders among us.  This is why the sons of Heth were prepared to give Abraham any burial place he
cared to choose.  Abraham’s status was far more than that of a mere stranger or herdsman in the land.
Abraham insisted on paying for the field so that he was not beholden to anyone in Canaan 9.  This
fulfils the second part of God’s promise to Abram.

                                                  
9 The amount paid for the field served another purpose – it was the sign for the start of the 400-plus years

sojourning of Abraham’s descendants 
(J)

.
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With the birth of Isaac, Abraham had seen three promises made and three fulfilled.  Is it any wonder
that Abraham did not hesitate to prepare to sacrifice his promised seed, Isaac 10?

1.4.2. Gen 17:2

And I will make my covenant between me and thee, and will multiply (rabah – increase)
thee exceedingly.

Alt: And I will make my covenant between me and thee and will cause thee to increase
exceedingly.

This prophecy was delivered when Abram was 99 years old and had already fathered 7 sons.  This
prophecy focused on Isaac, the 8th child, and refers to the groups of people that will come from Isaac,
verse 21.  This is the first statement to Abram that indicates his seed would become a huge population.
The tense of the verb (Hiphil, future) shows that God will take an active part in causing the increase to
occur.  Some of the verses that follow that prophecy are as follows:

Gen 17:4 As for me, behold, my covenant is with thee, and thou shalt be a father of many
(hamon [construct]: a collection of) nations (goyim).
5 Neither shall thy name any more be called Abram, but thy name shall be Abraham; for a
father of many (hamon [construct]: a collection of) nations (goyim) have I made thee.
6 And I will make thee exceeding fruitful (parah), and I will make nations (goyim) of thee,
and kings shall come out of thee.

The plural, goyim, in these verses, means nations in the general sense (see Appendix C.2.2) because
Abram was not given any bounds or scope to limit its application.  The Hebrew word translated many
in the AV does not convey its true sense of a collection.  The word collection identifies things gathered
together by someone for a particular purpose.  This sense of collectiveness is a fundamental
characteristic of the word that must be evident in every identification of these foreshadowed nations.
The evidence that points to the collectiveness of the Israel nations is:

a. The 1931 Statute of Westminster

b. The Great Pyramid.

The 1931 Statute of Westminster specifically named the colonies and British possessions which had in
turn become dominions and were finally to become independent nations of the British Commonwealth.
The named nations are:

                                                  
10 Bear in mind that Abram would have known from Shem, if not from any other source, that God was not a

god of human sacrifice, so he would have known the command to kill his son was not a mere religious
event of some kind.  But since God had stated that Isaac was to be the Seed of Promise and that He would
establish His covenant with him, Gen 17:19, Abraham would have known that God would keep His word, if
necessary, by bringing Isaac back to life.   So he proceeded to do what God said.
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1. United Kingdom

2. The Dominion of Canada

3. The Commonwealth of Australia

4. The Dominion of New Zealand

5. The Union of South Africa

6. The Irish Free State (the Southern Ireland of today) 11

7. Newfoundland.

Seven nations, which is interesting given that seven is the number of separation, and hence points
towards collection (and thus separation) of these seven nations to form a unique entity – in this case, the
British Commonwealth.  Rhodesia is not in this list because it was still part of South Africa and it had
only been under British Government control for 8 years at that time.

If America is an integral part of Israel, why was it not in this list together with the other Israelite
entities of Great Britain, Australia, Canada and New Zealand?  As soon as someone says “But America
is different …”  we can stop right there – any point of difference, whatever it is,  means America does
not belong in that collection.

Since 1931, Southern Ireland has taken itself out of that group and the Union of South Africa left the
organisation once and returned (1994).  Newfoundland has become a province of Canada.  This
instability in membership of the original list indicates these seven nations do not naturally belong
together.  As we will see, these seven nations do not comprise the collection foretold in these statements
to Abraham but the Statute does its job in acting as one of Bennett’s “burning bushes” that on further
investigation, take us to the correct answer.

Each of the remaining four nations has the same constitutional monarchial form of government as the
United Kingdom and the four of them acknowledge the reigning Monarch of Great Britain as their Head
of State.  This is the unique mark of their collectiveness.  However, the Commonwealth of Nations of
today is a very different organisation from the British Commonwealth as defined in 1931 12.

In the Great Pyramid, the sequence of low and high ceilings in the passage to the King’s Chamber is a
prophecy in stone that is presented by changes in the types of stone.  It provides the dates of the First
World War and the Great Depression.  The date of entry into the first low passage is given as 4-5
August 1914 and on this date all the colonies/dominions of the British Commonwealth declared war on
the same day.  As it is easy to say the colonies/dominions had no choice but to follow Great Britain at
that time, it is instructive to note that the same, but then independent, nations all declared war within a

                                                  
11 According to the Encyclopaedia Britannica, The Anglo-Irish Treaty, 1922, provided that Ireland should have

the same constitutional status in the community of Nations known as the British Empire as the Dominion of
Canada, the Commonwealth of Australia, the Dominion of New Zealand, and the Union of South Africa with
a parliament having powers to make laws for the peace, order and good government of Ireland and an
Executive responsible to that parliament. The new dominion was to be known as the Irish Free State. This
peace agreement, ratified by the British Parliament, became operative (January 1922) by passage through
the Dáil.  The new state comprised only 26 (2 x 13) of the 32 (2 x 2 x 8) counties; the northeastern area,
known as Northern Ireland, remained part of the United Kingdom.  Interesting how the 13 keeps appearing
in the history of nations assumed to be Israel but by their acts of rebellion, showed they are not (see
Footnote 4).

12 In today’s terminology, the British Commonwealth of Nations applies only to the nations of the 1931
Statute.  The Commonwealth of Nations refers to that much larger body of nations which operate as an
international entity under that name.
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day or two of Britain’s declaration on 3rd September 1939 for the Second World War.  America
declared her non-involvement at the beginning of both wars.  She did not enter the First World War
until 6th of April, 1917 and only entered the Second World War on 7th December, 1941, after Japan had
attacked Pearl Harbour.  Australia, Canada and New Zealand were involved in the Second World War
long before Australia was attacked.

This Great Pyramid prophecy, which is re-enforced by subsequent WWII history, clearly excludes all
other nations, (including America), from being a part of Israel.

It is only in recent times, such as in the Gulf War in the Middle East, that there has been any evidence
of collectiveness involving America and the Commonwealth countries at the same time.  The interesting
observation is that this collectiveness has only been evident when America has been initiating the
action.

1.4.3. Gen 17:16

And I will bless her (Sarah), and give thee a son also of her: yea, I will bless her, and she
shall be (become) a mother of as if she were (a mother of) nations (goyim); kings of people
(am) shall be of her.

The preposition, le (as if she were), is necessary because in God’s eyes, the female does not provide
seed hence is not seen as reproducing herself in the same sense as the male.  This is confirmed in
Isa 51:2: Look unto Abraham, a father of you and unto Sarah that bare you for I called him alone
and blessed him and increased him.

The plural of goy is translated nations because Sarah was not given any bounds or scope by which she
should have restricted her understanding of the word.

1.4.4. Gen 18:18

Seeing that Abraham shall surely become towards (being) a great (gadol – important –
prominent and powerful) and mighty (asum) nation (goy), and all the nations (goyim) of
The earth (erets) shall be blessed in him (because of him).

This is the first time goy, singular, is used in association with Abraham’s descendants.  The verse is
spoken by God but it is not addressed to anyone in particular.  We know now what God knew then –
that Jacob and the nation of Israel was to be the final recipient of the promises to Abraham.  Therefore,
God used the singular, goy, in the verse.  It means the foreshadowed nation will be a single, unified
body of people with a uniform system of governance and allegiance.  This rules out a future collection
of “nations” that have different forms of government such as a Republic and a Monarchy.

As Abraham had already become as if he personally were a prominent and powerful community and he
had already attained great renown for defeating the four kings, the verbal expression, shall surely
become, is referring to future, literal developments.  Therefore, in this verse, le has its basic meaning of
towards versus as if he were because the statement is referring to the direction in which his life was
moving in the light of the promise already announced.

Moving on in this same chapter, the purpose of Gen 18:17-33 (whether or not to tell Abraham about the
destruction of Sodom or Gomorrah) is not obvious on a casual reading.  However the reason is given in
verse 19:

that he will command his children and his household after him to keep the way of the Lord.
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If God had not engaged in conversation with Abraham, the destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah would
have been recorded as a mere footnote in history as “two cities destroyed by a volcano” or some such
statement.  But as a result of this conversation, the gospels can simply state it shall be more tolerable
in the land of Sodom and Gomorrah in the day of judgement than for that city  (Matt 10:15) and, for if
the mighty works which have been done in thee had been done in Sodom, it would have remained unto
this day – nothing else is needed to make the point.

So how should we read verses 17-19, which set the scene for the discussion with Abraham?

The preposition at the start of verse 19, ky, is used adversatively to provide the answer to the question
in verse 17 – shall I be hiding from Abraham?  The answer is No (I shall not be hiding anything from
Abraham) because I have chosen (RSV) him …13

In verse 18, when posing the whole question, God puts forward a possible reason for not including
Abraham: he is, after all, to become into a great and mighty population and all communities/
populations of The earth will be blessed because of him.  In other words, because he was to become so
powerful and successful, was there any point in telling him about Sodom and Gomorrah?  We see in
verse 19 that it was necessary because merely becoming a “great and powerful” nation would not
ensure his descendants would adhere to the way of the Lord.  It needed the graphic judgement of Sodom
and Gomorrah to impress on Abraham’s descendants the consequences of not following the way of the
Lord.  Even today the strongly religious groups condemn homosexuality out of fear that the fate of
Sodom and Gomorrah may be visited on our cities.

1.4.5. Gen 22:17

That in blessing I will bless thee, and in multiplying (rabah – increase) I will multiply
(rabah – increase) thy seed as the stars of the heaven, and as the sand which is upon the
sea shore; and thy seed shall possess the gate of his (its) enemies;

This verse contains two instances of the structure called the infinitive absolute which has the infinitive
(used as a verbal noun) followed by the same verb in standard tense format (literally, to bless I will
bless you and to multiply I will multiply you).  The double use of the verb emphasises the certainty of
the outcome.  Compare this with Gen 2:17: to die thou shalt die, or in English, dying (verbal noun) you
will die – Adam, who was previously immortal, commences the aging process that culminates in
physical death.  So in readable English: (by) aging you will (inevitably) die. Thus the first part of
Gen 22:17 should read:

(In) blessing I will bless thee (in every conceivable way) and (by) increasing, I will
increase thy seed (immeasurably) …

1.4.6. Conclusion

There is nothing in these promises to Abraham to suggest that any portion of the chosen seed would be
greater than any other portion.

                                                  
13 The negative is used in the translation because, as stated by Gesenius, ky can be used in passages where

there is a negative force in the sentence, even though the negation is not explicitly stated.  The question
“shall I be hiding” can be answered only by Yes (I shall) or No (I shall not).  If the answer had been Yes, no
conversation would have been held with Abraham.  But we know the conversation took place and hence the
answer was No (I shall not be hiding anything from Abraham).
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1.5. The promises/statements concerning Hagar/Ishmael

We have already established that Hagar was an Hebrew woman and not a person of a different race.
So let us look more closely at the prophecies given to her regarding Ishmael.

1.5.1. Gen 16:10

And the angel of the LORD said unto her, I will multiply (rabah – increase) thy seed
exceedingly, that it shall not be numbered for multitude (rob – abundance) .

A clear and explicit statement that Ishmael will become a very large population – of at least the same
order of magnitude as Israel’s seed.  Where has Ishmael’s seed been located throughout the centuries?
We know Ishmael was located to the south of Israel, but what happened to his people after the
captivities of Israel?  God has stated categorically that Ishmael’s seed shall not be numbered for
multitude – so where were they when Israel was migrating through Europe?  (As we will see, Russia is
not Ishmael.)

And while we are on this question, what happened to the Egyptians, Philistines, Edomites, Moabites,
Ammonites, Syrians, Babylonians, Assyrians, Medes and Persians?  These are the names of the nations
that surrounded the Promised Land from Egypt in the south around to the Medes in the North and the
Persians in the North East.  As we have seen, all these people were (and still are) physically
indistinguishable from Israelites.  Can they have simply vanished from the face of the planet?
Furthermore, where are the 10 nations who are to be confederate against Israel?

Ps 83:6 The tabernacles of Edom, and the Ishmaelites; of Moab, and the Hagarenes;
7. Gebal, and Ammon, and Amalek; the Philistines with the inhabitants of Tyre;
8. Assur also is joined with them: they have holpen the children of Lot (Ammon and Moab
– who are already mentioned in the list).  Selah.

As no such alliance was formed against Israel while in Palestine, we should try to identify these nations
in the modern world. But more importantly, we should be looking for a confederacy that unifies all
these races against Israel. A confederacy with Ammon and Moab at the head. Remember that Ammon
and Moab were directly north of Edom in Palestine.

Jer 25:15-26 gives us a list of all the nations that were in the Middle East that are to drink of
Jeremiah’s cup. The geography of the list of nations shows they were all the countries of that civilised
world – and where are all the countries of the civilised world located today? Western Europe. Is there
any evidence to support the idea that the nations of Palestine, as given by Jeremiah, are now the nations
of Western Europe?

There is plenty of evidence of significant non-Israelite groups migrating out of the Middle East in
ancient times. For example, consider the following paragraph from Gretsy (D):

“Carthage: This Canaanite colony, founded in 1213 BC, according to Philistus, was truly
a second Tyre.  Procopius records that Gergasites, Jebusites and other Canaanite tribes,
fleeing from Joshua, established themselves in Libya.  With later arrivals from Tyre
(Phoenicians), they made Carthage a centre of great importance.  Procopius calls these
Canaanites Moors.  After a long period under Roman domination they resisted Vandal
incursions and ultimately dominated North Africa and Spain.  As remarked by Mommsen,
the parent cities of Phoenicia declined in importance as Carthage rose.  The noble
families and trading firms moved west, to pastures new.  The word Punic, a derivative of
Phoenician, was a Roman term.  Even in Christian times the Libyan farmer called himself
Canaanite.”
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Combine this information with the chequered history of Spanish invasion and it is not hard to see one
route the people of Palestine followed to the West.  Spain was a common path into Europe.

Further evidence can be found in modern history.  The Byzantine Empire existed for 1000 years and
was the geo-political centre of Christendom (versus Roman Catholicism).  But in the 13–1400s, under
attacks from the Serbs in the West and later, the Turks from the East, the Byzantine Empire began to
crumble rapidly.  In the period 1340–1450 there was a general exodus of people from that region and
they moved straight to Europe 14.  What drove them?  We know from the history of the Crusades that
the Islamic people were very different in general appearance and character from those all over Europe
and Asia Minor.  So even if the Babylonian, Persian, Greek and Roman campaigns had not caused the
nations that surrounded Israel to move, the rise of Islam certainly did.  The evidence of Appendix A is
that on the same time scale that Israel moved westwards, large proportions of the nations surrounding
Israel in Palestine also moved.

So, the prima facae answer is that the nations of Jeremiah’s list who were in the Palestine of that day
moved into Europe and, ultimately, now occupy similar relative positions with respect to Israel as they
occupied in Palestine.

But Ishmael does not appear as a distinct country like Edom and Ammon, so where was Ishmael?  In
part, they were moving right along with Israel, included with people of the other nations, as part of the
mixed multitude.  For example, Gawler (E) states that Heroditus distinguishes between the Scythian
nation and tribes living among them having Scythian habits, but were not Scythians by tradition or
language.  These could be people from any of the nations surrounding Israel.  Some of Ishmael would
be present by virtue of his involvement in the overland trade transport between Egypt and the other
nations.  But the major proportion of Ishmael seems to have moved into Europe separately as a
relatively large, distinct body of people (see Section 2.6).  But because Ishmaelites are indistinguishable
from Israelites, we have not previously recognised who they were. We shall return to this point in due
course.

1.5.2. Gen 16:12

And he will be a wild man; his hand will be against every man, and every man’s hand
against him and he shall dwell in the presence of his brethren.

The Hebrew refers to Ishmael using two nouns in Apposition which translated literally states a wild-ass
(which is) a man – that is, a man with an untameable nature, intent on total freedom of action, just like
a wild-ass.

As an adult, Ishmael is never recorded as living with Israel.  The Hebrew preposition, al, together with
the noun, pana, has the literal meaning of before the face of or in the presence of in the sense of being
close by, even to the point of being able to see what is taking place.  We know Abraham sent Ishmael
and his half-brothers by Keturah unto the east country 15 and from Gen 25:6, we know that after
leaving Canaan, he turned south and settled east of Egypt and south of Canaan.  He remained close by
Abraham’s family because only Isaac and Ishmael attended the burial of Abraham and later, Esau went

                                                  
14 This is how the Greek language and Greek Biblical manuscripts arrived in Europe 

(C)
.

15 Notice the direction – they depart from the land of Canaan in an easterly direction; the same as Cain and
Israel (see Appendix A).
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to Ishmael for a wife in an effort to earn favour with Isaac and Rebekah 16.  We also know that the
Ishmaelites continued to live in this region for a long time after Ishmael’s death.  Hence Ishmael was
living east of Jacob and south of Edom 17 all the while Israel was in Egypt.  Ishmael was also thus
living south of Ammon and Moab (Lot’s children).  Ishmael was to the south of Israel, Edom, Moab
and Ammon during Israel’s time in Canaan (see also Ellicott’s comments on Gen 25:13-15).

So, irrespective of who the Ishmaelites may be, from the Bible’s point of view, Ishmael must be
dwelling close by and south of Israel.  If we take it to its fullest extent, it could mean sharing a border
with Israel.  The countries on the West coast of Europe constitute the Eastern and Southern borders of
the British Isles. So, how many other countries share borders with any of the seven nations listed in
the 1931 Statute of Westminster?  They are:

a. Southern Ireland, which withdrew from the Commonwealth, but has a border with the United
Kingdom (Northern Ireland).

b. A number of African states have a border with South Africa.

c. America has a border with Canada.

Only those on the southern borders of Israel nations can represent Ishmael in today’s world.

There are no Arab nations that have a border with Israel/Britain and we can discount them anyway, as
discussed earlier.  We can discount southern Ireland because of the small size of its population
(3.5 million people in 1992.) So, in order to satisfy the meaning of the Hebrew preposition in this verse,
America is the only logical option because it is south of Israel (on Canada’s border) and its population
swamps all other possible contenders, see Table 1.  The USA is the largest Anglo-European population
in the world and the logical candidate to fit the prophecy of Ishmael being an abundance of people.

Table 1 – Comparative Populations

Country Population

USA 268 million

Non-Hispanic whites: 195 million

Russia 158 million

Germany 81 million

France 56 million

UK

Australia

NZ

Canada *

Total of

57 million

18 million

3 million

7 million (British component)

85 million

                                                  
16 The significance of this marriage has been completely missed. Esau divorced his Hittite wives or, at least,

had nothing more to do with them. The Edomite race descended from the Esau-Ishmael marriage. This is
why the Law allowed third generation Edomite-Israelite descendants into the qahal – the called-out
assembly. If the Edomites had descended from the Esau-Hittite marriage, they would have been treated as
foreigners and the progeny of Edomite-Israelite marriages would have been excluded from the called-out
assembly for ever.

17 Make a note of this close proximity between Edom and Ishmael because it keeps re-occurring throughout
history.
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*  Constituents of the Canadian population: French: 22% – 7 million; British: 20% – 7 million;
Multi-origin: 43% – 13 million.  
Note: Canada was taken from the French and in the census of 1871, the population was 50% British and
30% French.  Despite today’s percentages (the bulk of whom are half-cast of one race or the other), Canada
is still governed by the Westminster system and it still bears the narks of an Israelite country.

Never forget that Ishmael, Ephraim and Manasseh are all present in the Latter Days.  By God’s own
promise to David 2Sa 7:10, Manasseh cannot appear in history as an Israelite colony for a
mere 37 years (see Section 2.2.1) or as a nation for a mere 100-150 years, before being “swamped” by
other people.  God said Israel would be safe from her enemies and since the conclusion of her times of
punishment, no other people will dominate Israel or any part of it in a repressive manner 18.

Gesenius has an additional comment concerning pana that is very interesting when considering the
national characteristics prophesied for Ishmael and the national characteristics of the countries listed in
Table 1.  He states that the primary meaning of pana includes to be high over as in leaning over or
standing over something (such as water in a river or camels crouched on the ground).  In the context of
Ishmael, it implies that Ishmael will be in a position of holding the upper hand over his brethren.  And
were not the Ishmaelites prominent, if not dominant, in the movement of trade back and forth between
Egypt and the Promised Land?  Consider the position of America with respect to:

a. Finance and loans (such as Lend Lease), the World Bank, the IMF.

b. The size of its military forces actually on the ground at any one time around the world and that
they always insist on having control, otherwise they are seldom involved.

c. Politics – almost always insisting things are done their way – NATO, UN, etc.

d. Trade – they only follow what suits them, when it suits them.

e. Religion – the American Protestant religions are generally independent of the world religious
organisations – for example, Billy Graham and the tele-evangelists (see Appendix B).

f. Space – where is the real competition?  (The Russians have never achieved anything the
Americans did not want the Russians to risk first – this ensured Congress and the public would
continue to support the massive expenditure.)

g. World records – typified by the American approach to the land speed record: when they could
not produce a conventional car that could rival the British Bluebird, they introduced the rocket
car, claimed the record for themselves and that was the end of the matter.

The move to America thus provided the Ishmaelites with a place where no one could tell them how to
live or behave.  Just like the wild ass.  And a large percentage of Edom went there as well (see
Section 1.6.2) – establishing a confederacy of 13 tribes – the 12 sons of Ishmael and his son-in-law 19.
By the way, America is South of the British Isles and South of its most traditional ally, France.

                                                  
18 Israelite countries will include the mixed multitude until the end of the age and these people will rise to

positions of power and influence but Israel will not be taken over and subjugated by such people.
19 Ishmael was 74 years old when Esau was born.  But notice that Abram was 86 when Ishmael was born

and Isaac (who was only 14 years younger than Ishmael) was 60 when Esau was born.  So it is quite likely
that Ishmael had only recently started his family when Esau was born and thus his daughter and Esau
were of similar ages.
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1.5.3. Gen 17:20

As for Ishmael, I have heard thee: Behold, I have blessed him, and will make him fruitful,
(parah) and will multiply (rabah – increase) him exceedingly; twelve princes shall he beget,
and I will make him a great (gadol – important – prominent and powerful) nation (goy).

The most important point in this verse is the use of the word gadol (an adjective) rather than gadal (a
verb).  While Abraham was only to appear to the Canaanites as if he were an important (powerful and
important) community, Ishmael is assured by God’s own Word he will be, absolutely, an important
(prominent and powerful) nation 20.  Guaranteed; no qualifications; no provisos.  No act of man on this
planet could prevent this happening.  Therefore it is not surprising to find that the Encyclopaedia
Britannica describes the US as the greatest economic power, measured in terms of GNP. (Even the oil
wealth of the Arabs has not eclipsed the importance of the US.)  The USA is great in number, land,
power, commerce and world influence.  Yet, it has been a nation for only 200 years – since the time
when Israel completed its 2500 years of punishment.  As the verb, not the adjective, is used with
Ephraim and Manasseh (see Section 1.8.1), which nation today presents the only credible representative
of Ishmael?

Notice that the promise is to be a nation, singular; this does not easily encompass the conglomeration
of independent Arab nations that have been in existence for hundreds of years in one form or another.
On the other hand, the confederated states of America have always claimed to be only one nation.  This
is why America today has precisely 5 x 10 states – the 5 tells us this is a matter of the spirit and hence
of God and the 10 tells us there is a sufficiency of states for this purpose.  What purpose?  The
fulfilment of the prophecy and identification of Ishmael today.

1.5.4. Gen 21:13

And also of the son of the bondwoman will I make a nation (goy), because he is thy
(Abraham’s) seed.

Again, it is one nation, singular.  Notice also that it is because Ishmael is of Abraham’s seed, that
Ishmael will become an independent nation.  We can expect the same to be true for each of his other
sons.

1.5.5. Gen 21:18

Arise, lift up the lad, and hold him in thine hand; for I will make him a great (gadol –
important – prominent and powerful) nation (goy).

Here, for the second time, to reinforce the point – gadol (an adjective) is used to tell us Ishmael will be
a great/important (prominent and powerful) nation (singular), in every sense of the words.  No
qualification; no provisos.  And who does everything “bigger and better” than anyone else?  And who
makes sure we know that fact?

