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HERBERT W· ARMSTRONG'S AMBASSADOR COLLEGE
("BRITISH -ISRAELISM")1
PRELIMINARY POINTS British-Israelism has until recently lost much of its zest. The year 1939 was held by followers of its teaching to be of great significance when the Prince of Wales (called Prince David) became monarch. It was said at the time that he would live a long prosperous life which would result in the advent of the Messiah. The Prince of Wales, however, married the twice-divorced Mrs. Simpson and his abdication dealt a temporary blow to British Israelite doctrine.
Now that Britain is ridden with agnosticism and loss of influence in the international world one would have thought that British-Israelism would have little to offer. But recently through the mass media of radio on a world-wide basis, Herbert W. Armstrong's "World Tomorrow" broadcasts have given new life to British-Israel teaching. A number of Bible passages are cited in support of its doctrine and special publications on the subject have circulated since 1954.
In brief, British-Israelism (with some variation) is the belief that modern Britain and the Anglo-Saxon peoples of Canada, the U.S.A., Denmark, Sweden, Holland, France, Germany and Northwestern European nations comprise the "lost" ten tribes of Israel. The following underpinnings are noteworthy:
a) That the term "Jew" as used in Scripture applies only to the two tribes (Judah'and Benjamin) and not to the "House of Israel"-the ten tribes. The terms "Israelite" and "Jew" are not synonymous for British-Israelites.
b) That the return of Jews under Zerubbabel, Ezra and Nehemiah to
Palestine from their captivity was limited to the two tribes.
c) That David's throne is presently the throne on which Queen Elizabeth sits in London, England.2
d) That the "stone of Israel" of Gen. 49:24 was the pillow used by Jacob and carried by him into Palestine. When Nebuchadnezzar invaded the land of Israel in 606 B.C., the daughter of Zedekiah, King of Judah, fled to Egypt with Jeremiah the prophet, taking the stone with her. From Egypt it was shipped by Jews to Ireland, then Scotland and finally found its place in the coronation chair in Westminster Abbey.
1 The term "British-Israelism" is used instead of "Anglo-Israelism" since Herbert Armstrong's doctrine is popularly known by the former term.
2 Some astounding conclusions have been drawn from British-Israelite doctrine. Edward Hine, one of the greatest promoters of its teaching said: "It is an utter impossibility for England ever to be defeated. And this is another result arising entirely from the fact of our being Israel." Edward Hine, "The British Nation identified with Lost Israel", p. 73. Robert Roberts, former editor of the Christadelphian Magazine, engaged Hine in a threenights' debate in Exeter Hall, London, England, 1879. The debate was subsequently published. See, "Are Englishmen Israelites?", (Birmingham: C. C. Walker, 1919).
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GEN. 35:11 "And God said unto him, I am God Almighty: be fruitful and multiply; a nation and a company of nations shall be of thee, and kings shall come out of thy loins"
PROBLEM: On the basis of this passage Armstrong argues as follows: "The Jews have never been more than one nation. They are not, and never have been many nations . . . This promise has never been fulfilled in the Jews. So the 'many nations' are eventually to take shape as a nation-one great, wealthy, powerful nation;1 and another company of nations-a group, or commonwealth of nations allied."2
SOLUTION:
1. Armstrong's argument sounds plausible but it is circular. A Jew is first defined by him to be a member of the tribe of Judah.3 He then concludes that the Jews have never been more than one nation. Of course if Jews are defined to be members of one tribe they will not be more than one nation. The argument assumes what must first be proven, i.e., that the word "Jew" is used exclusively of one nation in Scripture.
2. The following passages indicate that the word "Jew" is not used exclusively in Scripture for members of the tribe of Judah:
a) "Brethren the Jews" (Neh. 5:1,8,17) is synonymous with "all
Israel, dwelt in their cities". (Neh. 7:73).
b) "I am a man which am a Jew" (Acts 21:39;22:3) said Paul. But he also said, "I am an Israelite". (Rom. 11:1).
c) The "all Israel" of I Chron. 9:1 includes "Judah" and "Benjamin".