                                                  
20 We will stick with “nation” on this occasion, but Hagar may have understood the term in the sense of

kingdom – especially with the reference to 12 “princes”.
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1.5.6. Gen 25:16

These are the sons of Ishmael, and these are their names, by their towns, and by their
castles (encampment; walled dwelling); twelve “princes” according to their nations
(ummah – familial lines (F)).

To translate ummah as nations completely confuses the implications of the verse.

1.5.7. Conclusion

We are explicitly told that Ishmael will become a great (wealthy, numerous, important – prominent and
powerful) nation – singular.

1.6. The promises to Isaac

1.6.1. Gen 24:60

And they blessed Rebekah, and said unto her, Thou art our sister, be thou the mother of
thousands of millions (rebaba – myriads), and let thy seed possess the gate of those which
hate them.

1.6.2. Gen 25:23 [definitive]

And the LORD said unto her (Rebekah), Two nations (goyim) are in thy womb, and two
manner of people (laom) shall be separated from thy bowels; and the one people (laom)
shall be stronger than the other people (laom); and the elder shall serve the younger.

Goyim is translated nations here because even though Esau and Jacob are brothers, God is stating they
will become two politically distinct nations.  We see this early in the Bible in the presence of Esau
(subsequently known as Edom, Idumeans, Jewry, Jews) and Israel as separate nations at the time of the
Exodus.  We also know that Edom dominated the Judean nation at the time of Jesus and that Edomite
people, many of whom are Jews, are still present today.  Therefore, how do we account for the
following distribution of Jews in the world:

United States of America: 6 million
The Israeli State: 6 million
Europe: 3 million
Former USSR: 3 million
Total: 18 million

Notice in particular where the Jews congregated – in Western Europe and in America.  Up
until 1917 onwards, they were few and far between in central and eastern Europe.  In other words, they
had remained close to the people of Israel and its surrounding nations until their “homeland” was first
declared in 1917 21.

                                                  
21 According to the Encyclopaedia Britannica, CD, 1999, the second largest Jewish community in Europe is in

London.
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But the most significant point is that Ishmael’s 12 sons, plus Esau gives an alliance of 13 tribes / states
/ communities (from a Biblical perspective).  If we look around the world in the light of the population
figures above, and given that when America declared its independence it consisted of 13 colonies under
British control, which country looks like a candidate for Esau being in a united alliance with
the 12 sons of Ishmael?  This certainly explains why America is such a major population centre for
Edom’s descendants.

Referring back to the verse, The Elder (Esau), served the Younger (Jacob) in Israel from David’s time
(1Ch 18:13) until the captivities.  With the destruction of Jerusalem in 70 AD, Esau (the Jews) soon
became the dregs of every nation in Europe.  They were expelled from England in 1290 and not allowed
to return until an Act of Parliament under Cromwell in the mid-17th Century.  (Note that it was a
Puritan, who was opposed to England’s king and church, who let them in again.)  But the Bible states
that in the Latter Days, Edom would break Israel’s yoke from off their shoulders.  The first break came
in 1775 when America, (the Ishamel/Esau alliance) declared its independence from Israel and the last
break came in 1948 when Britain was forced out of Palestine under pressure from Edomite/Jewish
rebellion.  The Jews seized Palestine for themselves and the new Jewish nation began putting forth new
leaves (Matt 24:32), (having lost the old ones in 135 AD) and fulfilling also the prophecy of
Ezek 11:15:

15 Son of man, thy brethren, even thy brethren, the men of thy kindred, and all the house
of Israel wholly, are they unto whom the inhabitants of Jerusalem have said, Get you far
from the LORD: unto us is this land given in possession .

1.6.3. Gen 26:4

And I will make thy seed to multiply (rabah – increase) as the stars of heaven, and will give
unto thy seed all these  countries (The erets – the lands); and in thy seed all the nations
(goyim – communitieis) of The earth be blessed shall bless themselves;

1.6.4. Gen 26:24

And the LORD appeared unto him (Isaac) the same night, and said, I am the God of
Abraham thy father: fear not, for I am with thee, and will bless thee, and multiply (rabah –
increase) thy seed for my servant Abraham's sake.

1.6.5. Conclusion

There is nothing in these promises to Isaac to suggest that any portion of the chosen seed would be
greater than any other.
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1.7. The promises/prophecies to/by Jacob

1.7.1. Gen 28:3

And God Almighty bless thee and make thee fruitful (parah) and multiply (rabah – increase)
thee that thou mayest be a multitude (qahal – a called-out assembly) of people (am –
people).

Here is a good example of the confusion caused by mis-translating the Hebrew.  The word translated
multitude means a called-out assembly.  (The Jerusalem Bible is worse; it has a group of nations).

A multitude of people could, quite conceivably, be considered as any body of people dwelling anywhere
we care to nominate at the time of fulfilment of the prophecy.  However, a called-out assembly can
refer only to a people that is clearly assembled and hence isolated, one way or another, from the
surrounding / nearby people.  Qahal is used throughout Exodus, Leviticus and Deuteronomy to identify
the people of Israel (the called-out assembly) versus the edah, which was the whole camp, which
consisted of the Israelites plus the mixed multitude.  So at the very least, the expression identifies those
who were called-out from the whole camp to assemble before the Tabernacle.

The key point is that when a called-out assembly was formed, it was in response to being summoned
and it was formed by the Israelites only.  They came to an appointed place (in front of the Tabernacle),
away from the whole camp and the non-Israelites who were in it (the mixed multitude).  Any Israelite
who did not leave the area of the camp to go to the appointed place was not part of that particular
called-out assembly.  This is why, for example, we have the laws for the stranger 22.

As a title, a called-out assembly, could be applied to Israel from Sinai forward, no matter where they
were located and no matter under what circumstances.  However, in the next verse in this study,
Gen 35:11, we see Jacob is told he will become a nation and a called-out assembly of “nations”.  It
follows therefore, that a called-out assembly of “nations”, descended from Jacob can contain only a
called-out assembly of people who are descended from Jacob.

God appointed England as the place of assembly. Those who were to participate in that assembly all
left Europe by 1066. By definition, any Israelite communities that did not move to England by that time
could not and cannot be part of that called-out assembly of Israelite “nations”. Therefore, only Britain
and the nations of the 1931 Statute of Westminster potentially constitute that called-out assembly of
people. European nations are not included in the list because you cannot form a called-out assembly of
“nations”, containing a called-out assembly of people, if a significant percentage of the people still
remain embedded in Europe.

The US has never been part of any called-out assembly with Britain other than in the UN and NATO
(which do not qualify, even under the widest interpretation of Scripture) and  as Johnny-come-lately
allies in war.  The histories of the nations of Europe show they have likewise never been part of any
called-out assembly with Britain (the EEC certainly does not fit that description!).  Occasionally they
were opportunistic allies, but generally they were, and still are, Britain’s enemies.

                                                  
22 There are four classes of strangers under the Law.  Of these, the ger was an Israelite (along with his

descendants) who was not present at the called-out assembly at Mount Sinai.
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The flag of the European Union contains 12 stars (and is fixed) which marks the EU as a federation of
12 nations that seeks to present itself as a false or pseudo Israel. Although the EU currently contains 15
members, including Britain, only 11 of them (Belgium, Germany, Spain, France, Ireland, Italy,
Luxembourg, The Netherlands, Austria, Portugal and Finland) are proceeding with the third level of
political and monetary integration. And who is leading this union? Germany (as the financial
powerhouse) and Belgium (as the principal seat of administration). Ammon and Moab? If America is
Ishmael, it must side with Europe against Israel. It is very interesting, therefore, to find that The
Delegation of the European Commission to the United States is the official EU body, resident in the
US, that is fostering what is officially called a Partnership between the US and the EU. This action has
been taken because 40% of US investment abroad goes to the EU, as does 20% of US exports – making
the EU the second largest US market. The EU is the source of 50% of the total foreign investment in
the US. And note the official anthem of the EU: the last movement of Beethoven’s Ninth Symphony – 9
is the number of finality.

1.7.2. Gen 35:11

And God said unto him (Jacob), I am God Almighty: be fruitful (parah) and multiply (rabah
– increase); a nation (goy) and (vav: in this instance, even) a company (qahal – called-out
assembly) of nations (goyim) shall be of thee, and kings shall come out of thy loins;

Again, a called-out assembly – that is, an assembly formed by “nations” called-out from among the
other nations.  And, as we saw in the discussion under Gen 28:3, they can only be populated by a
called-out assembly of people descended from Jacob.

The conjunction, and, in this verse should be translated with its explanatory meaning, even, because, as
the Hebrew text shows, Jacob cannot be a single nation on one hand and a “company” of “nations” on
the other hand.  Rather, the conjunction is used to explain the composition of that national entity that he
would produce – a nation, even a called-out assembly of “nations”.  But, as components of the one
Jacobite nation, by definition, they all have to be under the same political structure, namely, a
constitutional monarchy.  For a monarchy is the only form of government, below a Theocracy,
approved by God for His People.  When did God ever legitimise a republic as an acceptable form of
Government?  How can a person be committed to a republic and pray “Thy kingdom come”?

Notice that the context of the promise is at the level of nations because of the reference to kings in the
verse.  Therefore, in this verse, goyim should be translated countries – because it is the only term that
properly describes the components of the United Kingdom (Scotland, England, Wales and Northern
Ireland).  Furthermore, by using the English word country we are speaking strictly of the geographical
bounds of these places, not their governance system (which is the scope of the English word nation; see
Appendix C.2.2).  Therefore, in this context, countries also covers the called-out assembly that now
lives in Australia, Canada and New Zealand.  Hence, that portion of the verse should read:

A nation, even a called-out assembly of countries, shall be of thee.

But here is the most telling point of all.  Israel is a called-out assembly – what is a called-out assembly?
A separated assembly.  As seven is the number of separation, count the number of countries in this list:
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1. England

2. Wales

3. Scotland

4. Northern Ireland

5. Canada

6. New Zealand

7. Australia.

Seven countries living under the same monarchy; a unique feature of collectiveness that unambiguously
separates them from every other grouping of countries or nations.  Seven, separated countries over
whom no-one has any doubts as to the racial origin of the population.  Seven, separated countries that
are still derisively labelled “British” or “English” by the rest of the world.

A nation, even a called-out assembly of countries, shall be of thee and kings shall come out of
thy loins.

Seven, separated countries living under the one monarch – the only monarch that is still crowned in
essentially the same manner as David (Britannica CD, 1997).  For perhaps the first time in history we
can see clearly the fulfilment of this prophecy in the precision and glory that has been under our noses
for 200 years.

We encounter almost the same expression in Gen 48:19 (see Section 1.8.1).

1.7.3. Gen 46:3

3. And he said, I am God, the God of thy father: fear not to go down into Egypt; for I will
there make of thee a great (gadol – important – prominent and powerful) nation (goy):

This verse refers explicitly to making Israel into a numerous people while in Egypt.  The promise was
clearly fulfilled – 70 people went into Egypt and 300 years later, approximately 2,500,000 Israelites
came out (excluding the mixed multitude).  Notice that it is nation, singular.

1.7.4. Gen 48:4

And (God) said unto me (Jacob), Behold, I will make thee fruitful (parah), and multiply
(rabah – increase) thee, and I will make of thee a multitude (qahal – called-out assembly) of
people (am); and will give this land to thy seed after thee for an everlasting possession.

Here again, confusion is caused by translating qahal as a multitude instead of a called-out assembly.
But the AV translated am correctly as people and thereby shows this verse is consistent with the correct
translation of Gen 28:3 in Section 1.7.1.
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1.7.5. Gen 48:16

The Angel which redeemed me from all evil, bless the lads; and let my name be named on
them, and the name of my fathers Abraham and Isaac; and let them grow (dagah:
proliferate) into (le) a multitude (rob – an abundance [of people]) in the midst (qereb) of
The earth.

The statements in this verse must not be confused with the statements in verse 19 (which will be
discussed in detail in Section 1.8.1).  It is in this verse, verse 16, that Jacob decreed the boys would
grow “into (le) multitude in the midst of The earth”.  Hence this was the primary blessing and it was
made on both Ephraim and Manasseh equally.  There is no hint of distinction at this point.  However,
Joseph was expecting distinction because Manasseh was the eldest son and hence intervened in the
blessing which resulted in the words of verse 19 which provide the distinction between the two sons.

In verse 16, the verb, daga is preceded by vav, (but the vav is not acting conversively in this instance),
and the verb remains future, 3rd person, masculine, plural, which means: they (the two sons) will
proliferate.

The phrase, le rob, is used adverbially, following the verb, daga, (to proliferate) to show what will be
increasing (a quality or a number).  The purpose of the verb, to proliferate, is to indicate the speed and
rate at which the increase will occur.  They were to be increasing so rapidly it would seem as if there
were many more people present in the district than were physically there.  Le rob is thus the Hebrew
equivalent of the idiomatic English expression, they would breed like rabbits.  People is chosen over
nation because people do the multiplying.  The end result can be a nation if they or someone else so
decides, but there is no evidence in the Bible that this will be the case.

Qereb means in midst of, among, in middle of.  It denotes the internal or inward parts of bodies,
groups or social structures (such as a city).  The expression, The earth, refers to the land that God
Himself made.  The corrected translation reads:

And let them proliferate as if they are an abundance (of people) in (the) midst of The earth
(that God Himself made).

Hence, verse 16 confirms that Israel will leave Egypt and return to The earth, the land God made, and
promised to Abraham’s seed.  The blessing in this verse is applicable to Ephraim’s and Manasseh’s
occupation of the Promised Land.  We see it being fulfilled in Jos 17:14-18.  This verse does not say
anything about which son will become numerically superior; only that they will both increase
numerically and it does not say anything concerning either of the boys in the Latter Days.

1.7.6. Conclusion

There is nothing in any of these promises to or by Jacob that Manasseh would be a separate nation
from the one, singular nation, consisting of a called-out assembly of countries – plural.  Rather, at this
point, we are told only that Manasseh and Ephraim will be notable within that group.



25

1.8. Statements concerning Ephraim and Manasseh

1.8.1. Gen 48:19

And his father (Jacob) refused, and said, I know it, my son, I know it: he (Manasseh) also
shall become a people (am – people), and he also shall be great (gadal: verb – he shall be
magnified): but truly his younger brother (Ephraim) shall be greater than he (gadal: verb –
he shall be magnified more than), and his seed shall become a multitude (melo: fullness) of
nations (goyim: “nations”).

For year upon year, when people read this verse, it seems they assume shall be is the verb and great is
an adjective.  However, the verb is shall be great and its meaning is shall be magnified (in status and
other such intangible characteristics) – it has absolutely nothing to do with physical, numerical size.
The only reference to the size of Manasseh is in the expression he also shall become a people.
Following is a word by word analysis of the Hebrew text.

And refused, This verb is in the construction known as a Vav Conversive Imperfect (VCI) that is used to
denote the Indefinite Tense.  And then refuses (without hesitation)

his father his father

and said, This verb is VCI.  And then he says.

I know it, As indicated in Gen 48:14, Jacob knew what he was doing from the beginning.  To see, to
perceive by the organs of sight and in this sense to mark, to perceive.  It expresses a
multitude of shades of knowledge gained by the senses, including by hearing and feeling.  I
perceive (am aware of, discern) it.

my son, my son

I know it: Same as above.  Stated twice to emphasise the point.

he (Manasseh)
also

Conjunction, and like and, has extensive uses, some of which are very similar to and.  It is
the particle of addition.  Gam denotes addition, hence: also, again, alike, as, likewise, in like
manner.  When merely adding to something preceding, it means also, in addition.  In this
case it is explanation that adds to Gen 48:16 (see Section 1.7.5).
The pronoun, he, (Manasseh) standing alone, adds emphasis.

shall become This construction is hayah le and in this context means become as if he were.

a people, Am: the basic meaning is to comprehend or include as a group, hence a people.  The general
usage is closely related to goy and the lexicons generally consider them (erroneously) to be
synonyms.  The differences in meaning are given in the notes in Appendix C.
In this verse the meaning cannot be understood without the preposition.  To be as if he were
a people means to be as numerous as a separate, self-sustaining people or race.  However,
the meaning of le explicitly excludes them attaining the status of separation in the sense of a
race.  Although they do not become a separate race – the statement shows how big they will
be. The inclusion of am shows that Manasseh will retain his tribal individualness until the end
and will not merge and become lost in the amalgam that is the other 11 tribes.
The underlying relatedness of the people inherent in the meaning of am favours it being
translated as [kindred] people.  This means that Manasseh’s descendants will be numerous,
and physically indistinguishable from the rest of Israel, but nevertheless clearly identifiable.
So how do we separate Israel from the rest?  One avenue is to compare the national
characteristics of the major groups.  For example, Europe and Ireland are basically Roman
Catholic.  The refusal of America to allow anybody to tell them to do anything is legendary
(not to mention American Protestant religions which are isolated from the rest of the world
and are further from the Biblical truth than the Anglican Protestant religions, see Appendix B).
But by their fruits ye shall know them: which nation has had the longest running overall
resistance to most things European?  Which country has consistently refused to meekly toe
the European line and continues to stand away from further integration?  Which country has
consistently plundered the economic resources of England on the grandest of scales?  Which
countries have consistently tried to ignore and/or deride the British Monarchy?
Take any significant, independent parameter you like, other than physical appearance, and
make a list of the nations that do and do not conform to the parameter and test the matter for
yourself.  You will not find anything that clearly splits the countries of the United Kingdom, but
you will find plenty that puts Europe and/or America in opposition to Great Britain.
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and he (it; the
tribe of
Manasseh) also

shall be great: Gadal (see Appendix C).  He also will be magnified.
Consider the places where the Throne was overturned, overturned and overturned – Palestine
to Northern Ireland, Northern Ireland to Scotland and Scotland to England.  According to
Footnote 32, we can eliminate Ireland as Manasseh.  That leaves only Scotland.  In Scotland
we find the Scottish royal line crowned on the Stone from 503 AD until 1296 AD, when it was
moved to England by Edward 1.  Subsequently, the Scottish throne and English thrones were
merged when James VI of Scotland became James 1 of England.
Remember that Moses stated that we will see the ten thousands of Ephraim and the
thousands of Manasseh.  This alone excludes America from being Manasseh.  Now, consider
the relative populations of England and Scotland, together with things by which Scotland has
been magnified (such as her military prowess – Hadrian’s Wall which the Romans built to
protect themselves; their wars with England – and her engineers in modern times).  Add to
this Robert the Bruce’s Declaration of Arbroath (see discussion in the notes following this
table) and we see a body of people preserved in a distinct migration from Greater Scythia,
briefly to Spain and into Scotland.  And we also see a body of people who are unique and
highly distinguished  in all of Israel.  By the way, where is the Stone of Witness these days?
These facts point to Scotland as the logical candidate for being Manasseh.

but truly

his brother Ephraim.

Younger

shall be greater Gadal – will be magnified – the sense of degree does not come from the verb but from the
following prepositional phrase, than he, which provides the comparative element.  It should
be translated as shall be magnified more than he.  The important point is that there is no
element of numerical size in this expression.
The verse indicates that Ephraim is to be magnified MORE THAN Manasseh; that is,
magnified more in intangible things, such as status, influence etc.  If America is designated
as Manasseh, when in the last 200 years since America was established (1776  – 1996) has
England been magnified MORE THAN America?  The simple answer is “during the 1800s
with the peak of the British Empire” .  But then what happened?  For example, consider the
last 80 years:
Who “won” WWI? Who “won” WWII?
Who “won” the Cold War? Who “won” the Space Race?
Who claims to have the most technology skills?
Who claims to have all of “The Right Stuff”?  23

Remember: Market size and economic strength do not enter into the scope of meaning of
gadal.  But it is basically futile to even attempt this comparison.  England and the United
Kingdom have a considerably longer history than America.  Jacob’s prophecy was not limited
to the last 100-200 years of Man’s Day.  His statement is applicable to the broad history of
Israel since the time of Jesus (this being the period of the Latter Days). It is observation of
history through the whole period that provides the firm evidence.
In comparison, has not England, as the leader of the United Kingdom and as the leader of the
British Empire, been continuously magnified more than Scotland for the last 400 years? But
that aside, starting from approximately 500 AD, has not England been at the forefront of all
developments concerning the British Isles for the last 1500 years? And has not Scotland,
more so than any other British Isles country, been there all along as supporter, opponent or
counter balance (as the case may be) but always as second fiddle?

                                                  
23 And who continues to encourage re-writing history to suit their views?  The movie, Private Ryan, happily

omits the presence of British and Canadian troops from the D-Day landing scenes.  The movie, U-571,
shows the US Navy capturing the Enigma code machine from a German U-boat – but HMS Bulldog
captured the Enigma from the German U-boat 110 before the Americans were even in the war and, what is
more, the British code-breakers had already broken the code using Enigma code books captured from
German trawlers.  We are shortly to see an American Colditz movie which will be interesting because there
were few, if any, American POWs in Colditz when the British were making their spectacular escape
attempts.
And now they are also re-writing the Bible – Fantasia 2000 presents a rendition of Noah’s Ark with Donald
Duck as the star.
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than he,

and his seed

shall become Verb, Qal, imperfect: shall be, will be

a multitude of Melo.  The meaning in this context is to fill a thing, occupy it and is usually translated fullness.
It is often accompanied by a noun (in the Accusative) to show what is filled.  It has no
meaning of numerical size in its own right and hence it is confusing in the extreme to
translate it as multitude.  See next word.

Nations. The “nations”.  On investigation, the translation is quite straightforward, but it is hidden in a
relatively complex grammatical construction.
The previous noun, fullness and this noun form an Apposition and, because this pair of nouns
follow the verb, become, the whole expression forms a complement.  That is, the sequence of
nouns following the verb is telling us more about the subject of the verb, Ephraim.  Hence, “a
multitude of the nations” is supposed to be telling us about what Ephraim will be.  The literal
translation is he shall become a fullness The “Nations” – which does not make sense.
In an Apposition, the appositive noun, The “nations”, identifies the same thing as fullness but
under a different name.  However, the Definite Article normally does not accompany the
appositive noun, except when the appositive is an appellative (title) – for example, Aggripa,
the King.  This indicates we have another grammatical structure present, an Ellipsis, which
means a word has been omitted but is easily inferred from the context.
In this case the word is determined by examining the sequence of statements:
Manasseh will be a people and be great
Ephraim will be greater and will be a fullness (of something).
The structure shows the missing word is people and hence the whole complement reads:
he shall become a fullness (of people) (who are) The “Nations”.

What is a fullness of people, who are The “Nations” and what does Gen 48:19 really mean?  To
answer that we have to appreciate several thoughts that are contained in the words and phrases used in
the verse:

a. A tribe (or nation) of people, by definition, is always “full” of people – that is why it is a tribe or
nation.  You cannot have a half-empty or empty tribe or nation.  So the term is being used
figuratively and Feurst states the figurative meaning is having or possessing an abundance – in
this case, having or possessing an abundance of people, which does not seem to help us very
much.

However, in Isa 7:8 we find Ephraim is the name used to identify Israel in its fallen state and in
Jer 31:9-21 we see that Ephraim is given as the name of Israel in its cast-off state in the
Dispersion.  In Ezek 37:16-19 we find the vision of the Two Sticks by which ALL the tribes,
including Manasseh, are united under the name of Ephraim.  Note this well: ALL the tribes,
including Manasseh are united as one stick – which means they are of the same substance and
composition throughout. If all the people come under Ephraim’s name, then Ephraim becomes an
abundance of people.

The prophecy of the Two Sticks began to be fulfilled in 1066 when ALL the tribes, including
Manasseh, had come together in the one location.  It was formally fulfilled in 1604 when
England, Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland were united under James I – 200 years before
America came into existence.

In order to form the two sticks into one stick, all the people must be together under a common
system of government and in a common land. (And of course the mixed multitude was there
also). Furthermore, there is no prophecy indicating a subsequent break-up of the two sticks into
two different systems of government or two different nations. Australia, New Zealand and
Canada are separate Israelite nations (in today’s terms), but they are not different because they
are equal nations under the one monarchial system. America is a different nation because it has
no place under the monarchial system (and hence no equality with an Israelite nation).
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As only Great Britain, Australia, New Zealand and Canada live under the same constitutional
monarchy that acknowledges the Throne of England, it shows that these are the only modern
nations (four nations consisting of seven countries) that truly fit the Israelite mould. Therefore it
is not surprising that the republican Irish Free State quickly withdrew from the British
Commonwealth and that the republican South Africa has left the British Commonwealth but
rejoined the new Commonwealth of Nations. Section 2 shows why America was never a
constitutional monarchy. Its ties to the crown came primarily through the development of the
trading colonies and individual land grants of the King and by no means did these cover the
whole American population 24.

And how often do we use the name, England, to refer to the whole of the British Isles? And how
often do we refer to ourselves as English versus British or Anglo-Saxon? On the other hand, we
only use Scotland/Scottish, Wales/Welsh, Ireland/Irish when referring to the corresponding part.
This shows that the name, England, substitutes for Ephraim in the secular history of the last
1500 years and hence is another mechanism by which Israel is hidden from the modern world 25.

So, all of this has been achieved by Ephraim, (Israel’s name in the Dispersion) and, in
accordance with the prophecy, means Ephraim has been magnified many times more than
Manasseh.

b. Every name that is given in the Bible has a meaning that suits its owner.  When we are
specifically told the meaning of a name, we should take extra note of when and where the name is
used because, in the relevant contexts, the meaning of the name acts like a neon sign to convey
the full impact of the situation.  In Gen 41:52 we are given the meaning of Ephraim’s name: For
God hath caused me to be fruitful in the land of my affliction .  It is all too easy to assume this is
merely the lovely poetic meaning that makes a happy ending to the otherwise sad story of
Joseph’s life.  Wrong!!

Where has Ephraim spent the Dispersion?  Outside the Promised Land, away from The Earth
that God Himself had made for Israel.  If Israel is living outside God’s own land, this can be
none other than the land of Ephraim’s affliction.  And yet, like Joseph, the children of Jacob have
been allowed to prosper in this land of affliction.

                                                  
24 So where does that leave Rhodesia and South Africa?  The truth is that South Africa and Rhodesia have

far more in common with America than with anything British (see Section 2).  South Africa had a fleeting
British settlement in 1615, but really started as a Portuguese settlement that was taken over by the Dutch.
From the beginning of British settlement in 1795 it was sharply divided between the austere Dutch-
speaking farmers (boer in Dutch, hence Boers), the incoming British and the indigenous population.  At that
time there were 16,000 whites of Dutch, German and French Huguenot extraction.  Since 1795, the “first”
Boer War, the British have been regarded as the invaders of the Boer’s Cape and they seized the Cape in
1806 as a British strategic possession.  When the British gave the colony back to the Dutch, the Boers
started calling themselves Afrikaners.  In 1909, the British constitution gave South Africa a parliamentary
system with the Queen as the Head of State.  In 1961, 4 x 13 years later, the constitution of the Republic of
South Africa came into force.  So, like America, South Africa shows the history of settlement by multiple
nations with Britain having total control over a mixed population for a limited period of time – 4 x 13 years.

Rhodesia started in 1897 as a trading settlement owned by the British South Africa Co. (under Cecil
Rhodes) which controlled an area 8 times the size of the British Isles.  The British Government took control
of it in 1923 – 2 x 13 years later.  In 1965, Rhodesia unilaterally declared independence from Britain and 13
years later, in 1978, it was under majority black rule.  In 1980, Britain recognised the independence of
Zimbabwe.  So, like America, Rhodesia was born as a trading settlement and gained independence by
rebellion against Britain.  Notice the pattern of 13 in the dates (see the similar patterns in Table 2).

These facts do not deny that Israelites may have lived and be living in America, South Africa and
Rhodesia.  But they do deny the claim that these are truly Israelite countries.

25 If we were to be strictly correct, we would say “the throne of David”. But we don’t because in these Latter
Days, the name of Ephraim/England is so pervasive, we even assign the name of the throne to
Ephraim/England. This clearly fulfils the prophecy of how prominent Ephraim was to be in the Latter Days.
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And what does Manasseh’s name mean?  God hath made me forget all my toil, and all my
father's house.  Given the almost religious fervour of the annual 4th of July celebrations in
America, has America forgotten its origins?  On the other hand, if we look at Scotland’s history,
we find the Declaration of Arbroath (1320), which shows the Scots arrived in their land virtually
directly from the area of Israel’s initial dispersion.  It even contains the correct name of their
start point: Greater Scythia.  This “one-step” move is the only way Manasseh could be preserved
as a recognisable people for the last 2,500 years. (Shortly we will see a similar “one-step” move
which preserved Ishmael in the same manner.)  If Manasseh had been sifted through the nations
of Europe along with the other tribes, it would have been blended with those tribes and lost its
unique character (contrary to Jacob’s blessing).

By the way, notice that none of the peoples who invaded England, invaded Scotland.  The Scots
have remained essentially unchanged from a tribal purity perspective for the last 2000 years
(even allowing for the view that says that the Scots are a combination of Picts, the Scoti from
Ireland, Britons and Angles (R)).  The Declaration states the Scots had a line of 113 kings,
stretching back to their origins.  And who knows of this history on anything approaching a wide
spread basis in Scotland, let alone anywhere else?

Which other Anglo-Saxon country has national documents so succinctly showing its own detailed
migrations across the face of the planet?  How could a group of people forget such an important
component of their history, especially when it is so well preserved at a national level?  Unless, of
course, it is a characteristic of those people, as revealed in their ancestral name.  Compare that
with the 4th of July.

c. The final expression in this verse explicitly and absolutely defines the meaning of the term The
“Nations” for the whole of the Old Covenant.  The “Nations” refers to all the people combined
under the name of Ephraim and any prophecy that addresses The “Nations” is addressed to
Ephraim in the latter days.  But the translation makes better sense if goyim is translated
countries.  The reason is that Jacob was told (Gen 35:11, see Section 1.7.2) he would be a
nation, even a called-out assembly of countries.  But Gen 48:19 is about two tribes – Ephraim
and Manasseh – and Ephraim is to become the leading tribe of an abundance (of people) (which
are) The Countries (where Israel lives).

Therefore, Gen 48:19 is telling us what will become of Manasseh and Ephraim in the latter days.  By
whatever means, Jacob knew that in the Latter Days, Ephraim would become the leading tribe of his
descendants and that they would be known prophetically by Ephraim’s name.  We see the first hint of
this happening when Ephraim became the leader of Manasseh and Benjamin in their camp on the West
side of the Tabernacle in the wilderness.  This foreshadowed Ephraim’s role in the Dispersion to the
West. It also shows that Ephraim was magnified more than Manasseh from the start!

1.8.2. Jos 17:17

And Joshua spake unto the house of Joseph, even to Ephraim and to Manasseh, saying,
Thou art a great (rab – many) people (am), and hast great (adjective: gadol – greatly/very)
power (virile strength): thou shalt not have one lot only:

The Jerusalem Bible gives: you are a large (many) population and one of great (virile) strength.

The thrust of the verse is that the house of Joseph is already a large population and because of their
virility, will soon outgrow a standard allotment of land.  This fulfils the prophecy of Gen 48:16 – see
Section 1.7.5.
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1.8.3. Conclusion

There is no prophecy or reference to Israel or Ephraim becoming 12 nations, so the prophecy in
Gen 48:19 shows that although Manasseh will retain its individual character and remain a tribe in its
own right, all the tribes, including Manasseh, will be under Ephraim’s name in the Dispersion and
Latter Days.  This is confirmed by Ezekiel in the prophecy of the Two Sticks.

America cannot be both a nation with a population far exceeding that of Ephraim/Britain and at the
same time also be Manasseh as one of the 12 tribes forming the two sticks.  Moses’ blessing prohibits
it: they are the ten thousands of Ephraim and they are the thousands of Manasseh.  Nor can America
have been populated by Manasseh at its beginning only to be over-run and lost to European
immigration – God’s promise to David, the prophecy of the Two Sticks and God’s promise to be a
shepherd to Israel (see Section 1.9.8) all prohibit it.

There is nothing in any of these statements or promises to Ephraim and Manasseh which indicate that
Manasseh will be more than a notable tribe in its own right among the 12 that comprise the nation
Ephraim/Britain in the Dispersion.  So if America cannot be Manasseh, who can she be?

1.9. Statements concerning Israel

Israel was formed into a nation at Sinai, so translating goy as nation makes sense in the singular, but it
was not divided into nations, plural.  Therefore, it does not make sense to blindly translate goyim as
nations every time we see it.  The sub-divisions that did exist for purposes of governance were the
camps on each side of the tabernacle and the Captains over Thousands, Hundreds, Fifties and Tens.
These could be considered as precincts or some such term, but the term community, as we applied it to
Abraham’s camp, will generally suffice.  Consequently, in the following verses, goyim is translated by
the most appropriate term for the context, as discussed in Appendix C.2.2.

1.9.1. Exo 19:6

6. And ye shall be unto me a kingdom of priests, and an holy nation (goy).  These are the
words which thou shalt speak unto the children of Israel.

Nation – singular; kingdom – singular. It is hardly appropriate training for life in the Kingdom of God
to have spent all one’s life living under a President!

1.9.2. Deut 4:6

6. Keep therefore and do them; for this is your wisdom and your understanding in the sight
of The nations (am – The people), which shall hear all these statutes, and say, Surely this
The great (gadol – important – prominent and powerful) The nation (goy) is a wise and
understanding people (am).
7. For what nation (goy) is there so great (gadol – important – prominent and powerful),
who hath God so nigh unto them, as the LORD our God is in all things that we call upon
him for?
8. And what nation (goy) is there so great (gadol – important – prominent and powerful),
that hath statutes and judgments so righteous as all this law, which I set before you this
day?
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The expression, nation great, is repeated three times and each time, it is nation, singular!  The AV
translation of am as nations (plural) radically changes the focus and emphasis of the verse.  It is The
People, the Israelites, who hear the statutes and make the subsequent statements.

1.9.3. Deut 14:2

For thou art an holy people (am) unto the LORD thy God, and the LORD hath chosen thee
to be a peculiar people (am) unto himself, above all The nations (am – people) that are
upon The earth.

This is another example of a verse that is a mainstay of BI believers but the AV translation is wrong
which means that once again the verse has the wrong focus.  It should read: above all The peoples
upon a face of The earth (the one that God Himself made).  That is, above all other peoples who were
living in the place God Himself had made. And who were the people living upon The earth that God
Himself had made? The 10 nations of the Canaanites (Gen 15:17-21), Edom and the Philistines.

1.9.4. Deut 26:19

And to make thee high above all nations (goyim) which he hath made (asah), in praise, and
in name, and in honour; and that thou mayest be an holy people (am) unto the LORD thy
God, as he hath spoken.

Goyim in this verse refers to the distinctly different and independent nations that God caused to
develop, such as the ten nations occupying the Promised Land (Gen 15:17-21) and the nation of Esau
and the Philistines.

1.9.5. Deut 32:43 [definitive]

Rejoice, O ye nations (goyim), with his people (am): for he will avenge the blood of his
servants, and will render vengeance to his adversaries, and will be merciful unto his land
(adamah), and to his people (am).

The AV translation of this verse defines Israel as “nations” (plural).  But if goyim is translated
nations, then the first three Hebrew words would read Rejoice nations!  (Rejoice!) people of Him.
However, the people of the day would have considered the statements did not apply to them alone
because they were only one nation.  But if it is translated communities in this context, the people would
have no doubt that it applied to them alone.  This logic is confirmed in Ps  117:1 below.

There is another important implication of translating goyim correctly in this verse.  If the nation
(singular) of Israel can be called nations in this verse, it means we should be looking for 12 nations that
could constitute Israel in the world today. But we have already established that such a collection was
never intended. Therefore, Ishmael, with his 12 sons, who was told he would become a nation, singular,
will likewise be only one nation. (This precludes any suggestion that the EU could be Ishmael.) Edom’s
alliance with Ishmael through marriage gives a confederacy of 13 tribes and so we must look for a
single nation marked by 13 if we want to locate Ishmael today.

What do we see when we look at the history of America? A history of semi-autonomous communities,
called states, starting with 13 at Independence (rising to 50 today). The cohesion of these communities
is even exemplified in their name, the United States, and they form only one nation. In addition, we see
a host of national heraldry symbols in sets of 13.
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1.9.6. Ps 117:1,2

O praise the LORD, all (construct – all of) ye nations (goyim): praise him, all (construct –
all of) ye (The) people (The ummah – tribal lines).
For his merciful kindness is great toward us: and the truth of the LORD endureth for ever.
Praise ye the LORD.

The only way this verse can be construed as referring to multiple nations of Israel is to assume that it
applies to the northern and southern kingdoms.  But the appeal is to praise God along tribal lines.  But
as shown in Appendix C.2.2, the tribal distinctions within Israel disappeared long ago.  However, if all
the communities of Israel are exhorted to praise God along tribal lines, it is clearly applicable to the
time in which it is spoken and it may be applicable in the Millennium in the divisions of the Promised
Land.

1.9.7. Isa 11:12,13

12 And he shall set up an ensign for the nations (goyim – communities), and shall
assemble the outcasts of Israel, and gather together the dispersed of Judah from the four
corners of the earth.
13 The envy also of Ephraim shall depart, and the adversaries of Judah shall be cut off:
Ephraim shall not envy Judah, and Judah shall not vex Ephraim.

We know from other work (G) that this verse refers to the gathering of the twelve tribes in England.
And we know from Gen 48:19 that the Tribes would merge during the Dispersion.  We also know that
each major invading group of Israelites did not come in one complete, one-invasion-brings-all wave.
Rather, they were spread out over a number of years – first the Angles, then the Jutes, then the Saxons,
then the Vikings and so on.  Nor can we see the invading people as whole nations. Rather, they came
across at different times as individual communities from within the relevant European Kingdoms. The
Vikings invaders of England, for example, were only a very small portion of the total Viking
population.

Once the different communities had arrived and were settled, we see the eventual rise of the United
Kingdom.

1.9.8. Jer 31:10 [definitive]

Hear the word of the LORD, O ye nations (goyim – communities), and declare it in the
isles afar off, and say, He that scattered Israel will gather him (it), and keep him (it), as a
shepherd doth his flock.

This verse is addressed to the 12 Tribes prior to their gathering in England. The verse has no meaning
to any but Israel, because none of the other nations hear, understand and act on the word of God (the
LXX uses akouw followed by an Accusative, which means to hear, to understand and to act).

But more importantly, when a shepherd kept the flock in Israel, he kept them isolated from other
animals and he protected them from all attackers.  No wild beast made off with one of the sheep.
Anyone who wants to claim Manasseh established America and that it has been overrun by Europeans,
is flying in the teeth of God’s statement in this verse that He will keep him (it), as a shepherd doth his
flock.

By this same point, how can European nations claim they are of Israel? All of them have been
conquered, occupied, overrun and/or hammered into the ground on at least one occasion during the last
1000 years. Not so Great Britain.
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1.9.9. Jer 31:36

If those ordinances (of the sun, the moon, day and night) depart from before me, saith the
LORD, then the seed of Israel also shall cease from being a nation (goy) before me for
ever.

Notice: nation, singular.  Why not nations?  Because Israel was only ever going to be one nation – a
holy nation (singular).  On this basis we can expect that Ishmael is only ever going to be one nation
also.

1.9.10. Conclusion

In the light of this more context-sensitive translation of goyim, let us revisit the amended translations of
Gen 28:3, Gen 35:11 and Gen 48:19 and apply the same approach.

Gen 28:3: And God Almighty bless thee and make thee fruitful and increase thee that thou
mayest be a called-out assembly of people.

What word describes an assembly of independent people?  Nation.  And this is precisely the definition
we are given in Gen 35:11:

And God said unto him (Jacob), I am God Almighty: be fruitful and increase; a nation even
a called-out assembly of countries shall be of thee, and kings shall come out of thy loins;

And in England we see an assembly of called-out people who have formed into an assembly of called-
out countries (England, Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland) that are formed into a United Kingdom
and a monarchy that still reigns.  And the concept of a called-out assembly of countries makes perfect
sense when used in Gen 48:19:

And his father (Jacob) refused, and said, I know it, my son, I know it: he (Manasseh) also
shall become a people and he also shall be magnified: but truly his younger brother
(Ephraim) shall be magnified more than he, and his seed shall become an abundance of
people which are The Countries (where Israel lives).

This states that in the Latter Days, Ephraim will become the leading tribe over all of all Israel in the
countries where Israel lives at that time.  And which, as we have seen, are seven, separated countries
consisting of one race of people, labelled as English, under the one monarch.

Now we have clear and simple statements; no confusion because nobody is present in the nation (goy –
singular) of Israel other than the communities and countries of Israelites descended from Jacob and they
will be ruled by the one monarch throughout. One, consistent, progressive prophecy with additional
detail at each stage.  Consequently, there is no room in the Hebrew text to incorporate any people other
than the 12 tribes.  As we have already shown, there are no grounds for claiming America is a 13th tribe
of Israel.  It also follows you cannot have a nation consisting of a called-out assembly of people if a
significant portion of the people are still in Europe under different systems of government and different
monarchs (especially as none of them are crowned on the Stone of Witness).  And, finally, all the
prophecies speak of Isaac, Jacob and Ephraim being one nation, singular.  That fact, on its own,
precludes the American nation being included – America and Great Britain have been, are, and always
will be, fundamentally very different nations.
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2. The American Colonies

“America was the first of the European colonies to separate successfully from its motherland and it
was the first nation to be established on the premise that sovereignty rests with its citizens and not
with the government.”  Encyclopaedia Britannica CD, 1997.

And he will be a wild-ass (type) man – Gen 16:12.

The Encyclopaedia describes the very foundation of America in terms which are the antithesis of every
Israelite perception of the way things should be.

As stated at the beginning of this paper, God’s promise to David prohibits any of the 12 tribes from
being overrun  by Israel’s enemies.  Therefore, if America was never intended to be an Israelite country,
then the mechanisms by which America was separated from England are interesting but not important
next to the fact that England was necessarily prevented from retaining control over America.  We must
not become so engrossed in the interesting detail of the mechanisms of separation that we do not see the
wood for the trees.  It is important, therefore, to gain a proper understanding of the following topics in
connection with America:

a. Sequence of historical events

b. Nature of the people

c. Style of administration that prevailed in the American colonies

d. British Authority in America

e. The Character of the American Revolution

f. Who are the French?

In brief, what we find is that the British were not the only people colonising America and that England
held absolute power over all of eastern America for only the last 13 years of the 69 years of British
presence.  (If the British were not the only settlers, does this still constitute an Israelite colony?  If the
British had total control of only the eastern seaboard and only for 13 years, does that make it an
Israelite colony?)  Furthermore, we find that all of the British colonies were either commercial ventures
or religious enclaves established in order to escape the perceived deficiencies of the English church.

But perhaps most importantly, the British generally colonised the eastern seaboard of what became the
United States and the French colonised the eastern portions of Canada.  If we accept the hypothesis that
America was an Israelite colony and although “lost”, it should still be considered Israelite, then the
same reasoning must be applied to Canada.  Canada was originally a French colony that was “lost” to
Great Britain.  So, if America is fundamentally Israelite, then Canada is fundamentally non-Israelite.
We cannot have it both ways!  Which is it to be?
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2.1. The Sequence of Events

A detailed sequence of the major events associated with the American colonies is provided in Table 2
and we shall look at a number of these events in more detail.  When studying the table, notice the
population information: the Puritans dominated the British colonies initially and later the black
population was dominant in some colonies.  Notice also the immigration information – the dates and the
sources of the people.

Table 2 – Major Events in the American Colonies

Date Event
1492 Christopher Columbus discovers America

1497 John Cabot (Giovanni Caboto) reaches Newfoundland and Nova Scotia which gave England a
theoretical claim to N America, but they had neither the means nor the desire to do anything with it
during the 1500s.

1513 Spanish settle in Florida

1534 Jacques Cartier began exploring the Gulf of St Lawrence

1540 Spanish settle in Mexico

1543 French give up their quests in N.E.  America.

1565 St Augustine settlement established in Chesapeake

1583 Sir Humphery Gilbert’s attempts at starting colonies finally end when his 5 ships and 260 (13 x 20)
men disappeared at sea

1585 Walter Raleigh sends expedition to Virginia, but destroyed in 1587

1600 Only Spain and Portugal have colonies in America

1605 French settle in Nova Scotia

1607 Jamestown settled by the Virginia Co of London – first British settlement and Puritan in
persuasion 

(R)

1609 Henry Hudson (working for the Dutch) sails up Hudson River (New York – New Netherlands)

1614 Fort Manhattan built by the Dutch (New York)

1620 13 years after the first British settlement.
Plymouth colony founded in Massachusetts by the Pilgrims (Puritan Separatists who moved from
England to the Netherlands and back to England, looking for religious freedom)

1624 Virginia made a Royal colony

1630 The Puritans arrive in Massachusetts.  This became the largest settlement.

1631 Dutch settlement at Lewes (Delaware)

1632 Grant to Lord Baltimore (Maryland)

1634 Roman Catholics settle at St Marys in Maryland.

1638 Swedes erect a fort at Delaware, Pennsylvania

1647 Dutch settle in Pennsylvania

1649 Religious Toleration Act in Maryland

1650 37 years after first British settlement.
Population of colonies: 52,000.  The bulk of them are English Puritans.

1653 New Amsterdam incorporated (New York)

1660 Carolina settled (North Carolina)

1664 English take possession of Dutch colony of New York and of Pennsylvania

1665 Elizabethtown settled in New Jersey

1670 Virginia: black population ~2,000.

1673 French explore the Mississippi River valley

1675 King Philip’s War in Massachusetts

1676 Nathaniel Bacon leads rebellion and Jamestown, Virginia, is burned

1681 Charles II gives Pennsylvania to Sir William Penn who, by 1682, established a Quaker colony.
Population (1681): 500.

1692 Salem witchcraft begins
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Date Event
1700 Total population: 250,000.  Virginia: 54,000 (~50% black and 50% white)

1713 Commencement of Irish immigration

1715 Virginia: black population: ~23,000 

1720 Start of German immigration

1732 13th colony established by James Oglethorpe as a refuge for debtors and convicts.

1754 Start of the French and Indian War

1760 Total population: 1,700,000; Germans: ~225,000 – 250,000.
Virginia: 340,000.
Pennsylvania: 250,000

1763 9 years after the start of the French Indian War
End of French and Indian War; Britain gains control of all North America after defeating the French.

1770 Boston Massacre, 5th March – skirmish between British troops and a crowd in Boston.  It was widely
publicised and shrewdly depicted by Samuel Adams as a battle for American liberty.  Five civilians
were killed!

1775 Virginia: black population: 300,000 (~50% black and 50% white)
Carolina: black population: 80,000-90,000 – outnumber the whites by 2 to 1.

1775 Start of American Revolution as a civil war between American colonies and British government

1776 13 years after Britain gains all of North America
American colonies declare independence (4th July) – France secretly providing financial and
material aid to the Americans.

1778 France joins America against England

1779 Spain joins America against England

1780 Netherlands joins America against England

1783 7 years after the colonies declare independence – formal separation
Treaty of Paris marks the end of the American Revolution when Britain recognised the independence
of America.

1788 Federal Constitution ratified

1812 United States declares war on Great Britain.  Won by British capturing US capital, Washington.

1820–
1860

5,000,000 immigrants.  90% from England, Ireland and Germany.

1861 American Civil War

post
civil war

Immigrants came from Italy, Poland, Russia, Sweden, the Balkans and Austria, among other
countries.

It is commonly believed that it was the Puritans who started the American colonisation, but as Table 2
shows, this was not the case.  The first voyage to America after Columbus was the Genoan, John Cabot
in 1497 on behalf of England, but nothing came of the expedition.  The Spanish established St
Augustine in Chesapeake Bay in 1565 and over the next 70 years they explored a number of areas on
the American coastline.  Notice also the failure of Sir Humphery Gilbert’s commercial ventures
culminating in the loss of 5 ships and 13x20 men.  By 1600 only Spain and Portugal had colonies in
America.

In 1606 James I gave a charter to the Virginia Company of London which led to the first successful
colony in 1607.  With this colony and in most of the other English colonies, the Governors were in fact
the owners of the colony because they were the holders of the business charters.  Consequently the bulk
of the proceeds of the colony went into the company coffers.  This same arrangement persisted even
when the colonies were made into Crown Colonies and this is when the English Government started
trying to gets its hands on the money via taxation.  This is basically the same process that took place in
India (under the East India Company) and in Rhodesia.

After the first British colony in 1607, came the Dutch in 1614 and then came the Pilgrims in 1620 and
the Puritans in 1630.  By 1650, the bulk of the white American population were Puritans.
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2.2. Nature of the People

Two notable groups of people to leave England for America were the Puritans and the Roman
Catholics.

2.2.1. Puritans

It is important to note that a decade before the landing of the Mayflower, a strong Puritan influence had
already been planted in Virginia (R).  The leaders of the Virginia Company saw themselves in a
covenant relationship with God and they carefully read the messages of their successes and failures
accordingly.  Given the Puritan influence from the very beginning of English settlement, it behoves us
to know more about these people.

The Puritans were the original Protestants – a group of people who did not wish to keep the forms and
rules of the Church of England.  There were three sub-groups of Puritans:

a. Those who wanted to clean and purify worship within the church – they did not like vestments
for the clergy or the Book of Common Prayer – these people were called Puritans.

b. Those who wanted the Church of England to be under a Presbyter (an elected elder).  They
followed the teachings of John Calvin and were called Calvinists or Presbyterians.

c. Those who objected to a church established by the Government (that is, the Church of England)
and wanted their own church – these people were called Separatists, later Pilgrims and later
Congregationalists.