(1 Chron. 9:3).
d) "And the days that David reigned over Israel were forty years: seven years reigned he in Hebron, and thirty and three years reigned he in Jerusalem." 1 Kings 2:11). David's kingship over Judah in Hebron is counted as part of his reign as king of Israel.
e) Nehemiah, a cupbearer to a Persian king (Neh. 2:1) asked one of his brothers "concerning the Jews that had escaped, which were left of the captivity, and concerning Jerusalem." (Neh. 1:2). But when Nehemiah arrived in Jerusalem, the enemies of the rebuilding
"grieved . . . exceedingly that there was come a man to seek the welfare of the children of Israel" (Neh. 2:10).
f) Shalmaneser, king of Assyria "took Samaria, and carried Israel away into Assyria, and placed them in Halah and in Habor by the river of Gozan, and in the cities of the Medes" (2 Kings
17:6). But when Ahasuerus sent his decree to the 127 provinces of his dominion, it was sent to Jews: "Write ye also for the Jews. . . and it was written according to all that Mordecai commanded unto the Jews . . . unto every people after their language, and
1 By "one great wealthy nation" he means the U.S.A., and by "commonwealth" he refers to Gr. Britain and the British Commonwealth.
2 Herbert W. Armstrong, The United States and the British Commonwealth in Prophecy, (Pasadena: Ambassador College, 1954), pp. 2, 3. Booklet.
3 In the same booklet, Armstrong defines a Jew as follows: "The term 'Jew' is merely a nickname for 'Judah'. It applies to the one nation, or House of Judah only-never to the house of Israel." p. 7.
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to the Jews according to their writing, and according to their language." (Esther 8:8,9).4 The decree was not addressed to Jews in Babylon and Israelites in Media which one would have expected if British-Israel theory were true.
3. Genesis 35:11 provides no proof that the "company of nations" refers to the Anglo-Saxon peoples. Armstrong's case rests merely on assertion, but to assert, is not to prove. Any points of alleged identification must rest therefore, on other evidence which can be considered separately.
4. The land promised to Jacob was the same land promised to Abraham and Isaac (Gen. 35:12). This was "the land of Canaan" (Gen. 17:8) in which Abraham as a sojourner was invited to see (Gen. 13:14,15), but not to ultimately possess. (Heb. 11:8-16; Acts 7:5). It is not the land of Great Britain, U.S.A. and other Commonwealth countries.
5. The blessing upon Jacob cannot be understood to refer merely to the literal descendants-the twelve tribes, since the Apostle Paul's exposition in Rom. 4:16,17 requires an application of the "nations" to those who share the faith of Abraham: "Therefore it is of faith, that it might be by grace; to the end the promise might be sure to all the seed; not to that only which is of the law, but to that also which is of the faith of Abraham; who is the father of us all, (As it is written, I have made thee a father of many nations) . . . " (Rom. 4:16,17). The father of many nations refers to "us all" (Jew and Gentile alike) on the basis of faith, not pedigree. Faith, not Anglo-Saxon origin constitutes one a member of the "many nations".
6. Armstrong argues against the spiritual import of the passage on the following grounds: "It could not pertain to the Church, for there is but one true Church acknowledged in the Bible, and it is not a nation, or a group of nations, but a collection of called-out individuals scattered thru all nations."5 Armstrong is right in saying that there is only one true Church acknowledged in the Bible, but he is wrong in saying that it is not a nation. Peter wrote to the "strangers scattered throughout Pontus, Galatia, Cappadocia, Asia and Bithynia." (1 Pet. 1:1). Although they were literally scattered in all these areas, Peter addressed them as "a chosen generation, a royal priesthood, an holy nation/'6
(1 Pet. 2:9). Similarly "nation" is used in the sense of a "multitude; people living under common institutions"7 in the following two passages:
4 Peter on the Day of Pentecost addressed "Jews, devout men, out of every nation under heaven". (Acts 2:5). Some of these Jews came from Media and Persia (Acts 2:9) and were no doubt descendants of the northern kingdom-Israelites. (Cf. 2 Kings 17:6).