In England, the Puritans were against the King and the Church.  They led the rebellion against Charles I
and forced him to agree to the Petition of Rights in 1628.  They subsequently demanded the King
reform the Church of England, persecute the Roman Catholics and give the Puritans control of the
Army.  The King refused these demands which led to the Civil War between the Roundheads (Puritans)
and the Cavaliers.  Cromwell won the fight and was installed as Lord Protector of England.  He
declared England a “common-wealth” and ruled for 5 years and out of his rule came the feelings of
Democracy which have plagued England ever since.  As Cromwell’s rule was only five years, we can
comfortably accept that this was a matter of God’s deliberate doing.  It is interesting to note that
Cromwell never claimed the Throne, even though he had the power-base to do it.  (Naturally the Throne
was not his by birthright because he would not appear to have been a direct descendant of David’s
line).  However, the Puritans, under Cromwell, were responsible for allowing the Jews to return to
England.

The only group of people who objected to Moses’ and Aaron’s approach to establishing the Israelite
system of worship were Korah, Dathan, Abiram, On and their followers.  God killed them all, including
their wives and children.  It is interesting that these modern protesting and rebellious people against
Israel’s king and England’s official system of worship were not killed – it seems they left England en
masse.  Why?  The answer lies in everything the Puritans did in England and America.

To escape persecution in England because of their opposition to King and Church, a large number of
Separatists went to Holland where they could have religious freedom.  However, they did not want to
integrate with the Dutch population – they wanted to keep their English life-styles.  But their children
could not be kept in isolation from the Dutch, so many of them moved back to England again.
Meanwhile, in England, the Separatists (who believed in profit and free enterprise as well –
characteristic of Ishmael’s history) had been running fishing expeditions to the waters near what was to
become Plymouth, Massachusetts, and, together with some of the Dutch Separatists, formulated the
idea of establishing a colony in America.
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Only 35 out of the 150 people on th e first venture were Pilgrims but they had the control and ran the
colony.  (Are the remaining 115 people sufficient to constitute an Israelite colony?)  And before they
landed, this group of dissenters against King and Church, drew up an agreement, known as the
Mayflower Compact on 11th November 1620 26:

In the name of God, Amen.  We, whose names are underwritten, the Loyal Subjects of our
dread Sovereign Lord, King James, by the Grace of God, of Great Britain, France and
Ireland, King, Defender of the Faith, &c.

Having undertaken for the Glory of God, and Advancement of the Christian Faith, and the
Honour of our King and Country, a voyage to plant the first colony in the northern Parts
of Virginia; do by these Presents, solemnly and mutually in the Presence of God and one
of another, covenant and combine ourselves together into a civil Body Politick, for our
better Ordering and Preservation, and Furtherance of the Ends aforesaid; And by Virtue
hereof to enact, constitute, and frame, such just and equal Laws, Ordinances, Acts,
Constitutions and Offices, from time to time, as shall be thought most meet and convenient
for the General good of the Colony; unto which we promise all due Submission and
Obedience.

IN WITNESS whereof we have hereunto subscribed our names at Cape Cod the eleventh of
November, in the Reign of our Sovereign Lord, King James of England, France and
Ireland, the eighteenth, and of Scotland the fifty-fourth.  Anno Domini,  1620.

What fine sentiments for a group calling themselves Separatists!  When have sentiments such as these
ever been recorded in Israel?

In America, the Puritans practised the most radical forms of their religion.  No Roman Catholics were
allowed in the Puritan colony and anyone who was not a Puritan was persecuted.  They came to believe
that super-natural evil spirits lived in the body – hence the Salem witch hunts and trials of 1647–1692.
Actions such as these have never been seen in all of Israel’s history.  Eventually the Puritans became
more “tolerant” but the beliefs became more twisted.  First came Unitarianism (one God, not a Trinity)
and finally Transcendentalism.  Transcendentalism consisted of German mysticism, Unitarianism and
intuition and it revolves around the beliefs that focus on one’s self and finding the sources of power and
inspiration within one’s self.

One of the most important “scholars” of Early America was a 7th generation Puritan Minister, Ralph
Waldo Emerson.  He delivered a landmark lecture at Harvard called “The American Scholar” which
had a significant influence on the development of American thought.  Emerson had been through the
Unitarianism line and become a Transcendentalist.  He believed completely and he emphasised again
and again that from within the human being comes all the great truths because God is in everyone.
Other “major” literary people and works of the Puritan school consisted of papers on, for example,
“The Incredible Drove of Devils in Our Way”.  Mr Increase Mather, President of Harvard College
(who was reputed to be one of the most intelligent men of his day) wrote about the religious and moral
meanings in thunder, lightning and unusual happenings.

So in answer to the question, Why did the Puritans leave England en masse?, it would seem that had
they remained they would have dragged Great Britain down to the point where God’s promise to David
would have come under threat.  Therefore, the real question is: Did they leave “of their own free will”
or did God give them “a big push”?

                                                  
26 11 is the number of Man’s short-sightedness.
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2.2.2. Roman Catholics

The next interesting colony was formed in 1632, when Charles I granted George Calvert, the first Lord
Baltimore, the area called Maryland so that Roman Catholics from England could form their own
“English” society away from the persecution in England.  They also allowed other religious minorities
to join them.  The colony was called Maryland – ostensibly after Charles’ Queen, Henrietta Maria –
and the first town was called St.  Marys.  One of the first decrees was the rule of religious toleration
(this was later repealed when the Church of England became the official religion in 1692 when the 5th

Lord Baltimore, a Protestant, declared Maryland a crown colony).

So the first three colonies (Virginia, Plymouth and Maryland) were essentially composed of or
controlled by people who were opposed to the Church and/or the King.  Virginia had a strong Puritan
influence, in Plymouth, the initial 35 Pilgrims controlled the colony and Maryland was all Roman
Catholic – no Puritans allowed.

2.2.3. Other Influences

By the time of the American Revolution, there was a population of some 1.7 million in America.  As the
population of England at this time was less than 6 million, it is quite obvious that the 1.7 million did not
all come from England.  The America-Manasseh school maintains that because America was
established by the British, they must be Israelites (and Manasseh to boot) – but the real question is were
the Puritans Israelites or of a different race?

We can assess such a claim only on the basis of the actions of the people – by their fruits ye shall know
them.  The Puritans were actively opposed to God’s King and England’s official system of worship.  At
first glance, this appears to be much the same as Israelite behaviour of old in the Promised Land.  But
in those days, the King, the priests and the people all went down the same road together.  In England
and America, the Puritans were in opposition to God’s King, His (notional) priests and the bulk of the
British population.  If these alleged Israelites stood so vehemently opposed to God’s whole system,
what more could they do to show they were non-Israelites?  Just as all Egyptians were not
automatically foreigners to Abraham, so too all British people are not automatically Israelite.

The hypothesis of this paper is that the history of America, with its preponderance of 13s, indicates that
the Puritans were Ishmaelites.  Such a hypothesis puts the Puritan action of allowing the Jews back into
Britain in perspective – the Ishmaelites were assisting their Edomite brothers-in-law.  Does this help
answer the following questions also:

a. Given the whole non-British (or anti-British) system and society that had developed in America,
why did such large numbers of English people go there of their own free will after Independence?

b. Why were so many people from Ireland, Germany and Scandinavia (all countries close-by Israel)
attracted to America at this time?  (By the early 1800s, many German and Scandinavian people
had moved into the Middle and Far West and in the 1840s large numbers of Irish Catholics
poured into New York and Boston.)

Was “like” attracting “like”?  This does not deny that some Israelites may have been and are living in
America, but it does deny that America was intended to be an Israelite colony.

Now let us take it one more step. Consider the fact in the period from British settlement to 1650 – an
interval of 37 years – the American population was predominantly British. However, people of Puritan
beliefs dominated the population by 1650. This is the time when Israelite ways and values began to
fade. In other words, the majority of Puritans were British by nationality but the question is, were they
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Israelite by race? Do these 37 years justify the claim of America being an Israelite colony? Similarly,
given that 35 of the 150 people on the Mayflower were Puritans who controlled and ran the colony, do
the remaining 115 people justify the label of an Israelite colony? And here is yet another of those
recurring 13s in American history: 37 is the 13th prime number.

The alternative to such a hypothesis is to say that America came to be where it is today because in the
space of 100 years, all the people in Europe who felt dissatisfied with their repressed circumstances
decided to go to America where they could be “free”. Do you really believe that these circumstances
and widespread immigration arose only from man’s impulses? Or was it God’s doing?

Notice the shift in the geographical source of immigrants after the Civil War – they came from
countries further away from Israel’s borders. From the late 19 th Century, the immigrants came from
Italy, Russia, Hungary and Poland. In the 1920s, immigration quotas had to be established.

2.3. Administration of the Colonies

The administration of the British-based colonies did not remain in the hands of the royal officials for
very long.  The colonial legislatures quickly took control of their own parliamentary processes for
taxation and defence and set the salaries of the royal officials.  Although each colony had a governor,
he was the commercial owner of the colony in most cases.  Hence, by the mid-18th century most of the
political power in America was concentrated in the hands of provincial rather than royal officials.

From the beginning, as the colonies spread West, the friction between the freedom of the West and the
restrictions imposed from the East became more and more intense and gave way to conflict on more
than one occasion.  America even developed a pseudo-feudal system in places where powerful manor
lords controlled the manor and its population absolutely, even down to tax collection and the
administration of justice.  But in true-to-type behaviour, there was a short Great Rebellion
in 1766 which soon brought an end to the power of the manor lords.

Pennsylvania stood out as the general exception to the rule.  While its political system was far more
democratic than all the others and its Quaker-based religion was more tolerant than all the others, the
large influx of Europeans soon saw it riven by more factions than any other colony.

Thus we see that the predominate characteristic of the population in general was resistance to restraint
from anyone and everyone, but to accept the rule of a few powerful people, so long as they kept it low
key and did not interfere with everyday life.  And it is still true today.  It should be called the wild-ass
syndrome.
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2.4. British Authority in America

Britain gained complete control of the Eastern seaboard at the conclusion of the French and Indian War
in 1763.

The French and Indian War was the American phase of a 9 (finality/termination) year war (1754-63)
fought between France and Great Britain.  It began over whether or not the upper Ohio River was part
of the British Empire or part of the French Empire.  The climax of the war was the British victory in
the Plains of Abraham in Canada on 13th September 1759 when Quebec was forced to surrender.
Notice that the date adds another 13 to the tapestry of American history 27

By the treaty of Paris on 10th February, 1763, France had ceded its territory on mainland North
America, east of the Mississippi River, including Canada, to Great Britain.  Spain ceded Florida to
Britain, but in return received the Louisiana Territory (the western half of the Mississippi basin) and
New Orleans from the French.  So even at this point in history, Great Britain could not declare
America, as British.  It basically controlled only the Eastern seaboard.  Subsequently, it was Britain’s
decision to charge the American colonies higher taxes for the so-called “governing” of them and
defending them, that led directly to the War of Independence.

The War of Independence started as a civil war in 1775, but in 1776, 13 years after the conclusion of
the French and Indian War, the 13 American colonies declared their unilateral independence.

In 1778 the French, who had been secretly funding the colonies in their uprising, openly joined the
colonies against Britain.  The next year, 1789, the Spanish joined the colonies against Britain and in the
next year again, 1780, the Netherlands joined the colonies against Britain.  Hence at this poi nt, every
nation that had held colonial power in America was at war against the British.

In 1885, the French gave America the Statue of Liberty to commemorate the tenth anniversary of their
1775-1778 America–France alliance (R).  It had the following inscription carved on the pedestal:

Give me your tired, your poor
Your huddled masses yearning to breathe free
The wretched refuse of your teeming shore
Send these, the homeless, tempest tossed to me:
I lift my lamp beside the golden door.

These words accurately describe America’s immigration policies at its founding – but they do not
describe the sentiments of England.

                                                  
27 According to the plaque on the site, the Plains of Abraham took their name from the river boat captain,

Abraham Martin, who owned a portion of the district and used to run sheep on that land.  If America is
Ishmael, what a fitting name is attached to the place that became the watershed for the struggle between
the original Abraham’s descendants – Ishmael, Esau and Jacob.
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2.5. The American Revolution

This review of American History naturally has to include the Declaration of Independence and the
associated events.

As we have seen, the early settlers from England were businessmen establishing colonial companies
and/or Puritans and Calvinists who believed they had the right to choose their own form of
Government.  Anybody in the colony who dissented with the new system simply moved off and started
a new settlement.  Originally, the Puritans wanted to set up oligarchies and theocratic governments in
accordance with their interpretation of what those things were.  It was fundamental to their approach to
establish a model Government that would give Law to the rest of the world.  And has that changed in
America today?  See Appendix B.

But note that the Massachusetts Puritans, who were the dominant population, were viewed as
Republican in sentiment and dissenting in religion.  Consequently their model of government was hardly
aligned with God’s approved system.

The lead up to the Revolution was the continual objection to everything Britain did.  However, the
rousing was conducted by a minority.  Even at the time of the Revolution itself it is thought that only a
third of the population was actively for it.  It was this same minority that wrote the Constitution.  The
British Colonists who opposed the Revolution were called United Empire Loyalists or Tories and they
were punished by repossession of their lands and persecution.  Is it not extraordinary that just one third
of the population could impose such laws and get away with it?  Just prior to the Revolution, the British
Government offered Tories new homes in Canada and about 60,000 migrated immediately.  This was
approximately 3-4% of the population, but bear in mind that at this time there were considerably more
than just British people in the American population (see Table 2).  We can be quite certain the Pilgrims
and Puritans did not migrate back under British rule and we also know that many more people migrated
to Canada after the Revolution.  Again, we can be sure they were not Puritans.  Therefore, the
questions are, if so many British people left America at this time, what was the nature of the separation
that was taking place?  And, with so many British people moving to Canada, why did so many more
arrive in America, of their own free will, in the period up to the Civil War?  Again the question has to
be asked – what was the nature of the separation that was taking place?

Were true Israelites, who had come to America for whatever reason, being separated from the intended
owners of the land so that English control and influence was reduced to minimal or non-existent levels?

One of the most interesting outcomes of the Revolution was the decision, once and for all, that no state
had the right to leave the union.  A fine attitude for a group of colonies of whom several owed their
foundation to people who wanted to live by their own rules.  The Declaration of Independence tells its
own interesting tale in this respect.  The following abstract illustrates the key points:

The Unanimous Declaration of the Thirteen United States of America

When in the Course of human events, it becomes necessary for one people to dissolve the
political bands which have connected them with another, and to assume among the powers
of the earth, the separate and equal station to which the Laws of Nature and of Nature's
God entitle them, a decent respect to the opinions of mankind requires that they should
declare the causes which impel them to the separation.--We hold these truths to be self-
evident, that all men are created equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with
certain unalienable Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty and the pursuit of
Happiness.--That to secure these rights, Governments are instituted among Men, deriving
their just powers from the consent of the governed,--That whenever any Form of
Government becomes destructive of these ends, it is the Right of the People to alter or to
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abolish it, and to institute new Government, laying its foundation on such principles and
organizing its powers in such form, as to them shall seem most likely to effect their Safety
and Happiness.

Prudence, indeed, will dictate that Governments long established should not be changed
for light and transient causes; and accordingly all experience hath shown, that mankind
are more disposed to suffer, while evils are sufferable, than to right themselves by
abolishing the forms to which they are accustomed.  But when a long train of abuses and
usurpations, pursuing invariably the same Object evinces a design to reduce them under
absolute Despotism, it is their right, it is their duty, to throw off such Government, and to
provide new Guards for their future security.--Such has been the patient sufferance of
these Colonies; and such is now the necessity which constrains them to alter their former
Systems of Government.  The history of the present King of Great Britain is a history of
repeated injuries and usurpations, all having in direct object the establishment of an
absolute Tyranny over these States.

(Then follows a long list of the King’s alleged injustices.)

We, therefore, the Representatives of the United States of America, in General Congress,
Assembled, appealing to the Supreme Judge of the world for the rectitude of our
intentions, do, in the Name, and by Authority of the good People of these Colonies,
solemnly publish and declare, That these United Colonies are, and of Right ought to be
Free and Independent States; that they are Absolved from all Allegiance to the British
Crown, and that all political connection between them and the State of Great Britain, is
and ought to be totally dissolved; and that as Free and Independent States, they have full
Power to levy War, conclude Peace, contract Alliances, establish Commerce, and to do all
other Acts and Things which Independent States may of right do.--And for the support of
this Declaration, with a firm reliance on the protection of Divine Providence, we mutually
pledge to each other our Lives, our Fortunes and our sacred Honor.

The Declaration of Independence is a simple concise statement of rebellion and mistaken beliefs in the
so-called rights of men.  There is not one Israelite sentiment in it.  After the Revolution, the
Constitution was written and it included a Bill of Rights in the form of amendments to the Constitution
to “guard the rights of individuals”.  The Criminal Law of the USA is based partly on English Common
Law and partly on Statute Laws.  The Common Law was changed and added to by laws made by the
State legislatures to meet the changing conditions (and presumably to control and give tangible basis to
the Law for the benefit of the immigrant nationalities who had no knowledge of English Common Law).

It is a little known fact that in 1812, the USA declared war on Britain.  No doubt this was at the behest
of the French because the aim was to capture Canada.  However, they failed hopelessly – Britain even
captured Washington itself.  But the British just gave everything back when the Americans surrendered.
Is it not amazing?  Only 36 (3 x 12) years after the colonies declared their independence, the British
came back from a great distance (with all its supply problems) and captured the capital of this new
country and forced it to surrender!  Then to top it off, gave everything back and went home.  So, did
Britain really lose its American colonies?  Mind you, the British victory was inevitable – no weapon
forged against Israel will succeed.  So this victory, gained because of God’s promise, shows that the
earlier “loss” of the colonies was also by the hand of God.  This victory entitled England to take control
of America once again, but they did not.  Was that because America was never intended to be an
Israelite country?
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The final point to be made is that the American flag first started out with 13 stars and 13 stripes to
commemorate the first 13 states.  As more states were added, more stars were added, but the number of
stripes remained at 13.  It is interesting to note the absolute reverence which the Americans accord their
flag – they even swear allegiance to it!  It is also interesting to note that they have the red, white and
blue colour combination – this being supposedly a sign of their English origin.  But Britain is not the
only country with a red, white and blue in its flag.

And while we are looking at the American heraldry, we should note that the Seal of the United States
has 13 stars, 13 stripes and 13 arrows, 13 olives, 13 olive leaves and 13 letters in the motto.  The
reverse side of the Seal carries a pyramid with 13 steps in the Pyramid and the Seal of the President of
the United States has 13 clouds in addition to the other symbols 28.

Remember that the number 13 never appears in any significant/predominant connection with Israel.
There is no evidence anywhere in the Bible of any rebellion by either Ephraim or Manasseh against the
monarchical system, so if Manasseh is America, why should such a rebellion have occurred in their
history?

It is interesting to note that Virginia, the first colony, was started as a business venture (with a strong
Puritan influence (R)).  Thomas Jefferson, a Virginian, wrote the Declaration of Independence and four
of the first five Presidents were Virginians and Virginia was instrumental in writing the Constitution of
the United States.

“Give me liberty or give me death” was the catch cry of the Revolution and is the hall-mark of the wild
ass.  The wild ass is also impulsive, wilful and dwells alone.  So too is America all of these things in
business, war, commerce and international activities.

2.6. Who are the French?

The strong ties between France and America deserve some attention, albeit mostly speculative.  Apart
from the donation of the Statue of Liberty, consider the following points of similarity:

a. They had the same basic Republican cry

b. The same colours in their flags and stripe-based design.  (Why did the French choose red, white
and blue?)

c. They became republics at much the same time – 1776 (US), 1792 (France) – 16 (2x8) years
apart

d. The eagle in American heraldry is essentially the same as the one on the floor of the Arc de
Triomphe, including the surrounding circle.

                                                  
28 The Olives and leaves are symbols of fruitfulness and plenty, which are consistent with the prophecies of

‘greatness’ to both Israel and Ishmael and are not exclusively Israel’s emblems.  The eye above the
pyramid is not a symbol of Israel.
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The history of France shows that it too, more so than any other European nation, is a multi-racial
melting pot.  (Spain for example, had many different rulers, but the population was relatively more
stable than that of France 29.) This is best illustrated by taking a brief look at the history of Gaul in
the 1000 years from the 1st Century BC.

The Romans defined the area of our interest as Transalpine Gaul, “Gaul across the alps”.  It stretched
from the Pyrenees and Mediterranean coast of modern France to the English Channel and from the
Atlantic to the Rhine and western Alps.  It lasted for 600 years, until 500 AD.  Augustus divided the
area into 4 administration provinces with two more added later, Upper Germany and Lower Germany,
by subsequent emperors.  Diocletian subdivided the 6 provinces into 13 provinces which remained until
the dissolution of the Gallic region by the invasion of the Germanic 30 peoples (Visigoths, Burgundians,
Alemanni and Franks).

Prior to Caesar occupying Gaul, the Romans had feared and despised the Gauls because they had
captured Rome in 390 BC, en route from central Europe.  However, the first centuries of Roman rule
over Gaul were remarkable for the speedy assimilation of Gaul into the Graeco-Roman world.  This is
not surprising given what we know of the British and Roman aristocracy with respect to their Israelite
origins and the significant influence of Greece on Massilia (Marseille).  Just as with the English, some
Gauls became Roman senators, businessmen and high officials.  For example, Ausonius was a poet and
professor at Bordeaux who became a tutor to the future emperor Gratian and later became his
Councillor.

The southward spread of the Germanic peoples was the culmination of the westwards migration of the
people who had occupied the Promised Lands and its surrounds (see Appendix A).  Eventually they
literally overlaid Europe like a blanket 31.  The Visigoths occupied Aquitaine, Provence and most of
Spain.  The Burgundians occupied most of the Rhone valley.  The Alemanni occupied Alsace and the
area to the west between the Franks and the Burgundians.  British immigrants occupied Brittany.  The
northern Germanic peoples (Angles, Jutes, Saxons and Frisians) occupied the coastal regions of the
North Sea, east of the Rhine.  The Thuringians and Bavarians divided the territory between the Elbe
and Danube whilst the Slavic peoples started from the opposite bank of the Elbe.  Without this

                                                  
29 Spain was not ruled by kings (until relatively recent times) and actively resisted attempts to provide central

government and power.  The major events in Spain’s history are very interesting. Phoenecia established
settlements and major trading from 800BC and from 700-550 BC the Iberians developed a high level of
sophistication in Phoenecian culture.  The West and North was populated by Celtic peoples who were
divided into dozens of independent tribes and territories.  The Romans controlled only the coasts and
peninsular regions until 20BC.  From 70 AD, Spain became increasingly Romanised; two Spaniards,
Trojan and Hadrian became Emperors and Spanish soldiers were sent throughout the Empire.  Once the
Visigoths attacked, Spain went down hill.  From 600 AD the Visigoths united all Spain and their “kings”
were elected because of the hostility of the nobility to hereditary succession.  This is what ultimately led to
the Muslims being invited to Spain – to aid one of the candidates for the throne.  From 800 - 1400 there
was a slow reconquest of Spain, but the country still retained strong regional independence.  The rise of
Ferdinand and Isabella brought Spain to its most unified political state but diversity of language, laws and
traditions continued.  Spain essentially ceased cultural development from the time of the Inquisition.

30 Tall, blonde, blue-eyed and long headed.
31 The overlying of these people led to the intermingling of the populations.  This is the process identified in

Daniel’s image when the iron mixes with the clay.  (The clay is the people who had descended from Adam,
who was formed from the dust of The Earth, but were not of the Israelite line.)  The Roman Empire had
borders with so many of these people and was in place for so long that previously forbidden intermarriage
eventually became the norm – as between the Visigoths and the Romans in Spain in the 6th Century AD.
Failure to understand that the nations surrounding Israel also migrated to the West and overlaid Europe
causes people to mistakenly identify many different pockets of the Germanic peoples as Israelites.  As
Gawler (E) pointed out in Section 1.5.1, the presence of these other nations was discernible during Israelite
migrations and that they had adopted Israel’s habits.  So it is easy to mistake superficial signs in the
history of some European nations as “evidence” that this or that European population must have been
Israelite.  The truth is, they have not and do not exhibit any of the fruit of an Israelite community.
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understanding of the historical details, it is easy to lose sight of the fact that during the last 1500 years,
France has been home to two races and over the last 100 years has been increasingly a melting pot for
the rest of Europe.  The Encyclopaedia Britannica CD 1997, has the following entry concerning the
people of France (with additional bolding for emphasis):

Encyclopaedia text Comments

Before the official discovery of the Americas at the
end of the 15th century, France, located on the
western extremity of the Old World, was regarded
for centuries by Europeans as being near the edge
of the known world.  Generations of different
migrants traveling by way of the Mediterranean from
the Middle East and Africa and through Europe
from Central Asia and the Nordic lands settled
permanently in France, forming a variegated
grouping, almost like a series of geologic strata,
since they were unable to migrate any farther.