5 Herbert Armstrong, The United States and the British Commonwealth in Prophecy, (Pasadena: Ambassador College, 1954), p. 3.
6 "Ethnos", the Greek word translated "nation" in this passage is the same Greek word used in the Septuagint translation of Gen. 17:5, 35:11 and Paul's citation in Rom. 4:17.
7 "Goi" the Hebrew word translated "nation" means "a corporate body". It is translated "Gentile" 30 times, "heathen" 142 times, and "nation" 373 times. Robert Young, Analytical Concordance to the Holy Bible, (London: Lutterworth Press, 1965 ed.). The Greek equivalent used by the Apostle Paul is "ethnos" which means "a multitude; people, living under common institutions." E. W. Bullinger, A Critical Lexicon and Concordance, (London: Bagster and Sons Lt., 1957 ed.).
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a) " . . . I will provoke you to jealousy by them that are no people, and by a foolish nation I will anger you." (Rom. 10:19). What geographical area, or racial characteristics can be ascribed to this nation?
b) "Therefore say I unto you, The kingdom of God shall be taken from you, and given to a nation bringing forth the fruits thereof."
(Matt. 21:43). To what pedigree was Jesus referring by his reference to the "other nation?" What was its geographical location? Believers are nations (people living under common institutions) and collectively they form the one Ecclesia (body of called-out ones).
7. Armstrong's conclusion that " 'the many nations' are eventually to take shape as a nation-one great, wealthy, powerful nation" is neither stated nor implied in either the verse or the context.
EZRA 1:5 "Then rose up the chief of the fathers of Judah and Benjamin, and the priests, and the Levites . . . to go up to build the house of the LORD which is in Jerusalem"
EZRA 2:1 "Now these are the children of the province that went up . . . whom Nebuchadnezzar the king of Babylon had carried away unto Babylon, and came again unto Jerusalem and Judah, every one unto his city"
PROBLEM On the basis of these passages Armstrong argues as follows:
"Those who returned to Palestine to rebuild the temple and restore worship 70 years after Judah's captivity were all of the House of Judah-all Jews-All of those whom Nebuchadnezzar had carried away. They returned again 'unto Jerusalem and Judah, every one unto his city.' (Ezra 2:1). Only those of the tribes of Judah, Benjamin and Levi, who constituted the house of Judah returned at that time. (Ezra 1:5). Consequently those in Jerusalem in the time of Christ were of these tribes, not of the House of Israel."1
SOLUTION:
1. If the 10 tribes were "lost" at the time of Zerubbabel, why was a sin offering offered for "all Israel"-"twelve he goats, according to the number of the tribes of Israel"? (Ezra 6:16,17). Under Ezra the "children of those that had been carried away, which were come out of the captivity, offered burnt offerings untct the God of Israel, twelve bullocks for all Israel . . . " (Ezra 8:35).
2. Armstrong asserts that, "only those of the tribes of Judah, Benjamin, and Levi, who constituted the house of Judah returned at that time". But this argument neglects to take into account that members of the
10 tribes were also constituents of the Kingdom of Judah in the south.
1 Herbert W. Armstrong, The United States and the British Commonwealth in Prophecy, (Pasadena: Ambassador College, 1954), p. 9.
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When the captivities took place it was a mixture of the tribes which was carried off. Consider the evidence:
a) The Kingdom of Judah in the south consisted from the start of some of 4 tribes and not just 2 tribes-Levi (2 Chron. 11:13,16,) and Simeon (Josh. 19:9) which had its territory in Judah, dwelt with Judah and Benjamin.
b) There were migrations from the northern to the southern kingdom, as the following passages indicate: i. "And he [Asa, King of Judah] gathered all Judah and
Benjamin, and the strangers with them out of Ephraim and Manasseh, and out of Simeon: for they fell to him out of Israel in abundance, when they saw that the LORD his God was with him." (2 Chron. 15:9). ii. "But as for the children of Israel which dwelt in the cities of Judah, Rehoboam [King of Judah] reigned over them."