The metaphor of geologic strata tells us that these
groupings of people arrived at different times. Namely:

•  the Middle East – Adamic peoples (see
Appendix A)

•  Central Asia – non-Israelite people and the Gauls
in particular

•  Nordic lands – the nations of Palestine, known
now as the Germanic peoples (see Appendix A).

Perhaps the oldest reflection of these migrations is
furnished by the Basque people, who live in an
isolated area west of the Pyrenees, in both Spain
and France, and whose origin remains unclear.

Rather than being genuine immigrants, the Basque
people may be remnants of Cain’s descendants or
perhaps (but not likely) remnants of the mankind from
Gen 1 (see Appendix A).

The Celtic tribes, known to the Romans as Gauls,
spread from central Europe in the period 500 BC-
AD 500 to provide France with a major component
of its population, especially in the centre and west,
where the people are generally regarded to have
Alpine physical characteristics--that is, broad
heads, medium height, and dark features.

Notice the physical differences of the groups (see next
paragraph). These differences are not obvious in
Gallic art and sculpture. Caesar stated there were
three groups of Gauls, but he does not elaborate on
the differences, other than to say that the people in SE
Britain and East Anglia where essentially one with
those in the area of France.

At the fall of the Roman Empire there was a
powerful penetration of Germanic (Teutonic)
peoples, especially in northern and eastern
France, supposedly still represented by a population
that is tall, blond, blue-eyed, and long-headed.
The incursion of the Northmen (Vikings) into
northwestern France reinforced these
characteristics.

One thing is certain at this time: much Celtic “history”
is 50/50 fact and romance.

Note particularly that the Celts/Gauls occupied the
centre and West of France (and into Germany) where-
as the Germanic people moved into northern and
eastern France – the same as Edom and Ishmael

In addition to these many migrations, France was,
over the centuries, the field of numerous battles and
of prolonged occupations before becoming, in
the 19th and especially in the 20th century, the
prime recipient of foreign immigration into Europe,
adding still other mixtures to the racial melting pot.

The willingness to accept such racial mixing is more
common in France and America than in any other
white country.

The migrant stream between America and France is relatively strong; for example, in the 17th

Century, 400,000 Huguenots left France for Prussia, Holland, England and America and later there
were additional small emigrations to Canada, Louisiana and Latin America.  The distribution of
Huguenots to Holland and England is interesting, given the subsequent migrations of the Puritans and
the contribution of the Dutch to establishing the American colonies (and South Africa).

Over the last 200 years we can see a fine adjustment of sorts taking place in France (ignoring the
coloured immigration patterns of the last 20 years).  Up until World War I, the most common sources
of immigrants to France were from Italy, Spain, Belgium and Switzerland, in decreasing order.
Following World War II, the most common sources of immigration were from Italy, Poland, Spain and
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Belgium, in decreasing order.  In the 20 years following the end of World War II, the French population
grew 40% by immigration alone. The settlement of France and America with the same tolerance for
high levels of multi-racial and multi-cultural mixture is hard to ignore.

On the basis of comparing the map of Israelite Palestine and today’s Europe, modern day France would
appear to be Edom 32.

2.7. Conclusion

Before drawing a conclusion to this section on America, it is worth taking note of the following
paragraph from the Preface to Prof. B Cunliffe’s (Professor of European Archaeology at Oxford) book,
The Ancient Celts, 1997:

It could be argued that biased historical anecdotes, ill-understood patterns of early
language development, and hard archaeological ‘facts’ – the artefacts, ecofacts, and
structures of the past recovered through excavation – should not, and indeed cannot, be
brought together to create a coherent picture of the past. The position is firmly taken by
some and energetically argued; it not one with which I have much sympathy. Given an
array of disparate evidence, we would, I believe, be failing if we were to fight shy of the
challenges posed by using every available scrap in our attempt to construct a European
protohistory. In doing so we will, inevitably, be drawn into simplification and
generalization, laying ourselves open to criticism from the purists, but better the attempt to
create a whole, however imperfect, than to be satisfied with the minute examination of only
a part.

                                                  
32 And who are the Spanish?  Their history is generally quite different from the rest of Europe (see Footnote

29).  Their expansion in modern history (coinciding with the spread and development of the Germanic
peoples) has been only to South America and southern North America.  This suggests they may be
Canaanite people who were pushed south by the original Shemitic expansion into the land of Canaan and
is consistent with their long historic resistance to a central governing authority.
One other nation needs to be addressed – Southern Ireland.  Its location is reminiscent of the location of
Philistia in Palestine (the Philistines are mentioned in Ps 83).  Its history is not that long – now thought to
begin with the Neolithic farmers (R).  The Philistines were treacherous hosts to Abraham and Isaac in the
early days.  They held the Ark of the Covenant following the death of Eli’s sons and they were host to David
when he was hiding from Saul.  They fought more than a few battles with Israel.  They were governed by a
series of lords rather than a royal line.  All these things are familiar in the history of Ireland and England,
starting with Jeremiah and the Princesses.  There is a common BI view that the Ark of the Covenant is
buried in Jeremiah’s or “Tamar Telphi”’s burial site.
Ireland was the seat of Israel’s throne before it moved to Scotland.  Before and after that time, Ireland was
and is without kings.  Prior to the Israelite throne, Ireland was organised in clans, each with an elected
“king” (like the Philistine lords).  From 500 BC to 500 AD, the Stone of Witness was in Ulster (Northern
Ireland) which was one of five groups known as the Five Fifths (Ulster, Meath, Leinster, Munster and
Connaught).  A succession of Ulster kings were crowned sitting on the Stone.  There was no king over all of
Ireland until the 10th Century AD.  These days Ireland is governed as a Republic which is, in essence, rule
by a series of lords.

On the other hand, tradition 
(O)

 also ascribes Ireland to Er, the son of Shelah, the son of Judah by his
Canaanite wife.  Hence, Erin or Er’s land, the ancient Irish language of Erse and the popularity of the name
Shelah and its derivatives in Eire.  Furthermore, Shelah’s descendants are described in 1Chr 4:21-23 as
skilled workers in fine linen, pottery, plants and hedges.  Today Ireland is noted for its Irish linen.  On this
information, Ireland – or at least the 26 counties in Southern Ireland – have to be at least half-cast Israelite
descendants of a Canaanite blood line and/or a mixture that may involve the Philistines.  Interestingly, Psa 
83:6-8 implies a sub-confederacy of 3 races (Philistines, Canaanites and Assur) in the alliance against
Israel.
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We will now combine the two hypotheses presented in this paper – that the Puritans and America with
their history steeped in 13s are of Ishmael and that the nations of Palestine have become the nations of
Europe and occupy the similar relative positions, since the 1800s, with respect to Israel. If we re-
examine some of the questions and points we have covered so far, we can draw the following
conclusions:

1. The 13 provinces of Transalpine Gaul covered a large area – France, Belgium, Holland and
much of Germany – and contained a large, relatively stable, homogeneous population. This is
consistent with the promised size and development of Ishmael’s population. All these points add
up to identify the Gauls as Ishmaelites. The Gaul’s long 600 years rest in Western Europe, south
of the British Isles, acted as virtually a “one-step” move from Palestine to America and kept the
race intact. This is much the same as Manasseh’s move from Scythia to Spain to Scotland. If
Ishmael had not been able to remain stable and secure in this manner, it would have been
swallowed up in the course of wandering around Europe for 2000 years.  (The Dutch
involvement in establishing America is particularly interesting in the light of the distribution of
the Gauls and the subsequent Puritan component of the Dutch population.)

2. Because Ishmael is indistinguishable from Israel and because some of the Celts from Gaul came
to the British Isles, BI oriented people have assumed all the Celts/Gauls are Israelite. During the
last 1500 years, under the increasing pressure of the vanishing Roman Empire and expanding
populations of Europe, Gallic immigration to the British Isles was inevitable and was
presumably centred on the historical Celtic areas of Ireland and Britain (the south-east – East
Anglia in particular).

3. When the Germanic people spread out and began to overlay Europe, Edom overlaid what became
modern day France. In so doing the became co-located with the Gauls – their brothers-in-law, the
Ishmaelites. As we saw earlier, they were side by side, in the same relative positions as they held
in Palestine. The Huguenot migrations out of France to England, Holland and America would
appear to be the result of internecine strife resulting in large numbers of Ishmaelites moving out
of Edom’s territory 33. This explains the strong ties between America and France. It also explains
why America is being drawn into Partnership with the EU – the list of 11 nations shows Edom is
already there and it only needs Ishmael’s presence to complete the federation of 12 nations that
will seek to present itself as Israel.

4. The large migrations from Germany to America were caused by Moabite/Ammonite expansion
into the German Gallic regions, thus forcing Ishmael out.

5. The large Irish Catholic and British Puritan migrations to America were caused by Ishmael
moving away from the increasingly restrictive control (taxation etc) of Britain’s monarch and the
rigidity of the English church. In other words, the political and social changes in England were
such that the Ishmaelite component of the population could not resist the lure of a “free” country
that was ruled by an Ishmaelite oriented government.

                                                  
33 Do not mistake the religious beliefs of anyone or of a group of people or of a nation as some magical

indication of their race. Religion is a man-made concept; it has no foundation in the Bible – Jesus did not
found any church. Religion in Israel serves its purpose as a kindergarten and junior school for our spirits,
but that is where it ends.
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3. Isa 49:20

Isa 49:20 is often quoted as proof that America is the first colony that Israel lost and that Israel was
then to establish additional colonies:

The children which thou shalt have, after thou hast lost the other (said to be America),
shall say again in thine ears, The place (said to be England) is too strait for me: give place
to me that I may dwell.

Before we can be certain as to the meaning of this verse, we have to look at it in context, which in this
case runs from Isa 40:1 to the end of the book (Isa 66).  This is the longest contiguous prophecy
concerning the future of Israel in the Bible.  We will look briefly at Chapters 48-66, but such a brief
summary cannot hope to display the grandeur and majesty of the material Isaiah presents.

We must keep in mind that Isaiah means Jehovah saves.

Chapter 48 is fundamental to understanding Chapters 40-66.  Isaiah had previously foretold the
captivity of Ephraim (the name of the House of Israel in its non-covenant relationship – Jer 7:8).
Isa 48 begins by addressing the whole House of Jacob – that means all who are descended from Jacob,
irrespective of whether they were present in Sinai and all those under the national name of Israel.  But
the expression out of the waters of Judah is a figure of speech which means a part descended from
Judah.  This expression identifies the Southern Kingdom in captivity – which is confirmed in
verse 20 by the instruction to flee from Babylon.  It is a descriptive term for the cast off people of the
Southern Kingdom’s non-covenant status because the titles, Southern Kingdom and House of Judah
are not applicable outside their covenant relationship with God.  Later, the majority of the descendants
of those who lived in the Southern Kingdom join the other ten tribes of the Dispersion and are
collectively included under the name of Ephraim.

In Chapter 48, God is about to tell all Israelites that not only had their captivity been foretold, but they
were about to hear a whole lot more concerning their future.  Furthermore, God stated that the manner
of presentation of these prophecies would ultimately demonstrate that the people’s idols did not know
about these prophecies beforehand.  God made it impossible to comprehend at the time Isaiah spoke it
because the reference point for the initial part of the prophecy was during the time of Judah’s future
captivity, as shown in Table 3.

Table 3 -- The Prophetic Time Marks in Isaiah 48

Prophetic Period Applies to:

Reference Point All statements in these prophecies are based on a reference point which was
during the Babylonian captivity, as shown by verse 20.

Former things (verse 3) Events that took place after Isaiah wrote the prophecy but before the
Babylonian captivity had commenced.

 From the beginning (verse 3) The time when Isaiah recorded the prophecy –  100 years before the captivity
of Judah took place.

 Consequently, no-one was able to comprehend the first part of the prophecy until it was read in
Babylon during the captivity. Hence, the former things (events) were events that took place prior to the
reference point, (such as the fall of the House of Judah, see verse 20), which was declared from the
beginning (at the time Isaiah spake the prophecy).
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Remember that Isaiah lived 100 years before the captivity of Judah.  It is this prophesy, presented so
that it could be understood only after the still future and unmentioned captivity of Judah, that gives rise
to the silly notion that Isaiah was written by two different people, more than 100 years apart.  (This
view is put forward/supported by everyone who does not accept that God spoke to the prophets and
they wrote it down exactly as they heard it.)  This is the whole point of what God said would
characterise these prophecies – they were beyond anything that Israel could claim as prior knowledge
and as something foretold by their idols.  Judah’s captivity was not even on the horizon and yet here is a
prophecy that has its reference point during that future captivity.  We can see the impact of Isaiah’s
prophecies on Cyrus with his declaration that the Temple should be rebuilt – no doubt in response to
the Israelites in the court showing him his name written in a copy of Isaiah’s writings.  This is proof
positive that the Israelites in Babylon had now understood the significance of Isaiah’s words.  Is it any
wonder that Ezra, Nehemiah and the returning people were so willing to try to obey God?

The new prophecies that God said He was about to reveal, continue from Chapter 48 through to the end
of the book.  And as we saw in Section 1.7.2 it is only by properly understanding Gen 35:11 that we
can finally understand these 20 or so chapters of Isaiah and vice-versa.  The remainder of this section
presents the highlights of those chapters.

Isa 48:12 states:

Hearken unto me, O Jacob and Israel, my called; I am he; I am the first, I also am the last.

The expression, I am the first, I also am the last identifies the one speaking as Jesus, in His
manifestation as the Jehovah of the Old Covenant, who is identified in verse 17 as Jehovah your
Creator.  But more importantly, by placing the expression in this context, we can also begin to perceive
its meaning.  It does not imply that there was a time when there was no God and there will be a future
time when there will be no God.  Rather, it shows us that Jesus is the first and the last to perform the
things that are recorded in the Bible.  For example, there will never be the formation of another earth
and universe; nor another formation of a spirit-carrying people nor another redemption of men and so
on.  This is Jehovah presenting His credentials.  The next statement, Assemble, all of you and hear!  is
the command to listen to the prophecies about to be declared.

Verse 16 has a particularly interesting clause – for the Lord God (Adonay Jehovah) and His Spirit hath
sent me.  Here we see that just as Jesus refers to His Father throughout the New Covenant, here we see
the Father’s Old Covenant title, Adonay Jehovah (which means something along the lines of Master
Covenant Keeper, although that is certainly only part of the meaning).  But the point to notice here is
that Adonay Jehovah is the ultimate authority and Being.  Jehovah is the Son as manifested in the Old
Covenant and one of His titles is Jehovah Elohim (which means, literally, Jehovah is Creator 34).  And,
as nothing came into existence unless it was by or through Him, this may be His primary title with
respect to the age of Man.

Notice that in verse 11, The First and The Last states He will not give His glory to another.  Compare
this with Ex 34:14:

                                                  
34 This expression consists of two nouns in Apposition.  An Apposition is defined as two nouns construed that

the second noun tells us more about the first noun.  The test of an Apposition is that the first and second
noun form the subject and predicate of a simple sentence.  For example, (the) altar is brass.  In the case of
Jehovah Elohim, the Apposition is telling us that Jehovah is Elohim which means Jehovah is performing
Elohim-type functions Himself.  Namely, the creative, making, building, caring and tending functions of the
Elohim are being performed by Jehovah Himself whenever this name is used in an active sense.  It is also
an emphatic statement: it is Jehovah who is performing this work Himself – no-one else is acting on His
behalf.
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For thou shalt worship no other god: for the LORD, whose name is Jealous, is a jealous
God:

Herein may lie an important clue/aspect of the meaning of the name, Jehovah.

Next the account laments that if Judah had only listened to Jehovah’s commandments, then they would
have had peace and their descendants would have been as the sand of the sea and their covenant name
would not be cut off.  These verses definitely and clearly fix the reference point for the prophecy.  It is
for the time when Judah had been taken captive, and as verse 20 shows, while they were still in
captivity.

It is the command in verse 20 that constitutes the commencement of the period covered by the
prophecies in the remainder of Isaiah and it ends with the Second Advent and establishment of the
Kingdom:

Isa 48:20 Go ye forth of Babylon, flee ye from the Chaldeans, with a voice of singing
declare ye, tell this, utter it even to the end of the earth; say ye, The LORD hath redeemed
his servant Jacob.

Chap 49 commences by addressing the coasts (not islands – covered elsewhere) and the people from
afar.  From Verse 3 we know this speech is being delivered from the perspective of Israel as a nation
and hence verse 1 is addressed to the people who have left the location of the captivities.  They are now
the people from afar because they are far from the land of their origin – remember that all directions in
the Bible are almost always given in relation to Jerusalem (or Mount Zion).

Verse 5 resumes Jehovah’s speech.

Verse 8 begins a prophecy of how the people will be cared for in their flight from the Chaldeans – along
the roads they shall feed, the bare hills shall be their pasture, they shall not hunger or thirst and no
mirage or sun shall plague them.  I will make the hills into a roadway and my highways shall be
“exalted” (in the sense of protection and safety for His people which seems to mean the flight of His
people will not be threatened by other races).

Verse 12 is one of those wonderfully confusing verses where every commentator tries to interpret the
meaning of the land of Sinim.  The popular consensus for years is that it is the land of China!  Only
religious people could come up with such an explanation – because they do not recognise the dispersion
of Israel, other than as “the Jews”.  The difficulties with this verse are:

a. It contains three Hebrew Figures of Speech.

b. It would not make sense to anyone until after the captivity of the Southern Kingdom had ended
and today it does not make sense to anyone who does not know Israel’s history.

c. Nobody sees it is a prophecy that is fulfilled at the time of Jesus.

d. Every commentator assumes that north and west are being used as two of the four points of the
compass and that sinim refers to either a third and/or fourth point.

e. The of in the AV translation is not in the Hebrew – the words land and “sinim” are nouns in
Apposition, not nouns in a Genitive relationship.  And there is no Definite Article in front of then
in the Hebrew text.

f. Every commentator ignores the lack of the Definite Article in the Hebrew text so that it is
translated the land of “sinim”.  It should read a land (which is) “sinim”.
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g. Every commentator treats “sinim” as a singular whereas it is a plural word in the Hebrew.

h. “Sinim” has been transliterated rather than translated.

i. The words behold and lo are the same word in the Hebrew.

j. The conjunction and has been lamely translated and on each occasion without consideration of
the nature of the construction of the verse.

We must remember that at the start of this sequence of chapters of Isaiah, God told the Israelites He
was going to reveal things to them that, when they were fulfilled, the Israelites would know for certain
their idols knew nothing of the events beforehand.  This verse is just one of the numerous examples of
God’s intention of hiding information in these chapters for a time when history would reveal the
prophesied event. So, let us examine the context and verse in more detail.

The common thought of the commentators and biblical encyclopaedias is that this verse deals with
returning exiles from far lands across the planet.  However this is not supported by the context.
Isa 49:1-8 is about the role and purpose of the Messiah: mentioned my name from my mother’s belly
(the announcement to Mary); made my mouth like a two edged sword; … to bring back Jacob to him;
… to raise up the tribes of Jacob; … I will also give you a light of the nations; … to a hated (one) of
nations.  And verse 8 states: in a favourable time I have answered you and in a day of salvation I
have helped you; … and given you for a covenant of the people.  These are all descriptions applicable
to Jesus at the time of the First Advent.  Moving over to verse 14 we find Zion saying My Lord has
forgotten me and verse 16 states your walls are always before me.  These verses are about Jerusalem,
but the name Zion is used because with the captivities, Jerusalem had fallen out of covenant
relationship with God.  It was dominated by the Edomites at the time of Jesus.  Therefore, verse  12 can
apply only to the time of Jesus.

To begin studying this verse, we need to write it as three lines and fix the most obvious errors:

1. Behold these come from far
2. also behold, these come from the north and from the west
3. even these from a land (which is) “sinim” (remember, this is a transliterated word and it

should be plural and there is no of in the Hebrew construction).

The first two lines form the Hebrew Figure of Speech, Asterismos, where the speaker uses an initial
expression to hide something but adds a second expression to reveal the hidden thing.  Firstly we should
note that the Hebrew word for far is rahoq rather than marhoq (which means most distant) – so on this
basis alone, we can drop the idea of China.  Secondly, rahoq is used of anything that is not close by –
all the cities of the land of Moab, far or near (Jer 48:24) and we have come from a far country
(Josh 9:6,9).  So the first line is referring to people who have come from far away, but not from the
most distant places.  The question is: from which direction?

The answer is from the north and from the west which would make perfect sense in Jesus’ day.  We
have to remember that Hebrew did not have an expression for North-West – it was expressed by using
the words separately, in separate phrases, as presented in the AV. We must also remember that most
directions in the Bible are given with Jerusalem as the reference point.  Therefore, we are talking about
people who are coming from a place North-West of Jerusalem.  To most BI orientated people, this is
immediately taken as Britain, but that is not true in this case.  Jesus knew, the Jews knew and we know
that the expression, the Dispersion among the Gentiles (Greek: Hellenes, which means Greeks), as
mentioned in John 7:35, referred to the dispersed Israelites in Greece and Asia Minor.  They were three
months walk northwest of Jerusalem.  (The people in Greater Scythia were more than 12 months walk
from Jerusalem.)
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It is evident from the Gospel accounts that the Disciples were absent from Jesus’ side for a period of six
months and it is not hard to determine that they had been sent to the Dispersion in Asia Minor.  Soon
after they returned, certain Greeks (John 12:20) came to Philip, whom they knew from his journey to
their district, and asked to see this Jesus.  When Jesus heard they had arrived, He responded by saying
The hour is come, that the Son of man should be glorified … because He knew these people were from
the North-West (in accordance with prophecy) and that the purpose for which God had sent Him
(Matt 15:24) had succeeded.  The Dispersion among the Greeks had heard the message and
demonstrated their willingness to believe by sending a delegation to meet Jesus.  Hence He knew the
Israelites would accept and believe His death and resurrection and that they would be saved by their
belief.

The third line of the verse is added to make sure there is no chance of missing the point that these
people would be Israelites – this is where the second and third Figures of Speech come into play.

Davidson (H) is the only lexicographer to provide a reasonable clue as to the proper meaning of sinim.
It is a plural word derived from a Hebrew word meaning mire (Gesenius recognises it can mean clay
and ascribes it to the town of Pelusium which was situated in marshes on the eastern border of Egypt).
In English, a mire is a piece of wet, swamp ground; a boggy place in which one may be engulfed or
stuck fast.  It is also used figuratively of one who is “stuck in the mire”.  A more familiar English word
is quagmire.  As the Hebrew construction is two nouns in Apposition, the correct translation is a land
(which) is quagmires – in other words, it is all quagmires.  For Israelites, a quagmire would be the
antithesis of their dwelling place, in Palestine, at the time Isaiah was speaking.  However, anybody who
has been to Asia Minor or seen documentaries of the region, knows it is not all quagmires – in fact it is
quite the opposite.  Therefore, as the expression is not literally true, it means it is a symbol.  Which
brings us to the second Figure of Speech – or actually, a combination of Figures.

The purpose of the Apposition is to state categorically that the land is all quagmires.  But it is also a
metaphor for all the pitfalls and tribulations that the spirits of Israelites would face in Dispersion.
Next, it is also used with Irony to emphasise the depth to which the Israelites of the Dispersion will fall
in comparison with their privileged status in the Promised Land.  Finally, the expression is used
contemptuously in the third Figure, Synecdoche 35, to stand for all the lands in which Israel would dwell
outside Palestine.  It is not hard to see that Asia Minor, with its pantheon of Greek gods and grand
temples was all quagmires for the spirits of the Israelites dispersed among the Greeks.

To complete the imagery of the word quagmire, it does not take much to appreciate that in their non-
covenant circumstances, Israelites would be often stuck fast and hence degraded, used and abused in
quagmires of one kind or another, one after another, in the carnal or physical nations of the world.

So the corrected translation reads:

Behold these come from far, also, behold, these come from the North-West (of Jerusalem),
even these (are) from a land which is all quagmires (for their spirits).

Verse 13 moves on to the time after Jesus’ ascension when these Israelites began their long trek
westward.  This verse is addressed to heaven, earth, and mountains – without the Definite Article in
each case.  This tells us we are dealing with local geographical areas and peoples along the path of
Israel’s flight.  That is, in each district where Israelites lodge, the countryside became prosperous and

                                                  
35 Synecdoche is a figure where the literal meaning of the expression is expanded or reduced to take in an

associated larger or smaller entity.  Hence a part (like the tribe of Ephraim) can be used for a whole (all 12
tribes) and a whole (such as Israel) can be used for a part (such as the Southern Kingdom only); it all
depends on the context of the expression.
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the surrounding people benefited hugely from the opportunities for trade with the prosperous people
who had come their way.

In Verse 14, Zion’s complaint (representing the Promised Land) is that by contrast with t hese local
regions of prosperity, the prosperity of Zion was declining.  This is the obvious result of Israel’s
departure.  We know Palestine was very productive at the time of Israel’s arrival on its borders from
Egypt (Israel only had to occupy it; they had nothing to do to build up its prosperity – all the work had
been done by the Canaanites in preparation for Israel’s arrival) and it was productive for most of
Israel’s occupation.  However, as their disobedience increased, so the droughts began to appear (for
example, the drought of Ahab’s reign).  Once Israel had gone from the land, the whole area
encompassed by the name of Zion went into marked decline.  In time we see that it was only Galilee
that retained any semblance of its former glory in order to support the remnant of Judah that formed the
temporary nation in Judea 36.

Verses 15-17 address the future of the Promised Land.  Children in Verse 17 is translated builders in
some of the other versions but it is sons in the Hebrew.  It refers to the Children of Israel and divides
them into two categories, your destroyers (the disobedient House of Israel, who followed after the false
gods of the Canaanites) and your devastators (the disobedient House of Judah, failing to keep the
Sabbaths).  Both groups are departing from you into captivity.  And it continues, lift up your eyes,
look around about and see!  They all (both houses of Israel) are gathering to come to you.  Where
were they gathering?  In the new home promised to David; the place from which they would move no
more (by enemy actions).

Verse 19 continues, for your wastes and your ruins and the land of your destructions for now (the
duration of the Times of Nations) shall be too narrow to live.  That is, the Promised Land prospered
while Israel was there, but it will not be allowed to prosper to anything like the same degree in Israel’s
absence.  No-one else will be able to achieve the land productivity that Israel achieved.  It will be like
this because those who ruined you (the disobedient Israelites) will be far away and God will not allow
His land to be that productive for anybody else.

In verse 20 we are told that Zion will hear of the progress of Israel – the children of which you were
bereft (the people of Israel who are now in the Dispersion) shall say in your ears “This place (the
district in which the children were currently living) is too narrow for us; give us room to live”, that is,
“let us come home” but that is not the direction they were allowed to travel.  But they had to move on
because, as a result of their success and prosperity, other people had settled around the Israelites and
there was no available land to support the increasing population.  Hence they had to migrate westward
again to another district.  (By the way, just as Israel entered the Promised Land from the East, so they
entered England from the East.) As we shall see, Verse 22 proves that these statements apply only to
the time of the migrations and not 2,500 years later.

Verse 21 refers to the migrating generations of Israel because they have been raised outside Palestine.

Verse 22 speaks of nations and people without the Definite Article.  This verse is referring to nations
and people along the paths of Israel’s migrations.  It shows how, when the time is right, Israel (your
sons and your daughters, the descendants of Zion – verse 14; the descendants of the Promised Land)
will be brought forth of the peoples along Israel’s paths.  That is, those nations will facilitate the
movement of Israel through Europe to Britain.  This is confirmed in Verse 23.  The Kings of these
people will be their foster fathers and the Queens of these people their nursing mothers – they will
ensure that Israel is nurtured and cared for.  Then you, Zion, (as a witness, like the Stone of Witness)

                                                  
36 Perhaps this is why it is called Galilee of The Nations.
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will know that I am Jehovah (the promise keeper) and that no-one who trusts in Me shall be ashamed.
Verse 25: I Myself will save your children.

The description to this point is not England’s history.  No Kings or Queens in England have acted as
the foster parents of Israel before or after 1066.  It is the very magnitude of this prophecy that has kept
it hidden from the commentators – it is no less than the mass relocation of a whole nation – from the
time of their flight from their future captivity by the Chaldeans through to their arrival in England.  All
the peoples along the way effectively ensured Israel prospered and hence was not absorbed nor wiped
out.  Once Israel reached the coasts of Europe, the kings and queens of these nations literally delivered
Israel to England by facilitating their “invasions” without also trying to move all of their own peoples to
England.  This is an additional sign that there are no Israelite tribes (let alone sizeable communities) in
Europe.

When we appreciate what culminated in 1066, we know the truth of verse 26 – all flesh shall know that
I am Jehovah your saviour, your Redeemer, the Mighty One of Jacob.

Chapter 50 is addressed to either Zion or Jerusalem and it foretells Jesus’ Ministry.  It contrasts His
attentiveness with the disbelief of the human Israelites.

Chapter 51 is addressed to wandering Israel, and like Hebrews, is a reminder of who they are and their
history.  It is addressed to those who follow after righteousness and who seek Jehovah.  Verses  1 and 2
are explicit in providing the identity:

1 Hearken to me, ye that follow after righteousness, ye that seek the LORD: look unto the
a rock whence ye are hewn (refers to God’s order; Deut 32:18,37), and to the a hollow of
the a pit (refers to the formation of Adam from the dust of The Earth, Gen 2:7) whence ye
are digged.
2 Look unto Abraham your a father of you, and unto Sarah that bare you: for I called him
alone, and blessed him, and increased him.

Verse 4 states My people and even, as if it were, my Nation – the dispersed tribes migrating through
Europe can no longer be called a Nation in the usual functional sense.  However, they existed as a
discrete and identifiable entity in God’s eyes and hence were still a nation from His point of view.  In
much the same way we recognise the existence of the Kurdish nation.

Verse 7 provides another identification of the Israelites.

Verses 9-16 are a call to the people – saying to Zion, you are my people.

Verses 17-23 tell of the future of Jerusalem – that none of Israel’s descendants are there to endow the
city and that the cup of which she drank during the Times of Nations is to be given to those who have
oppressed Jerusalem and Israel.

Chapter 52 is a Psalm for the Second Advent of Jesus, as shown by verse 8 which states they gaze at
the return of the Lord to Zion.  Notice that it commences with a double expression: Awake!  Awake!
which dovetails perfectly with the Parable of the Ten Virgins.

Verse 11 deals with establishing the Kingdom on Earth.  It commences with another double expression:
Depart ye! Depart Ye!  As we know in our day, once Jesus is seen returning to Jerusalem, the first
resurrection and the transfiguration of the living will be over, but those that did not partake will still be
on the Earth.  Verses 11 and 12 are the call to those people to prepare themselves to enter the earthly
kingdom.  It is not a physical exodus but a mental departure from human systems and human standards.
The vessels of the Lord are His Spirit, His Word and His Law.  None but Israel have held these things.
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Chapters 55, 61 and 63 are also Psalms concerning Jesus’ first or second Advent, as the case may be.

Chapter 54 contains the promise that God will never be angry with Israel again.

Chapter 56 is a command to keep God’s Sabbath and a warning that the watchmen (those who have the
official task to teach Israel) do not know anything and hence will cause the people of Israel to fall prey
to the ways of the human world.

Chapter 57 addresses those of Israel who ultimately fail to qualify for eternal life and those who will.
The ones who fail are those who succumb to false religions – verse 9 anointed yourselves with Molech
… and abased yourselves to Sheol.

Chapter 58 tells the people how they should live if they wish to be acceptable to God.  This is the same
counsel as provided by Jesus in the New Covenant.

Chapter 59 foretells the decline of society because (verse 4) of their trust in confusion and speak in
lies.  That is, the continual failure to apply God’s law.

Chapter 62 foretells the restoration of Israel – for Zion’s sake (The Earth formed by God Himself) and
Jerusalem’s sake (the city He chose for His name and His dwelling).

Chapter 64 foretells Israel’s appeal to God – verses 6 and 7 show that the people making the prayer
know who they are or who they represent (in a manner reminiscent of Daniel).

Chapter 65 describes God’s approaches to Israel during the latter days.  I have let Myself be sought out
by those who did not inquire of Me … I said Here am I!  Here Am I!  (twice) to a nation which did not
call on My name.  This is the description of England in the grip of modern religions.  But nevertheless,
verse 9 shows that the Elect still come through.

Chapter 66 is the final declaration of the outcome of fleeing/migrating Israel’s destiny.

Now, where in all of this is there any reference to the destiny of any particular tribe or colony of Israel?
Instead, we have a vast panorama before us of how fleeing Israel will be preserved and how she will be
delivered out of Europe to be one people in one country and how she will fall under the spell of human
religion.  And out of all this we are told the Elect, those of every generation who have resolutely sought
God, will still come forth and that ultimately, Israel will be restored and the Kingdom established on
earth.

To suddenly claim that one verse (Isa 49:20), defines the fate of English settlement in America in the
late 18th Century is incongruous, to say the least.  It certainly does not, and cannot, be applied to any
one Tribe of Israel.
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4. Concluding Remarks

So, repeating the questions at the beginning of this paper:

1. Is the claim that significant numbers of Israelites still exist anywhere in Europe, true or false?

2. Is the claim that America is Manasseh, true or false?

3. Is the claim that America shows the public marks of an Israelite nation, true or false?
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Appendix A – The Role of Empires in the Migrations of People

Why does Daniel’s prophecy concern only the empires of Babylon, Medo-Persia, Greece and Rome?
Given that Assyria had taken the numerically much larger Northern Kingdom captive, why does Daniel
focus on these 4 particular world empires and not mention Assyria?  The answer does not suggest itself
until we do as Bennett suggests – move up to a level where we can see the real pattern in the carpet.  In
this case we need to go high above the detail of the internal history of nations.  To the level of the
history of the world as a whole, well above national boundaries, where peoples are seen only as
individual masses.  Then we see an interesting pattern.

The evidence of linguistic research is that all the people of Europe, except for the Basques and Finno-
Ugrians, have languages of Indo-European origin (that is, derived from the Akkadian parent language
of the Middle East).  The differences in their languages are due to inclusion of alien elements, not
separate national developments.  Therefore, the Indo-European language is not a primordial language,
the Indo-European people are not a primordial people and their European homelands are not the
original home of man (P).  They migrated into Europe from the Middle East and overlaid/destroyed the
people who used to live there.

What do we know of the existence of the pre-Indo-European people?  In the Middle East area, we know
that when the Assyrians first appeared, they were a tough, warlike people that were a mix of non-
Sumerian and Semitic people (P).  Similarly, we know from archaeological findings that there were
cultures such as the Bell-Beaker people, (makers of red ceramic beakers) and the Urn-field people
(cemeteries of urns) in Western Europe prior to the Indo-Europeans  (P).  The question is: How and
when did those non-Sumerians, the Bell-Beaker people and others appear on the scene ?

The first point to bear in mind is that we do not know how much time passed between the creation of
mankind in Gen 1 and the formation of Adam (Gen 2:7).  And the second point is that we do not know
how much time passed from Adam’s formation until his Fall (Gen 3:7) in 4001 BC.  However, we do
know that Adam lived for 930 years after the Fall.  Seth was born when Adam was 105 (3871 BC), but
before Seth were Cain and Abel.  Cain killed Abel and he was banished in  4000 BC – 3870 BC from
the faces of The Earth, (that area of the planet that God Himself formed in Gen 2:1)

Where did Cain go when he was sent away?  The Bible tells us he dwelt in an earth of Nod, east of
Eden.  Many interpret Nod to be a country further eastwards, such as India or China, even though the
word means wandering.  And why was it called the land of wanderings?  Because archaeology tells us
that in the 6000 years prior to 3500 BC, the world gradually changed from food gathering (a nomadic
life style) to food producing (agriculture – a settled life style) which is consistent with the formation of
a race whose purpose was to till the ground (Gen 2:5).  Furthermore, archaeology tells us that the
spread of agriculture was from East to West across Europe.

We know from the work of Bennett (I) that all directions in the Bible should be interpreted with respect
to Jerusalem and that the Promised Land is a metaphor for the structure of the Temple, which was
entered from the East.  We also know that Mt Zion is God’s chosen dwelling place (J).  Given that
Jerusalem did not exist in Cain’s day, we can safely say that all Biblical directions are also to be
interpreted with respect to Mt Zion.  Therefore, just as we see the Israelites enter the Promised Land
from the East and we see Israel depart towards the East in captivity, it is not surprising to see Cain
banished toward the East.  But it does not follow that he settled and raised his family in the Far East.
Notice that Ishmael was also sent out to the East and we know for certain that he subsequently turned
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south and dwelt south of the Promised Land.  Similarly, Israel departed towards the East and then
migrated Westwards.  So, too, it appears that Cain ultimately went Westward 37.

Given Cain’s fear of the other people on the planet (Gen 4:14), it follows he would seek to live apart
from other people and established his own city 38.

The Ages of Man – Stone Age, Bronze Age and Iron Age – form a classification system developed by a
Danish businessman in the 1800s to grade technological evolution.  The association of the Stone Age
with cavemen and the like is not an inherent part of the classification.  Hence we have three major ages,
in order:

a. Paleolithic Stone Age (chipped stone tools)

b. Mesolithic or Middle Stone Age (from 10,000 BC to 2000 BC)

c. Neolithic Stone Age (polished stone tools) characterised by advanced hunters and gatherers plus
the appearance of co-operative hunting for killing mammoths.

The Neolithic Stone Age began in the East in 6000 BC and gradually moved West across Europe.  It is
the archaeology of the Neolithic Stone Age that establishes that mankind was alive and well in Europe
before Cain’s arrival.

The advent of the Copper Age is generally not settled, but one thing is certain: it began long before its
appearance in Sumer around 3000 BC because there are no copper mines in Sumer.  Copper first
appeared in the Balkans, in 4500 BC (radio-carbon date) (Q), and the technology was exported to the
East.  The importance of this observation is that working with copper is an advanced technology and
not one that naturally evolves from a hunting and gathering society.  On the other hand, the presence of
Cain and his descendants moving into Europe explains the East-to-West development of agriculture.  It
also explains why semi-permanent communities arose that had the time to investigate and develop the
technology for working with an ore from the ground and then to develop an export trade back to their
cultural origins in the East.  This fits perfectly with the Biblical narrative because Gen 4:22 tells us that
the descendants of Cain were instructors of artificers in brass and iron (brass is an alloy of copper and
tin).  Cain’s descendants would have worked with copper before going to brass and iron, because both
metals require more advanced knowledge and skills.

It was probably the interaction of Cain’s descendants with the Semitic line in Sumer that gave rise to
the Assyrians (mentioned above).

The consensus of modern archaeology is that:

a. Farming commenced in Mesopotamia in 5000 BC

b. The Sumerian language was in existence in 5000 BC

                                                  
37 If the legends and myths were true – that the Chinese or the Mongols have their origins in Cain – it only

means that Cain went that way at some time or other.  It does not mean he settled there permanently.
Seth lived for 912 years so it is reasonable that Cain would have lived a similar length of time.  With a
thousand years to live and no reason to stay in one place, who would not travel all over the earth – von
Daniken’s “mysterious maps of the earth that could only be drawn from space” need be no more than the
maps drawn by Cain and his long-lived  descendants.

38 The Hebrew word translated city (Gen 4:17) is also used of encampments and outposts, irrespective of size
and number of inhabitants.  Cain had already demonstrated that he had no respect for God, let alone much
belief of God, so despite God’s assurance of no threat to his life, Cain established a protected encampment
to allay his fear of being attacked by other men (and if not attacking him, then attacking his family).  But
note that an encampment, by definition, is not a fortress.
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c. The Sumerians established Babylon in 4000 BC.  (The Bible puts the foundation of Babylon at
approximately 100-150 years after the Flood, 2245-2195 BC.  If one has to choose which date
system to follow, you can be certain the Bible’s dates are right.)

The Biblical statements do not preclude the possibility of the Biblical Babylon being built on or nearby
the archaeological layers of an earlier city or cities.

The disruption of the languages at the Tower of Babel marks the first great dispersion of people
recorded in the Bible.  The people simply formed into groups that could understand each other and
moved off to live together in smaller communities.  Gen 10:10 tells us that Babel was the beginning of
Nimrod’s empire which then extended to the cities in Assyria that are listed in verse 11 39.  Nimrod’s
empire would have acted as a significant barrier to any Eastward movement of Cain’s descendants or
attempts by the migrating post-Babel groups to return to this region.  And given the constant incursions
into the fertile Mesopotamia region, there was no shortage of attempts by outsiders to take control.  So
here we see for the first time, one effect of an empire (or its role in God’s plans) – to contain and direct
the movement of people.  With the building of Babylon and the rise of Nimrod’s power, it was time for
Abraham, born two or three generations later, in 2055 BC, to move out of the region into Canaan.

But before we leave this era, the Bible gives us another important clue concerning the early dispersion
of the people of this time.  Gen 6:1,2 tells us:

1. And it came to pass, when men (mankind) began to multiply (rabab – to multiply) on the
face of the earth (The ground – which God had made), and daughters were born unto them,
2. That the sons of God (the sons of The Elohim – the descendants of Adam, whom God had
formed) saw the daughters of men (mankind) that they were fair; and they took them wives
of all which they chose.

These verses establish several important points:

a. The mankind of Gen 1:27 were allowed (God’s Passive Will) to enter and occupy The Earth.

b. The daughters of mankind were pleasant and agreeable people from the Adamic line point of
view.  This is not to say they were adequate as counterparts for the men of the Adamic line;
remember that Adam rejected the living of the field (the fourth human order on the planet) as
providing a suitable counterpart for himself.  However, Adam’s descendants reproduced with the
daughters of mankind, nevertheless.

c. The people of the category of “Mankind” were elsewhere in the region outside The earth (which
God made) because Cain took his wives from among them.  It is these people of the Mankind
category that occupied Europe in the Stone and Bronze ages and it is these people who took up
agriculture as it spread as a way of life with Cain’s arrival in Eastern Europe.

d. No significant number of the people of Mankind or the people of Cain’s line lived in Great
Britain because Great Britain is described in Revelation as a “wilderness” which means no

                                                  
39 Ellicott states that the land of Shinar was Babylonia, the lower portion of Mesopotamia, as distinguished

from Assyria, the upper portion. It is called Sumir in the cuneiform inscriptions.  In Micah 1:6, Babylonia is
called the land of Nimrod.  In discussing the Tower of Babel, Ellicott goes on to say that in Aramaic, Bab-el
is the gate of God.  Man calls his projected city, Bab-el; God calls it Babble; for in all languages, indistinct
and confused speech is represented by the action of the lips in producing the sound of b.  The exact
Hebrew word for this is balbal; the Greek bambaino; the Latin is balbutio and a man who stammered was
called balbus.  Hence the town keeps its original name but with a contemptuous meaning attached to it.
The Babylonian legends are in remarkable agreement with the Hebrew narrative.  They represent the
building of the tower as impious and as a sort of Titanic attempt to scale the heavens.  This means the
work was one of vast proportions … and finally, Bel, “the father of the gods”, confounds their languages.
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civilised community (in the sense of possessing the order and rule of a cultured society) were
living in the land.  It does not mean that Great Britain had not been visited and was unknown in
Europe (on a clear day they could see the White Cliffs of Dover, for example).

The migration of people following the Flood and Babel is recorded in Gen 10:25:

And unto Eber were born two sons: the name of one was Peleg; for in his days was the
earth (The Earth) divided; and his brother's name was Joktan

This verse tells us that when the confusion of the language took place, the people who would be allowed
to live in The Earth which God made was set.  We are told the bounds of this land and the names of its
occupants in Gen 15:18-21.

Returning to the highest level view of the movements of peoples, we see the earliest advances in
civilisation occur in Sumer (3500 BC), which is, not surprisingly, where Abraham was born 40.

The next major development was the Old Kingdom of Egypt in 2850 BC which by then had
had 500 years of stability and cultural splendour.  The Old Kingdom was thus the first effective gate
preventing the spread of people South and West from the Middle East.

In 2500 BC the Assyrians appear in history.  They moved to the Upper Tigris and Greater Zab rivers.
The city of Assur was named after their god.  Here we see a significant power to the north of the
Middle East that directly influences the flow of people from East to West and North out of the Middle
East.  That was also the time at which Crete began to grow as a cultural centre.  Sumer gave way to the
empire of Sargon 1 of Akkad who, in 2400 BC, established the Akkadian Empire in northern
Mesopotamia.

The Flood occurred in 2345 BC and, as indicated by the historical records of these older centres, was
not a world-wide event, but rather, was limited to the relevant areas of The Earth which God Himself
had made, as indicated by the text which describes that event in Genesis.

In what is essentially the period immediately following the Tower of Babel, we find great changes in the
history of the known world.  Around 2000 BC we see:

a. Stonehenge built

b. The first Minoan palaces on Crete and the rise of the Mycenean culture

c. The first library established at Babylon

d. Semitic Canaanite invasions of the Akkadian Empire

e. The Hyksos begin to settle in the Egyptian delta

f. The commencement of the spread of the Indo-European speaking peoples.

At the time Joseph was in Egypt, there is a general migration of Aryan peoples (meaning they came
originally from the area of the Persian plateau, between Iraq and the Punjab, which is Iran today) from
the area of the Black Sea: the Hurrians invaded Upper Mesopotamia and the Hittites (an Aryan people)

                                                  
40 This is not surprising because the Adamic line was the highest order of human life and hence of the highest

intellectual line.  We know from Gen 2:7 that after his formation as an eternal being, Adam became a spirit
who was constrained to live as if he were a human (that is, subject to mortal, human failings, despite being
formed as a being with eternal life).  All the intellect that goes with such a position was inherently present in
the direct descendants of Adam’s and Noah’s line but was either diluted through marriage with other races,
or, even when the lines remained pure, the knowledge and mental skills lapsed from lack of a critical mass
of people to sustain them.
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were located north of Mesopotmia.  Fifty years later the Hittites were beginning to establish themselves
in Anatolia (eastern Turkey).  In 1650, approximately 100 years after Jacob arrived in Egypt, the
Minoan sea based empire was established with its headquarters at Knossos on Crete.  By 1600, the
Hittites had plundered Babylon and the Kassites (another Aryan people) ruled Babylon for 400 years.
The Minoan culture peaked at that time and the Mycenean culture was growing stronger on mainland
Greece.

There is clear archaeological evidence that tin was being mined and exported from Britain at this time.
The question is by whom?  The Bible is equally clear that Israel was to move to a wilderness, a place
where no other (non-Israelite) people had lived in any organised or civilised sense before Israel arrived
there.  So who could be living in Britain at that time without contradicting God’s statements
made 2000 years later?

The logical answer is that Zarah (or Zerah, in some verses) and/or two of his sons, Calcol and Dara
went there prior to the Exodus.  This hypothesis is based on the following information:

a. There are no sons of Zarah listed as going into Egypt (they may not have been born at that time)
but Chronicles shows Zarah had five sons – Zimri, Ethan, Heman, Calcol and Dara – and lists
the descendants of only the first three.

b. Archaeological finds in Gaza include Irish gold that is dated from 2000 BC (Jacob went to Egypt
circa 1700 BC) (K).

c. Egyptian glazed beads, made only in Egypt by the 18th and 19th dynasties, 1829-1477 BC, have
been found at Stonehenge (K).

d. From circa 742 BC, Isaiah was addressing the Isles of the Sea, O Islands, the Isles etc, as if they
were Israel.

e. Israel was to fly into the wilderness – meaning no non-Israelite people had lived there before
Israel arrived.

Even though Zarah had the scarlet thread tied to his hand during the birth, he was nevertheless the
second to be born.  As the junior line, he (and his sons), had no reason to think any of their line would
rule over the tribes of Israel.  Therefore, at least Calcol and Dara, driven by the thought of the scarlet
thread, caused a breach in the unity of Jacob’s descendants by departing to establish their own kingdom
elsewhere 41.  This was necessary in God’s Plan so that the Zarah royal line could receive the throne
from Jeremiah into a civilised population who would respect and nurture it.  All their descendants left
Egypt either prior to (or because of) the start of the slavery or at the time of the Exodus.  The facts
above favour the former option.  Either way, this explains why the Israelites were given laws for the
strangers who were of Israelite descent but had not been through the ceremony at Mount Sinai. Zarah’s
migration is thought to be the origin of place names such as Saragossa (the Strongholds of Zarah), the
Dardanelles and Hibernia (for Ireland – being derived from Heber 42).  The presence of a strong
Israelite population in England would certainly have helped to keep other, non-Israelite, invaders at
bay.  It also explains why the society of England could be so culturally advanced at the time of Julius
Caesar – it had been developing there, undisturbed, for 1500 years.