(1 Kings 12:17; see also 2 Chron. 11:3).
c) Even after the rebellion which resulted in the setting up of the
Kingdom of Israel in the north, loyal Israelites to the throne of David migrated south-" . . . out of all the tribes of Israel such as set their hearts to seek the LORD God of Israel came to Jerusalem [and] . . . they strengthened the kingdom of Judah. . . " (2 Chron. 11:16,17).
3. Armstrong reasons that "Consequently those in Jerusalem in the time of Christ were of these tribes (i.e., Judah, Benjamin and Levi), not of the House of Israel." He assumes that the 10 tribes were in Great Britain or migrating across Europe in the direction of Great Britain. But such reasoning is incompatible with the following New Testament evidence:
a) The disciples were sent to the "lost sheep of the house of Israel."
(Matt. 10:6) Since the teaching of the disciples was confined to Palestine, the tribes of Israel must have been in Palestine, not Europe or Great Britain.2
b) Paul informed his hearers that the "12 tribes" were "instantly serving God day and night". (Acts 26:7). This is a thorough refutation of Armstrong's claim that at this time the 10 tribes had lost "their language, their religion, their land."3
c) Jesus stated that he was sent "unto the lost sheep of the house of
Israel." (Matt. 15:24) But in carrying out his mission there is no Scriptural record of him journeying to Europe or Great Britain to find the lost 10 tribes. If his teaching was only to the three tribes (Judah, Benjamin, and Levi), then he failed in the greater part of his commission. The fact that the teaching of Jesus was confined to Palestine is in itself proof that the 10 tribes were neither geographically lost nor Anglo-Saxon.
2 Anna who "departed not from the temple" was from the tribe of Asher (Lk. 2:36,37), indicating that Jews from tribes other than Judah, Levi and Benjamin lived in Palestine at the time of Christ.
3 Herbert W. Armstrong, The United States and the British Commonwealth in Prophecy, (Pasadena: Ambassador College, 1954), p. 9.
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"For thus scdth the LORD; David shall never want a man to
JER. 33:17
sit upon the throne of the house of Israel . . . "
PROBLEM:
This passage furnishes the critical link in the British Israelite argument. Armstrong puts it this way:
"Not only was that throne established forever, it was to exist continuously forever-through all generations . . . If the throne of David ceased with Zedekiah, then it does not exist today. And if it does not exist, how shall Christ sit upon a non-existent throne?"1
It is on the basis of this reasoning that appeal is made to the ancient annals of Ireland to attempt to prove that Queen Elizabeth now sits on David's throne. Armstrong after citing Irish tradition, states: "In view of the linking together of Biblical history, prophecy, and Irish history, can anyone deny that this Hebrew princess (Tephi) was the daughter of King Zedekiah of Judah, and therefore heir to the throne of David?- That the aged patriarch was in fact Jeremiah, and his companion Jeremiah's scribe, or secretary, Baruch? . . .The Royal Family of the British Commonwealth possesses a chart showing its ancestry, every generation, back to Heremon and Tephi, to Zedekiah, on back to David .. . "2
SOLUTION:
1. If the throne of David has been "overturned" and now exists in
London, are the priests and the Levites offering burnt offerings, kindling meat offerings and doing "sacrifice continually?" (Jer. 33:
18). British-Israelites only quote the first part of the covenant, but the covenant continues: "Neither shall the priests the Levites want a man before me to offer burnt offerings, and to kindle meat offerings, and to do sacrifice continually." (Jer. 33:18). Notice the similar references in vs. 21, 22.