                                                  
41 The common BI view is that the red ribbon used to tie all official British documents derives from Zarah’s

line.  Similarly, the red core in the British naval rope is also thought to point to Zarah’s line.
42 Which raises and interesting “conflict“ with Footnote 32.  Either way, the settlement of Ireland with a mixed

Israelite / Canaanite / Philsitne is in little doubt.
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By 1500 BC, just prior to the Exodus (1445 BC), the Hittites and the Assyrians were becoming strong
military powers and at this time there were two major waves of migrations from the Iranian (Aryan)
region.  The first wave was the Bactrians and the Sogdians; the second wave was the Medes and the
Persians.  They were driven out by the Hittites who had spread their influence back towards the area
from which they arose.  This movement of the Hittites is the first significant example of the circular
movement of some of the Middle Eastern people – they arose from the Middle East, moved North and
West and then South or Southwest and finally, East again along the line from Turkey to Mesopotamia.
It also established these people as a major barrier to the North of the Promised Land to both protect it
from others invading from further North and to restrict the flight of the seven nations living in the
promised land whom Israel was to destroy.

The next major upheaval occurred from 1310 BC (the time of the Judges in Israel) with the spread of
the Urn-field culture from central Europe (P).  The Urnfield culture was characterised by the dead being
cremated and their ashes put in urns in cemeteries (urn-fields).  They spread from the middle Danube,
South along the Danube to Bohemia, and to Poland and central Germany and down to central Italy,
Northern Spain and Western France.  They were a very uniform culture, with strong warlike tendencies
who lived in fortified villages and possessed large stores of bronze weapons.  As they moved, they
precipitated huge changes around the Mediterranean.  The Mycenean and Minoan cultures came to an
end as they were overrun by people driven out of Northern Italy and Latinum who become known as the
Sea People (P,R).

The Sea People migrated out of Northern Greece and from along the East side of the Adriatic.  The
Egyptian-Hittite wars were brought to an end as the Sea People invaded Egypt and finally the Hittite
empire was brought to an end as Turkey was invaded (giving rise to the Vannic Kingdoms of Van,
Phrygia and Lydia).  The Sea People settled on the coast at the Eastern end of the Mediterranean Sea
(as late as 1200 BC) and became the Philistines 43.  At that time, the Canaanites settled Syria and the
Dorians (another Aryan people) completed the invasion of Greece.

Thus, up to this point, we have seen a considerable movement of peoples out of the area of modern Iran
into Eastern Europe.  Generally speaking, these migrating people did not turn back to the East because
of the turmoil in the area to the North of the Middle East with the rise of the Babylonian and Assyrian
kingdoms and the fall of the Hittite Empire.  Those that did turn back did so after considerable time and
via a circuitous route.

It was in 1125, just prior to Saul becoming King of Israel, that Tiglath-Pileser of Assyria conquered
Mesopotamia and Nebuchadnezzar 1 restored stability over Mesopotamia.  This marked the beginning
of the Babylonian Empire of Daniel’s day.

                                                  
43 The reference to Isaac and the Philistines in Gen 26:14 is another example of a past or then current name

(when Moses was writing) of a land being used to describe past, present and future occupants of that land,
irrespective of their true origin.  The most famous example is of Ruth being labelled a racial Moabitess
because she lived in the land formerly occupied by the Moabites.  The very fact that Moses used the
name, Philistines, means one of two things:
(a) the Philistines were an ancient people who used to live in that area and the Sea People became the
latest inhabitants of the land (which is unlikely because in Abraham’s day, Gaza was occupied by the
Hyksos).
(b) the historical and archaeological dating is somewhat out of kilter because the Philistines were already
living in the land, which is why Moses used their name.  (As we know from many past experiences where
the Bible has shed light on the historical record, this is quite possible.  If the Pharaoh that knew not Joseph
was from the Sea Peoples invasion, it says the movement of these people may have been precipitated by
the movements of the Hittites.)  However, we are mainly interested in the physical movements of people in
general; the dates are important to fix the general era, but not crucial to the overall sequence.  More
importantly, the arrival of the Philistines appears to complete another circular movement of people out of
the Middle East and back again, although cannot be confirmed at this time.
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The next major upheaval of interest to us occurs from the constant struggle between the Assyrians and
the Medes (who were further East than the Assyrians).  History seems to date these events in 840-
830 BC, but the Biblical account would place them approximately 100-150 years later and this agrees
with other historical dates 44.  However, the key point is that not only did the Assyrians forcibly move
the majority of Israelites out of the Promised Land, but they also brought in foreigners to occupy the
empty land:

2Ki 17:24: And the king of Assyria brought men from Babylon, and from Cuthah, and from
Ava, and from Hamath, and from Sepharvaim, and placed them in the cities of Samaria
instead of the children of Israel: and they possessed Samaria, and dwelt in the cities
thereof.

So not only was the Northern Kingdom removed, it was also very difficult for them to even consider
moving back because the land had been given to other people, thus fulfilling the prophecies that the
Israelites’ land and labour would go to the benefit of another nation (Deut 28:30-37).  It was
nearly 100 years after the captivity began in Assyria that the Medes began to gain ascendancy over the
Assyrians and it was the rise of the Medes that allowed the tribes of the Northern Kingdom to begin to
move away from the Middle East.  Given that Persia was becoming such a power, it is hardly likely the
Israelites would have moved back into their former land and tried to do battle to regain it for
themselves.

More importantly, the Vannic kingdoms in Turkey were conquered by the Persians in
approximately 546.  Given that this is precisely the same region in which a great mass of dispersed
Israel was known to exist in the time of the Apostles, it would appear that many of the twelve tribes had
moved into this region, either with the Medes or soon afterwards and settled there.  The general easy
victory of the Greeks over Asia Minor arose because after the defeat of the Persians at the border of
their empire, many of the cities of Asia minor opened their gates to the Greeks without a fight.

Daniel’s prophecies concerning the future empires begin at this point in time. The Assyrians were no
longer a major power on the world scene. (Israel had assisted the Medes in bringing about the Assyrian
demise). Isaiah had set down the prophecies for Israel over the next 1000 years. Daniel was about to
prophesy the history of the rest of the world for next 1000 years at one level of detail and to prophesy
the history of Israel for the next 1500 years (from where Isaiah left off) at a much higher level
(essentially devoid of detail). John provided the detail in Revelation.

Following the defeat of the Babylonian Empire, we know it was to be another 70 years before the
Israelites in Babylon could begin their migrations, which was in 464.  Judea at this time was well
populated by the Edomites and others who had been moved into the region, so, like their brethren before
them, the tribes of the Southern Kingdom were neither inclined nor able to move back to their former
lands.  The previous re-settlements in Asia Minor also meant that there were no convenient frontier
wars which could be used to advantage in finding a new home in the Middle East, so the Southern
Kingdom tribes had nowhere else to go but West from Babylon.

By the time of the Roman Empire, the history of Europe, in general, was of movements of notable
groups of people.  For the most part they were herded away by the rise of the Romans or attracted by
the decline of the Romans, to move into former Roman territories.  But all through this change, as we

                                                  
44 The following information is presented by W. Edmund Filmer in The Ensign Message, January-March

2000.  The Scythians (Israelites) were located with the Medes at the time of the captivity of the Ten Tribes.
Herodotus relates that an alliance between the Scythians and Assyrians led to the demise of the Mede
power in Asia, but when Nineveh fell in 612 BC, the Scythians came under increasing pressure from the
Medes.  This is what precipitated the Scythian migration northwards into southern Russia in approximately
600 BC.  Darius led expeditions against the Scythians living on the Danube in 500 BC.
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know from the studies of the movements of Scythians, Cimmri and the Celts etc, we all agree that
Israel’s tribes moved inexorably to the West and to the coasts of Europe pending the jump across to
Britain.  The Biblical prophecies covering the migrations of Israel are summarised in Section 3.

An interesting aside is to note what happened with respect to the Vikings.  When the people along the
Baltic coasts known as the Germanic peoples began to expand, we find Angles, Jutes, Saxons and
Vikings amongst them.  The break-out of the Vikings was caused by the rise of kings and the rule of
law – the Vikings much preferred the glory of war and fighting (P). There were three major groups of
Vikings.  One group became the masters of the river navigation across Europe.  A second group was
invited by the Slavs and the Finnish peoples to move into the country between them and what is now
Russia.  A third group (the Danish Vikings) became the raiders of the Atlantic coasts and England
(where some of them settled).  They settled at the mouth of the Seine in 896 in the area that become
Normandy, and from 1059–1072, the Normandy Vikings put an end to the Byzantine rule in Lower
Italy and the rule of the Arabs in Sicily (P,R).

Viking settlements characteristically merged very quickly into the populations of the district (R).  Is it
any wonder then that the modern day descendants of the two largest Viking admixtures are the Mafia of
Sicily–Southern Italy and the bully boy Russians?  Both societies have little or no respect for any law
but their own and both societies prefer to fight and posture than to talk and be reasonable citizens. (The
Vikings/Normans of France and England are the product of merging into very different populations
altogether.)

After the massive Israelite invasion of England that concluded in 1066, Europe went through a
shakedown in which the borders of kingdoms moved around like huge rubber bands as groups of people
who originated from the Baltic regions moved north and south and east until the borders settled into the
modern map of Europe around the 1500-1600s.  And as mentioned earlier, all these people have the
same language source and are known as the Indo-Europeans.

For the most part, the Europe we know began with the spread of the Germanic peoples as they moved
from the Baltic coast in the 4th and 5th Centuries – during the same time that the Angles, Jutes and
Saxons invaded Britain.  It is almost as if once the initial groups of Israelites left the Baltic
communities, the remaining people suddenly had nothing to hold them together any more and so they
spread out to the south, as if still trying to keep close to the Israelites, but because of the sea, arranging
themselves along the length of the Western coast of Europe. As tribes of Israel began to form the
called-out assembly of “nations”, all the other nations, including Ishmael, had to form their borders
also. The details of the movements of individual groups and the rise and fall of the nations of Europe
makes for a fascinating study, but is detail that is well below the level of this paper.

However, if we assume for one moment that the nations of Western Europe are basically aligned in
similar positions relative Israel when they living in the Promised Land, where would Ishmael be
located?  In the Middle East, Ishmael was to the South and East of Israel, meaning they occupied the
area from Egypt across to modern day Iraq.

We saw in Section 2.6 that the Roman area known as Gaul across the Alps was divided
into 13 provinces that endured until the fall of Rome in the mid-5 th Century.  These 13 provinces were
to the South and East of England, the same as for Ishmael in Palestine.  The distinctiveness of the
number of provinces, the size of the area, the size of the population and their long duration in one place,
is suggestive of the main body of Ishmael being resident in this region.  As these people had been here
prior to the general spread of the Germanic peoples, it also suggests this body of Ishmaelites had
arrived here via a more direct route from the Middle East.  Furthermore, this whole region maintained a
relatively stable population throughout much of the Roman occupation of Europe and it was only by
overlay of the expanding Germanic peoples that resident populations became mixed.  This provides an
additional insight to the multi-cultural nature of France and the information in Section 2.6.
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Centuries later, in the 1800s, as Israel emerged from its 2,500 years of punishment, a new-world nation
had come into existence on the southern border of another Israelite territory (Canada).  A nation with
the number 13 prominent in its founding, in its heraldry and throughout the significant  events of its
history.  This nation beckoned (subsequently stylised by the raised arm of the French donated Statue of
Liberty) for immigrants from Europe, to fill its empty spaces.  A large proportion of those immigrants
came from the 13 provinces of Gaul across the Alps.  They moved to a nation that began
as 12 + 1 united states, flying a flag with 13 stars and 13 stripes.  America is still the only country with
its principal national symbols embodying the number 13 that lies along the southern border of an
Israelite country.

A.1 Conclusion

Amongst all the other things they achieved, the four great empires of Daniel’s vision acted like cattle
fences that forced people to move as the fences moved across the land.  They also restricted the
directions in which migrating people could move.  The rise of each empire was necessary to drive Israel
Northward and/or Westward from their immediate post-captivity settlements in Asia Minor (post-
Babylon) and Greater Scythia (post-Assyria).  Asia Minor is only three months walk from Jerusalem
and Greater Scythia was just over 12 months walk from Jerusalem.  Had it not been for the Babylonian,
Greek and Roman empires, the Israelites in Greater Scythia would almost certainly have tried to
migrate back to Palestine.  If it had not been for the rise of Islam, the Israelites of Asia Minor would
never have budged.

The Northern route to the Baltic coast was generally the least populated route and hence the path of
least resistance.

The observations concerning the Gauls raise some interesting questions as to the true make-up of the
Gauls and others who are traditionally considered as Israelite in BI circles.  Once the migrating mass
reached the sea, the subsequent rising population precipitated the expansion of the Germanic people
across Western Europe and into England.  The movements of the different masses is so clear when seen
from the highest level that it begs the question of why it is not relatively common knowledge.  Part of
the answer lies in our previously complete ignorance of the purpose of the last 20 or so chapters of
Isaiah.
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Appendix B – “Jesus Loves Y’all”

The title of this Appendix and the following abstracts are taken from an article in The Sydney Morning
Herald, Spectrum section, Saturday 2 September, 2000.  Underlining has been added for emphasis.

“The American Puritan,” observed the celebrated newspaperman, H.L. Mencken, “was not
content with the rescue of his own soul; he felt an irresistible impulse to hand salvation on, to
disperse and multiply it … to make it free and compulsory.”  Mencken wrote these words in
1922.

Add adherence to a strict code of moral behaviour and blind faith to the literal truth of the Bible
and you have the predominant Christian message issuing from the United States.  American
evangelical Protestantism is the strongest tradition in America’s religious history.  Though
loosely organised, evangelicals now constitute the largest single religious faction in the US, with
more white evangelists outside the US National Council of Churches than there are Protestants
within the ecumenical fold.  Evangelicals are also innovators in terms of proselytising whether
via radio, television, publishing, religious movies or foreign missionary activity.

But theirs is a uniquely secularised religion.  Its appeal lies not in any claim to be a faithful
expression of time-honoured beliefs and practices or to be an authentic extension of he Christian
communities of Europe.  In fact, tradition and established church hierarchies were rejected by
American Protestants long ago as the corrupting and oppressive remnants of the Old World.  Nor
does evangelical Protestantism’s appeal lie in other-worldliness.  That would be inconsistent with
the rationalist, materialist culture in which it is embedded.  No, the faith of Americans is an easy
believism that accommodates itself to the surrounding societal values.  Creeds, customs and
doctrines are not allowed to stand in the way of the believer’s relationship to the Divine.
Freedom of conscience means not only voluntary belief but also excessive individualism among
those who believe.  Theology has been reduced to a name-it-and-claim-it gospel that sanctifies
consumer-orientated capitalism and all it has to offer as an expression of God’s grace.

Writing in 1990, the British sociologist Steve Bruce observed that it “is one of the many
paradoxes of America that a large part of the population of one of the most advanced and
productive industrial economies in the world claims to follow a deviant schism of the ancient
religion of a small, pastoralist people and believe that God created the world in six days, that all
our animals are descended from the pairs saved by Noah from the Flood, and that the world will
end shortly in a plan announced in the Bible books of Daniel and Revelations”

But a second paradox is equally significant: Americans may believe but they have little
knowledge about their beliefs.  According to Gallup poll findings compiled by The New York
times Magazine in December 1977, more than 90 per cent of American homes contain at least
one Bible, and one-third of American adults claim to read it at least once a week.  But a majority
of the population doesn’t know what a gospel is, almost 60 percent are at a loss to recall the first
five commandments, and one in ten imagines Joan of Arc to have been Noah’s wife.

The reasons lie in the origins and early experience of their religious practice.  To the refugees
from intolerance in Europe, America was the New Zion, a nation set apart “under God” as
Abraham Lincoln put it at Gettysburg in 1863, a country in which the religious baggage of the
past could be thrown out and belief expressed as the choice of a free people rather than the
assumed identification of a culturally captive one.  But those sentiments, taken to their logical
conclusions, made for any number of innovations and the Puritans’ insistence on local church
autonomy and independent church leadership only encouraged it.  The result was mavericks and
schismatics, ready-to-go churches and on-the-spot ordinations and competition between ministers
who had to preach a popular message in order to survive.
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Credibility was soon detached from a fidelity to age-old teachings and traditions and hitched
instead to consumer satisfaction from what was alleged to be a more authentic witness to Christ.
Out went doctrine along with pomp and ceremony; in came democratic church governance,
performance religion and the feel-good gospel.

Under pressure from conservative Christian groups, for instance, the Clinton administration two
years ago signed into law the International Religious Freedom Act.  As a result, the US
Government now has a bureaucracy whose sole function is to monitor how other countries deal
with issues of religious intolerance.

Already, however, American evangelists are making an impression in unlikely places.  In June,
The Guardian in London published an article that asked: “Are US evangelists having an
unhealthy effect on the Church of England?”  The concern was clerical abuse but the background
to it was the changing relationship between parishioners and their pastors under the influence of
American style therapist-preachers.

Since then a broader concern has surfaced about the increasingly close relationship between
American fundamentalists and the British religious Right and the influence both appear to be
exercising on policy debates within the Conservative Party.  As far as the Christian camp is
concerned, the party should embrace a still smaller role for government, adopt moral solutions to
social problems, and encourage a greater role for faith-based organisations in public affairs.

It would be wrong to see these changes simply as the results of the efforts of American
evangelists.  In many ways the trend toward individual gratification in religion reflects an even
stronger pull in that direction in society generally.  It would also be wrong to ignore the
continuing strength of the Catholic, Orthodox and historical Protestant churches.  Still, almost
everywhere the membership of these churches is haemorrhaging to the kind of entrepreneurial
Christianity favoured by Americans and the born-again certainties they most actively and
enthusiastically promote.

There are many American Christians, of course, who preach and practise more conventional
beliefs.  There are many involved in missionary activity who are sensitive to cultural differences
and careful to respect them.  But the influence of these people must be weighed against that of
the juggernaut Christian broadcasters and televangelists as well as the more general but
pervasive allure of a culture that promotes itself as the most dynamic, prosperous, liberating –
and Christian – on earth.  Americans are handing their brand of salvation on, dispersing and
multiplying it.  In the process they stand to change Christianity more profoundly than the 16th-
century reformers changed the medieval Church, and risk reducing it to little more than the
foundation myth of their own sense of manifest destiny.
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Appendix C – Brief Explanation of Specific Words

This appendix will be of interest to those who wish to know more about the meaning of key words used
in the text.  In particular, words, such as goy are worth noting because they are central to understanding
the Hebrew text.

There are two major divisions, the verbs and the nouns (together with other parts of speech).

C.1 Verbs

There are three verbs used in the verses associated with the concepts of growth, multiplication and
greatness.  The words are daga, gadal and raba.

C.1.1 Daga ������������

Used only in Gen 48:16.

General meaning: to swarm like fishes, and hence to be prolific (Knoch).  To be prolific means to
rapidly increase in numbers.  As this verb is used only in Gen 48:16, use to proliferate because the
following expression indicates that numerical increase is intended.

C.1.2 Gadal ������������

This verb is used for physical growth of people (height and weight) and other living things as well as
for increase in physical and/or mental attributes such as: sounds, feelings or authority.  It overlaps with
rabab, but unlike rabab, gadal never refers to being numerous, only to the act, condition or state of
being great in size and importance and therefore gadal can be applied irrespective of the numerical
aspect of the subject’s characteristic.  Compare with gadol (adjective – greatly, magnificent, important)
which is used in qualitative contexts (degrees of or relative greatness) and rabah (verb – to increase
numerically) which is used in quantitative contexts.

The meaning to cause to grow or rear (as in children) is limited to the Piel stem.  The meaning to
magnify or consider great is found in Piel and Hiphil stems.

C.1.2.1 Gadol (���� )) ))

Gadol is the adjective and means many in number and applies to intensified concepts like loudness in
sound, being old in years and great in importance (of a king, as distinguished and important of
position).  Under this term, greatness is expressed qualitatively in terms of relative size or of a position
in a queue (as for the king) – compare with rabah (verb – to increase numerically) which is used in
quantitative contexts and gadal (verb – to grow physically; to magnify) which refers to the act,
condition, or state of being great and is never used of being numerous.  However, gadol covers the
lower end of the spectrum when compared with rob in Section C.1.3.1.3.

C.1.2.2 Conclusion

For the verb: for physical attributes: physical growth.  For mental attributes: magnification (whether by
perception or actual growth) of characteristics denoting importance and quality, either through a
sequential process or having that characteristic in contrast to not having it.  Use to magnify for
intangible objects; to grow (physically) for tangible objects.
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For the adjective, use greatly, magnificent or important (prominent and powerful), according to context
(but remember that it applies to the lower end of the numerical size scale).

C.1.3 Rabah and Rabab

All the lexicons list these verbs as having the same meanings.  Gesenius states rabab is found only in
the Preterite and infinitive with all the other tenses formed from the cognate verb rabah.  The prevailing
sense of meaning is of abundance.

C.1.3.1 Rabab ������������

Its primary meaning is to become many and it is used only of humans (Ex 23:29 refers to the beasts
(chay: living; families) of the field – the fourth order of human creation in Gen 2:19) in terms of their
numbers or their actions (such as their cries arising from Sodom (Gen 18:20), the number or amount of
the sins of the people) and the numbers of people in the streets (Ps 144:13 – the use of ten thousands
indicates, as suggested by Harris et all, an indeterminate large quantity).  In other words, a
multiplication of the fundamental effect or effectiveness of something through addition, heaping or
other action of applying more of the same kind.

This verb is easy to confuse with, and difficult to differentiate from, rabah, which is described below.
The most notable difference is that rabab is associated with overflowing and abundance in all its uses.
Rabah is associated merely with incremental increase (as in interest/usury) and hence natural growth
(which may ultimately arrive at being large or numerous).  The distinction is in the magnitude of the
response.  If an abundance of something is to be achieved in the same time frame in which a natural
increase will occur, then we are dealing with the multiplication of that thing rather than its mere
increase.  Use to multiply to translate rabab.

C.1.3.1.1 Rab

As an Adjective: The common Hebrew adjective meaning many, much.  The primary meaning is
many, whether of one continuous thing, as much gold, or of collectives which contain many parts or
individual things.  Hence is associated with things, such as days and times.  A second, very common
translation is great; used of objects, institutions and persons, including goodness and evil.  It would be
better to use much goodness and much evil.  In connection with people, as in Ps 48:2, the great king,
the terms remarkable, illustrious or eminent are more appropriate.

When used with the fixed preposition, min, it means greater than – but more than is a better
translation so as to reduce the confusion caused by using the word great.

When referring to many people, it is typically translated multitude (which is usually given as the
translation of hamon – see below).  For example, in the mixed multitude (rab) Ex 12:38, which should
be literally translated as the many mixed people but a better English translation is the many mixed
people (of different ethnic origins).  The longer translation keeps the proper sense of meaning of the
word and the intent of the whole expression in our minds.

Metaphorically it means great, extended, wide, long; as an Adverb it means much, in great number,
exceedingly.  In Gen 45:28 it is translated enough (Knoch: Much!  Gideon and Jerusalem: Enough!
Green: (It is) enough!).  Deut 33:7, mighty.  As a Substantive it means a great one; a mighty one; a
violent one; eldest one (the one who is of many years).  When in construction it means abounding in.
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Conclusion: the difficulty is the general over use of the word great; the shades of meaning in the
Hebrew are lost by the common use of the English word.  The use of much/many is straightforward
where there are a number of items involved and the terms remarkable, illustrious, eminent or
impressive are more appropriate for individual items or people.  Exceptions seem to occur with
expressions such as much gold, but it is in the sense that “much gold” would not be a single lump,
because no-one could move it; rather it is in the sense of many bits and pieces of gold.  Therefore, use
much / many wherever possible, otherwise, remarkable, illustrious, eminent in the other instances –
only use great as a last resort.

C.1.3.1.2 Rebabah

A very large number.  The initial usage is in Gen 24:60 (which is quoted in the next section).  It is used
in the phrase translated thousands and ten thousands and in other passages to convey the enormity of
the host involved in Num 10:36: Return O Lord to the ten thousand thousands of Israel.  It is never
used in enumerations – this is handled by ribbo which means ten thousand.  Ezek 16:7 should be
translated: as myriads, as the buds of the field, have I made you.

C.1.3.1.3 Rob

As an adjective, rob means much, numerous, many, plentiful – but to use much or many confuses it
with rab.  This word carries the connotation of a large quantity or massive number.  It covers a larger
quantity than gadol and deals with absolute quantities rather than relative quantities.  Hence multitude,
abundance, plentiful and numerous are better.  It occurs most frequently in 2Chr in association with
the quantities and efforts required by the Kings to build the temple, etc.  (As an adverb it means much,
abundantly, enough, great, vast, mighty, powerful).