2. The promise, "David shall never want a man to sit upon the throne of the house of Israel" is future, commencing with the reign of Christ and not with the reign of David.3 Consider the context:
a) "Behold, the days come . . . " (vs. 14). What days? "In those days, and at that time, will I cause the Branch of righteousness
1 Herbert W. Armstrong, The United States and the British Commonwealth in Prophecy, (Pasadena: Ambassador College, 1954), p. 6.
2 Ibid., pp. 19, 20.
3 Armstrong also cites 2 Sam. 7 in support of his doctrine that there has been an unbroken continuity in the Davidic throne. But the same mistake is made in the interpretation of this reference as in his interpretation of Jer. 33:17. God says: " . . . thou [David] shalt sleep with thy fathers, I will set up thy seed after thee . . . and I will establish the throne of his kingdom for ever. I will be his father, and he shall be my son . . . " (2 Sam. 7:12-14). These words refer to Jesus Christ and not to Solomon as Armstrong alleges. This is the inspired interpretation given in Hebrews 1:5. The continuance of the throne until the promised seed (Christ) would come is conditional upon Israel obeying God's statutes. This is stated in David's charge to Solomon: " . . . If thy children take heed to their way, to walk before me in truth with all their heart and with all their soul, there shall not fail thee (said he) a man on the throne of Israel." (1 Kings 2:4). Israel did not walk faithfully and so God removed the diadem and crown. (Ezek. 21:26).
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to grow up unto David; and he shall execute judgment and righteousness in the land." (vs. 15). The Branch is singular (i.e., "he") and does not, therefore, refer to a successive line of kings and queens. No monarch in the history of Great Britain can be said to have executed judgment and righteousness in the land. This description can only refer to Jesus Christ.
b) "In those days shall Judah be saved, and Jerusalem shall dwell safely: and this is the name wherewith she shall be called, The LORD our righteousness." (vs. 16). Neither Judah, Jerusalem nor Great Britain can be said to presently be "saved" or "dwell safely." Certainly today, Great Britain does not merit the description, "The LORD our righteousness." It has been judged by non-religious men as a decadent, agnostic, atheistic and pseudo-religious society.
3. Scripture never refers to the throne of David being removed from
Palestine to any other country. Scripture never refers to a return of Davids throne from any country to Jerusalem at the time of Christ's return. Such assumptions must be read into Scripture by the British- Israel theory.
4. Jesus will not return to a non-existent throne. David's throne will be re-established in Jerusalem. (Luke 1:32,33). As the prophet wrote: "After this I will return, and will build again the tabernacle of David, which is fallen down; and I will build again the ruins thereof, and I will set it up." (Acts 15:16).
5. Hosea states clearly that "the children of Israel shall abide many days without a king, and without a prince, and without a sacrifice . . . "
(Hosea 3:4). Only in the "latter days" shall the children of Israel "return, and seek the LORD their God, and David their king: and shall fear the LORD and his goodness in the latter days." (Hosea 3:5). The language of these two verses is incompatible with Armstrong's claim that there never has been a break in the Davidic line. Furthermore, it cannot be said of the Commonwealth nations nor of the U.S.A. that in these latter days they "seek the LORD their God."
JER. 43:5-7 "But Johanan . . . took all the remnant of Judah . . . and the king's daughters, . . . into the land of Egypt."
PROBLEM: Armstrong reasons on the basis of these verses that David's throne was preserved by one of King Zedekiah's daughters fleeing to Egypt. The royal seed was then replanted about
580 B.C. in Ireland, "later overturned a second time and replanted in Scotland, overturned a third time planted in London, from where it cannot be overturned or moved again until the coming of Christ, when it once again shall be overturned and transplanted back in Jerusalem."1
The royal party "brought with them some remarkable things,
1 Herbert W. Armstrong, The United States and the British Commonwealth in Prophecy, (Pasadena: Ambassador College, 1954), p. 20.