Its first occurrence is in Gen 6:1: when men began to multiply on the face of the earth.  The parsing is
noun masculine (used adverbially) or Qal infinitive construct.  It is translated as to multiply but it is
better rendered abundantly, numerous, multitudinous, plentiful (Knoch: multitudinous; Gideon:
populated; Jerusalem: plentiful).  That is: when The men began (to be) plentiful on the face of The
earth.

Rob and rabah are used together Lev 25:16: literally: by the mouth of a “multitude” of years which
should be translated as proportionately for a plentifulness of the years ye shall cause the price to be
increased (rabah) and proportionately for a small number of years ye shall reduce the price.  The
contrast provided by the increase and decrease makes the use of the verb, rabah (see below) clear and
hence makes it easier to see the sense of the noun, rob, in this verse.

Gadal and rob occur together in the following verses:

1Chr 22:5 And David said, Solomon my son is young and tender, and the house that is to
be builded for the LORD must be exceeding (FF: high) magnifical, (gadal – magnificent) of
fame and of glory throughout all countries: I will therefore now make preparation for it.
So David prepared abundantly (rob – abundantly)  before his death.

Esther 5:11 And Haman told them of the glory of his riches, and the multitude (rob –
numerousness) of his children, and all the things wherein the king had promoted (gadal –
magnified) him, and how he had advanced him above the princes and servants of the king.

Therefore, according to the context, use:
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•  abundance (noun), abundant (adjective), abundantly (adverb)

•  plenty, plentifulness (noun), plenteous, plentiful (adjective), plentifully (adverb)

•  numerousness (noun), numerous (adjective), numerously (adverb).

C.1.3.2 Rabah ������������

The derivatives of rabah, shown in the following list, are prefixed with the letter mem (3 times), tau (2)
or aleph (1):

1. arbeh: locust

2. marbeh: abundance, increase (occurs only twice)

3. mirba: much (only in Ezek 23:32)

4. marbit: increase, multitude

5. tarbut: increase, brood (only in Num 32:14)

6. tarbit: increment, usury, interest

The prevailing sense of meaning of the verb and the derivatives is increase in a gradual sense (as
conveyed by the concept of interest).

TWOT states there are two broad meanings for rabah, one in the Qal stem and one in the Hiphil stem.
The general sense is to become great, many, much, numerous.  Generally restricted to quantitative
contexts but is used metaphorically on occasions – live long (increased years); make words great
(increased effectiveness); to brag (to artificially increase the importance of one’s achievements); have
many children (to increase the family).  Notice that all these are small, gradual incremental increases.
One does not arrive at the end of a long life quickly; words do not become “great” instantly.  Compare
with gadal, (verb – to grow physically, to magnify) which deals with the act of being great and is never
used for being numerous and gadol (adjective – greatly, magnificent, important) which is used in
qualitative contexts.

The difference between the Qal and Hiphil stems seems to be more one of a causative intervention to
make it happen in the Hiphil versus a permissive “let it happen inevitably in the normal course of
events” in the Qal.  In either case the meaning is to increase numerically.  Therefore, use to increase in
the Qal, make/cause to increase in the Hiphil.

C.1.3.2.1 Marbeh

Marbeh occurs in Isa 9:7 where it is a noun, masculine, singular, construct and in Isa 33:23 where it is
translated great, it is an adjective, masculine, singular.

Isaiah 9:7 Of the increase (marbeh) of his government and peace there shall be no end,
upon the throne of David, and upon his kingdom, to order it, and to establish it with
judgment and with justice from henceforth even for ever.  The zeal of the LORD of hosts
will perform this.

It does not make intuitive sense that the Millennial kingdom can increase without end for eternity – the
number of people in it is fixed by the two resurrections.  However, it does make sense that the Kingdom
will have an “abundance” of all things and, indeed, of life itself.  Similarly, the spoil (plunder) in
Isa 33:23 cannot increase; it can only be “abundant” plunder.  However, the lexicons give it the same
sense of meaning that is associated with the verb rabab (multiply).
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It seems it is no accident that these derivatives of rabah have a noticeable pattern in their spelling and it
seems likely, therefore, that the meanings of the mem forms will be closely related.  The concept
associated with “abundance/abundant” is not far removed from the meaning of marbit: large portion.
However, if we insert abundant into Isa 9:7, this fails to make intuitive sense – abundance, by
definition, should already be without limit.  But we know that Jesus says in My Father’s house are
many mansions – that is, things that are appropriate for every individual because everyone is not equal.
Jesus” statement implies there is a managed element in what is provided.

Therefore, the expression, bountiful portions seems more appropriate.  That is, in the Kingdom there
will be no end of the bountiful portions appropriate for each person and in Isa 33:23 it makes perfect
sense to speak of dividing/distributing bountiful (portions of) plunder.  The term, abundance, implies
an ever present quantity of something in every place and direction whereas bountiful portions implies
an underlying management of the abundance.  This is consistent with Jesus” statement concerning the
mansions.

C.1.3.2.2 Marbit

This is a participle and it occurs 5 times.  The overall sense of meaning is large portion of something.

Its first occurrence is in Lev 25:37, immediately following the use of tarbit (Section C.1.3.2.3) and
should be translated and you shall not give your food for a large portion (of produce in return).
According to Feurst, Lev 25:37 is a figurative use of marbit and could be translated, capital increase
in the sense of returning even more food/grain to the provider’s store.  However the periphrastic version
retains the primary meaning of the word and provides the connection with produce seen in the meaning
of tarbit, as it is used in verse Lev 25:36.

The suggested meaning, large portion, can also be seen in 1Sa 2:33.  The AV translation is very poor:

And the man (ish – n,common,s,m) of thine, whom I shall not cut off from mine altar, shall
be to consume thine eyes, and to grieve thine heart: and all (n,common,s,m,const) the
increase (marbit – n,common,f,s,const) of thine house shall die in the flower of their age
(enosh – n,common,m,p).

There are two groups of Eli’s descendants in this verse:

1. The few who are not cut from the altar – they continue as priests but are always a source of grief
to their families, if not the community in general.

2. The future generations, priests or otherwise.  The description of this group should read along the
lines:

the whole of a large portion (n,common,f,s,const) of thine house shall die (as) men
(n,common,masc,plural).

The implication of the expression as men versus a qualified expression such as old men is that they die,
according to Gesenius in the prime of life.  This is confirmed in verse 34 where the deaths of Eli’s sons,
Hophni and Phineas, were given as a sign to Eli which was soon fulfilled.  Another fulfilment is seen in
the murder of Ahijah or Ahimelech, the son of Ahitub, for giving bread to David and also in Abiathar
who was replaced as High Priest by Zadoc.

Notice too that the feminine collective noun, large portion, is used to refer to a collection of males
(Gesenius, Section 145).  This is consistent with the finding that feminine nouns are used when
referring to priests as harlots (L).

Confirmation of the meaning, large portion, can be found in verse 36:
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(the) whole of (n,common,s,m,const) The (portion that) remained (nifal,part,m,s – a passive
participle) in your house shall come and crouch to him (Samuel, in verse 35) for a piece of
silver and a morsel of bread and shall say, Put me I pray thee, into one of the priests”
offices, that I may eat a piece of bread.

The mildly confusing element in this sentence is to whom the expression whole of the (portion that)
remained refers.  It refers to the second group in verse 33 who are not employed as priests.  They find
life in roles other than as priests to be very difficult in every degree and are not successful, hence they
beg Samuel and his descendants for a job in a priest’s office because everything is delivered to them as
part of the priestly inheritance.  It is this contrast with what they once had as a line of priests and what
they have now that is the perpetual punishment for Eli’s sons” abuse of their positions.  Eli’s sons had
taken their evil into themselves and hence it was now permanently in their line.

Thus we see that the increase (the large portion) of verse 33, includes all the males of Eli’s
descendants, the majority of whom are not working as priests.

C.1.3.2.3 Tarbit

This is a feminine noun and occurs only 5 times.  This word is used particularly in association with
usury.  With respect to usury, the Hebrew word, nashak means to bite – when the verb is used in
Scripture it has a snake as its subject.  The one exception being in reference to false prophets.  The
noun has the sense of biting off a portion (which is not what happens when a snake bites).  The
metaphorical usage is to vex, to oppress, to inflict injury hence to oppress with usury as in to bite off
money.  Nashak and tarbit occur together in Lev 25:36 – take thou no usury (nashak) of him or
increase (tarbit).  Ellicott makes the distinction that the term usury refers to the money charged for the
use of money and the term increase refers to additional produce taken as usury in kind to achieve a
similar additional charge (note: it is a different word from tithe the increase of your fields).

Therefore, tarbit should be translated as usury in kind.  The term is used for the very specific purpose
of making sure there is no avenue for collecting any kind of usurious income.

C.1.3.3 Overall conclusions

Rabab and its derivatives are all used where large quantities or numbers are involved whereas rabah
and its derivatives are used where the focus is on the incremental aspect of the increase.  Ecc 5:11 is the
only verse where the two words are found together:

Ecclesiastes 5:11 When goods increase (rabah), they are increased (rabab) that eat them:
and what good is there to the owners thereof, saving the beholding of them with their eyes?

This would be better translated when goods increase, they are multiplied that eat them.  In other
words, the number of people available to consume a surplus increases dramatically.  Although the
Jerusalem Bible translates both verbs the same, it nevertheless catches the sentiment: when goods
abound, parasites abound – parasites always multiply rapidly.
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C.2 Nouns and others Parts of Speech

C.2.1 Am (people)

Used for a general group of people or people in general.  Its unique emphasis lies in its reference to a
group of people as viewed by one of themselves.  It occurs in the terms ammi (my people) and lo-ammi
(not my people).

It is commonly used in the OT to refer to a group of people larger than a clan or tribe, but less
numerous than a race (le om).  When used in reference to a large group of people without reference to
any specific characteristic or relationship, it is rendered folk or men.

However it is predominantly used to express two characteristics of men considered as a grouping:

•  The relationships sustained within or to the group

•  The unity of the group.

For example: the uncircumcised man is to be cut off from his am.  Sarah is a mother of kings of am.
Abraham died and was gathered to his am.  Dan is to judge his am.  An adulteress was a curse to her
am.  Also, king-subject relationship; family ties relationship; deliverer and ruler (such as Moses and his
people); a military leader and his troops (am).  Ammi is used mainly of the relationship between God
and his people.

TWOT consider the use of am to be indicative of Israel.  Under the discussion of goy they state:

… it is through the covenant people, the am, that the blessings of God were revealed to
and bestowed upon the goyim.

It also states that goyim, on the other hand, usually refers to nations, especially the surrounding pagan
nations.  Therefore, the underlying linkage is the relatedness of the subject people and hence can be
used of Israel or equivalent foreign entities.

C.2.2 Goy (nation)

The Hebrew word, goy, occurs approximately 500 times in all its forms and is translated
nation(s) 334 times and by other words 170 times – heathen and people.  On closer examination we
can see that goy is used of particular groups of people:

•  All the people that were men of war (Josh 5:6)

•  All the men of Israel whom Joshua circumcised

•  The Syrian host whom God made blind at Elisha’s request (2Ki 6:18).

On the other hand, when goyim is used, it refers to groups of men (that is, human beings) and typically
to nations and usually to those other than Israel.

Eerdman (M) states that a nation is a specific, cohesive group of people banded together by political or
geographical considerations.  As we will see, this statement embraces the two most important aspects
of the meaning of goy.  The term goy is also used of a specific large segment of a given body.  More
precisely, it refers to a specifically defined political, ethnic or territorial group without ascribing
religious or moral connotations.  The English word, nation, is used mainly of a distinct, recognised,
political and ethnic group of people.
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Hence nation is used of Turkey and Iraq.  But nation is given another meaning – we speak of the
Kurdish nation that is resident within Turkey and Iraq.  Clearly, the Kurdish nation is not the same as
the Turkish and Iraqi nations.  But equally as clearly, the Kurds form a distinct, ethnic group.  We
recognise the distinction between these two meanings only by the context in which nation is used.
Similarly, the Theological Wordbook of the Old Testament states that the context of goy will generally
indicate the specific quality/characteristic which is to be understood.

(Note: goy should never be translated people as that is the meaning of am, see Section C.2.1.)

In the Old Covenant, the relationships between nations were frequently expressed through genealogies.
The English nation also carried this shade of meaning from the 1300s when it could be used of an Irish
clan, a family, kindred or the native population of a town or city.  In medieval universities, it was the
name given to a body belonging to a particular district, country or group of countries, who formed a
more or less independent community.  (It is still used in this manner in the universities of Glasgow
and Aberdeen in connection with election of the Rector.) Hence these meanings are relevant to the use
of nations in Bible translations in the 1600s.

The key elements of the meaning of goy are thus the political governance and/or allegiances of a group
of people – it is thus primarily a term used to identify a particular type of grouping of human beings.
Therefore, from this perspective, it can be applied to any appropriate body of human beings that
function together from a overarching political perspective.  For example, Abraham’s camp is described
as a goy, because it is a distinct, recognised, political and ethnic group.  However, the word nation does
not make sense to our ears in this context, and so community is a better term.  (Brown, Driver and
Briggs point out that in Phoenician, goy means community.) The context generally indicates which term
is appropriate.

Goy and am are used together in Ex 33:13: This goy (“nation”) is thy am (people) – that is, thy
(kindred) people.  This reference and Deut 4:6-7: surely this goy is a wise and understanding am,
shows that goy is not inherently a racial term, whereas am provides the racial element.

As mentioned above, goy can be applied to a specific large segment of a given body.  In the case of the
nation of Israel, the logical subsection is the tribe.  However, this is not the intended meaning because
the Hebrew words matteh and shebet are translated tribe/tribes 45.  Furthermore, there is no evidence of
tribes within Israel in this day and age 46, but we do have evidence of a different subgrouping.  In
English, a country is a tract or district having more or less definite limits in relation to human
occupation, for example, owned by the same lord or proprietor or inhabited by people of the same race,
dialect, occupation.  Country is also used of the territory or land of a nation; usually an independent
state or a region once independent and still distinct in race, language, institutions or historical memories
(as England, Northern Ireland, Scotland and Wales).  In other words, country refers to the human
habitation aspect of a group of people and nation refers to its governance and political allegiance.  The
geographical boundaries of a nation are not necessarily the same as the area of its human habitation.
For example, people today refer to the Jewish nation and the Jewish state – the former contains
approximately 14 million people, the latter contains only 6 million people.

                                                  
45 Actually, only metteh should be translated tribe or tribes.  The fundamental meaning of metteh is rod and

hence is used of the rod carried by the leader of each tribe.  Shebet, on the other hand, is also translated
rod but it carries the meaning of sceptre which is not present in metteh.  Hence shebet should refer to the
dominion/dominions as the scope of rule of the leaders of the tribes and of their princes.  This is reminiscent
of the Black Rod in the Federal parliaments of Canada, New Zealand and Australia (and Australian State
Parliaments) which associates a rod, or more appropriately, a sceptre, with the dominion of the
corresponding parliament.  Interestingly, there is no Black Rod in America’s Congress.

46 Yet we are told elsewhere that in the Millennium the territory of the Promised Land will be divided into
identical strips named after the 12 tribes.  Given that the people living in the Promised Land in the

(this footnote continues on the next page)
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The United Kingdom consists of the individual countries, England, Scotland, Northern Ireland and
Wales (four countries).  To encompass the Anglo-Saxon British people we can add the countries of
Australia, New Zealand and Canada, giving a total of seven countries.  Seven is the number of
separation – and what is a called-out assembly?  A separated assembly!  In our political terms of today,
we also recognise Australia, New Zealand and Canada as nations, but according to those who favour
republicanism, Australia, at least, is not yet a truly independent nation.  They claim that Asians, for
example, consider us as English rather than a truly independent nation.  The supposed academic
validity of this view was sufficient that in 1999, Australia conducted a referendum, at the cost of some
$50 million, on the subject of whether Australia should become a Republic to sever all illusions of ties
with England.  The referendum was lost and therefore, we are entitled to consider Australia, Canada
and New Zealand as still connected to Britain and as countries of Anglo-Saxon British people.
(Whether or not Rhodesia/South Africa, America or Europe is part of this assembly is the subject of
this whole paper rather than the subject of the meaning of goy.)

In Hebrew, the word typically translated country is erets which properly means land when used in the
context of a nation or country.  Hence, in reference to a distinct body of people, the term nation refers
to the political governance and allegiance aspect of the people and country refers to the region of their
habitation.  As the boundaries of their habitation and the boundaries of the nation are not necessarily
the same, the word erets or land, can be applied in either context – erets can refer to the land which is
owned by the people in a political sense or the land on which they physically live.  Tahiti, for example,
is part of the land owned by the nation of France, but it is not part of the land that makes up the country
of France where the French people live.  Land can also refer to the territory of a tribe.

When we come to Gen 35:11, we find goy is used twice in the verse; once in the singular and once in
the plural.  The singular is used to state that Jacob will become a nation and the plural is to used to say
he will be a called-out assembly of goyim or “nations”.  It is common sense that it is not possible to
establish a nation that contains other nations, unless you give the second use of “nations” a different
meaning to indicate the subgroups.  As we have seen, the United Kingdom is an assembly of countries
and by extension, includes the countries (versus the political nations) of Australia, Canada and New
Zealand.  Thus Jacob is told he will become a nation, even a called-out assembly of countries (where
Israel lives).  This translation does not cause any internal conflict in understanding the use of goy and
goyim.  It is also consistent with the meaning of nation as used in the 1600s.

Conclusion: This word is used with two major meanings.  The most common one refers to the political
aspects of a body of people.  The second refers to the geographical boundaries of a physical group of
people.  Hence goy can be used of any group of men that is formed for the purposes of demonstrating
political, territorial or regional power.  It is used to describe the physical presence of Abraham and his
camp, the whole nation of Israel, the equivalent foreign entities and the geographical countries where
there are contiguous Israelite habitations.  When the context is a nation (goy) and its constituent parts
(goyim), the most appropriate translations are nation and countries respectively.

Therefore, according to context, use body (of men), city-state, communities, countries, nations or other
such terms.

The following verses provide examples of the use of goy in the context of grouping people into different
categories:

                                                                                                                                                             
Millennium are only representative (one from a city and two from a family of cities), these tribal strips are
established for symbolical or ceremonial reasons and not because the population of Israel at that time can
be or will be divided into 12 distinct tribes.
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Gen 10:5 By these were the isles of the Gentiles (goyim – nations) divided in their lands
(erets: earths, that is, districts, regions); every one after his tongue, after their families, in
their nations (goyim – their governance and political allegiance).  Here we see division by
territory, speech, genes and politics.

Gen 10:20 These are the sons of Ham, after their families, after their tongues, in their
countries (erets: earths, that is, lands, districts, regions), and in their nations (goyim – their
governance and political allegiance).  Here we see division by genes, speech, territory and
politics.

Gen 10:31 These are the sons of Shem, after their families, after their tongues, in their
lands (erets: earths, that is, lands, districts, regions), after their nations (goyim – their
governance and political allegiance).  Here we see division by genes, speech, territory and
politics.

The next example shows the use of goy in the context of the total region in which the familial groupings
of the previous verses developed along racial lines (after their generations) over time:

Gen 10:32 These are the families of the sons of Noah, after their generations, in their
nations (goyim – their governance and political allegiance, for we know Ham and Shem had
little in common, for example): and by these were The nations (goyim – their governance
and political allegiance) divided in an earth (no Definite Article) after the flood.

Alt: These families (were) of the sons of Noah, according to their descendants, in nations,
and therefore, from these were divided The nations in a land after The flood.

The post-deluge area was populated by the sons of Noah and their families, after their generations.  No
other people inhabited the region at that time.

C.2.3 Hamon

The root means to cry out, make a loud noise, be turbulent.  It emphasises unrest, commotion, strong
feeling or noise.

Hamon means multitude or host, with emphasis on unrest, turbulence or noise.  We see this meaning
clearly for example in Isa 17:12:

Woe to the multitude (hamon – crying out) of many (rab) people, which make a noise
(hamah) like the noise (hamah) of the seas; and to the rushing of nations, that make a
rushing like the rushing of mighty waters!

The meanings of multitude and crowd are metaphorical because it derives from the noise of an
assembly of people (the AV uses company on one occasion).  In 64 of 84 occurrences it is taken to
mean a multitude of people (who are often troops).  For example, The Valley of Hamon-gog – the
valley of the multitude of Gog – could have a more specific meaning: the valley of the troops of Gog.

However, to blindly translate it as multitude overlooks its primary meaning (of the noise of an assembly
or gathering of people) and causes confusion in the case of Solomon seeking a “multitude of wives”.
Multitude was probably chosen because, as the full Oxford Dictionary states, multitude includes a
number big or small.  With a catch all meaning like that it saves having to figure out the details.  The
AV’s use of company suffers from the same kind of problem.
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By virtue of its association with a large number of people (for example, the whole multitude of Israel)
hamon is also used for large and small numbers of objects and things – such as the inventory of the
temple.

Hamon is also used a number of times with the word qol which means noise or sound in the sense of
characterising the noise – the sound of many waters.  In these instances, qol indicates that a description
of the sound is about to follow and when the description includes hamon, hamon is in the construct
state accompanying the noun that is the source of the sound – for example: I hear the sound of an
“abundance of” rain (which refers to the large number of raindrops).  This expression is better
translated as I hear the sound of a heavy fall of rain.  These instances of hamon have to be dealt with
on a case by case basis.

In the case of Solomon and his wives, he certainly desired many wives, but this is the primary meaning
of rab.  The context shows that it is the wives that are being increased in number, and hence Solomon
was collecting them – which seems to have been quite literally what he was doing.  The meaning of
collection means there is a number of items involved and we have to derive from the context as to
whether it is a small or large collection.  In the case of a group of females, the usual English term is a
bevy but for all inanimate things, collection is the appropriate term.  For example, a father of many
“nations” (which hides the construct state of hamon) is better translated as a father of a collection of
“nations”.

The TWOT states that it is very difficult to translate uniformly and the translation will vary from
passage to passage and translator to translator. A study of its usage shows that hamon is a collective
noun and thus can take a single or plural verb.  Given the variety of contexts in which hamon is
translated, the problem of uniformity is overcome if the translation of hamon provides an indication of
the size and/or composition of the group of people (or objects) that are in view.  The collective nouns
listed in Table C.1 cover all the contexts of hamon and do not seem to be used as the prime meaning of
other Hebrew words.

Table C.1 – Meanings of Hamon according to context

Type of group Singular Plural

For the whole group of people, including military and civilian components citizenry citizens

For a military group of people force forces

For a civilian group of people civilian civilians

For group of objects inventory inventories

When the emphasis is on the noise rather than on the number of people commotion –

When hamon is construct for a small group of people (and occasionally, a small
group of objects)

bevy –

When hamon is construct for a collection of objects collection Collections

The cognate verb, hama, should be translated as to make a noise in the majority of its uses.
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C.2.4 Melo

The root verb, male, occurs 249 times and has either a spatial or temporal signification.  Primarily, to
be full, to become full, that is, to exist in richness, abundance, extent, strength.  In spatial contexts it is
used of locusts filling houses; a winepress full of juice; the widow pouring oil into empty vessels until
they are full.  Figuratively, the earth full of violence, mercy, glory, goodness, knowledge.  In temporal
contexts it is used of the completion of a fixed time, such as Rebekah’s pregnancy; the seven days were
full when the Lord struck the Nile; the three weeks were completed while Daniel fasted.  The temporal
significance does not carry over into the adjective or noun.  When used transitively it means fill a thing,
occupy it as in populating the sea and the earth.

As an adjective, melo is used to indicate what “fills up” a large number.  Gen 48:19 is translated in the
NEB as “a whole nation in themselves” (which ignores the plural nations and the fact that it is a noun,
not an adjective!).  Most frequently this word is used with land and speaks of the fullness or the entire
contents belonging to the Lord.  It is used in an absolute sense when referring to full ears of corn, full
price, full of value, spoons of incense.

Feurst states that its figurative meaning is having or possessing in abundance, full of wisdom
(Eze 28:12).

As a masculine noun, that which fills; fullness.  Both the hands full with travail (Ecc 4:6).  Entire
contents; multitude, host; fullness, what fills up or entirely occupies a space: the precious things of the
earth and the fullness thereof.  Sometimes the more exact definition of what makes out the fullness
accompanies it and hence to be translated full with words of measure and extension with that which fills
is often added in the accusative: full perch, full basin, according to his entire stature, a hand full.

Therefore, when it is an adjective, use full and when it is a noun, use fullness.

C.2.5 Parah

Occurs 29 times, 15 of them in Genesis, and it means make fruitful.  Often appears in conjunction with
rabah.  The root, para was used by Joseph in Ephraim’s name, eparayim, because God has made me
fruitful in the country of my affliction .
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