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including the harp, an ark, and a wonderful stone called 'Lia- FaiF, or 'stone of destiny' . . . many kings in the history of Ireland, Scotland, and England have been coronated sitting over this stone,-including the present queen. The stone rests, today, in Westminster Abbey in London, and the Coronation Chair is built over and around it. A sign beside it labels it 'Jacob's pillar-stone.' (Gen. 28:18)"2
SOLUTION:
1. Even if Zedekiah's daughters had escaped as stated, they were not in the royal line. Zedekiah was an interloper instated by the Babylonians. "And he [Nebuchadnezzar] carried away Jehoiachin [King of Judah] to Babylon, and the king's mother, and the king's wives, and his officers, and the mighty of the land, those carried he into captivity from Jerusalem to Babylon . . . And the king of Babylon made Mattaniah his father's brother king in his stead, and changed his name to Zedekiah." (2 Kings 24:15,17). See also the genealogy in Matt.
1:11-13. This evidence completely destroys the case Armstrong is trying to make for the transplantation of the "royal seed."
2. Armstrong presents the escape of the daughters of King Zedekiah as a providential move to preserve the "royal seed". Scripture, however, makes it clear that the move to Egypt was for punishment. "So they came into the land of Egypt: for they obeyed not the voice of the LORD . . . " (Jer. 43:7). Even while in Egypt their wickedness was manifest: " . . . ye provoke me unto wrath with the works of your hands, burning incense unto other gods in the land of Egypt . . . "
(Jer. 44:8). All but a small number escaped since God had declared "they shall all be consumed, and fall in the land of Egypt . . . they shall die, from the least even unto the greatest, by the sword and by the famine . . . " (Jer. 44:12).
3. Armstrong reasons that the small number (Jer. 44:28) included the
"royal seed" which departed for Ireland. This conclusion does not follow for these reasons:
a) The alleged royal seed is not mentioned as escaping. The fact that
"all the women" (Jer. 44:15), told Jeremiah that they would not listen to him, but rather preferred the queen of heaven is suggestive that the King's daughters did not escape. (See Jer. 44:16,18).
b) Those who did escape returned to Judah (Jer. 44:14,28). Scripture is silent about a trip to Ireland.
4. The evidence that the Coronation Stone in Westminster Abbey is the stone Jacob used for a pillow is not conclusive. Consider the following:
a) The Coronation Stone is red sandstone, the stones of Bethel are white limestone.
b) Jacob said, "And this stone, which I have set for a pillar, shall be God's house . . . " (Gen. 28:22). To set the stone for a pilter is not the kind of language one would ordinarily associate wiih taking the stone with him on the journey.
5. Ezekiel makes no reference to the throne of David being removed
2 Ibid., p. 19.
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to a different location. This information must be read into the passage.
The language employed by Ezekiel is an emphatic denial that the throne of David existed anywhere after the death of Zedekiah. " . . . and it shall be no more, until he come whose right it is . . . "3 (Ezek. 21:27, cf. "there shall not be even a trace of it until he comes whose rightitis",R.S.V.).
6. "I will overturn, overturn, overturn, it", ("ruin, ruin, ruin", R.S.V.) may be emphatic emphasis4 for the overturning by the Babylonians in the time of Zedekiah, or it may refer to the three invasions by the Babylonians, Antiochus Epiphanes and Titus. The language, "remove the diadem, and take off the crown" (Ezek. 21:26)-symbols of the political government, indicates a termination of the Davidic throne. It would remain so "until he come"-the Lord Jesus Christ. Israel was subsequently to remain "many days without a prince, and without a sacrifice". (Hosea 3:4). This language is incompatible with Armstrong's claim that the Davidic throne merely changed location without interruption of continuity.
3 "Abase him that is high" (Ezek. 21:26) is likely a reference to the subsequent degradation suffered by the wicked King Zedekiah at the hands of the Babylonians, (see
2 Kings 25:7). "Exalt him that is low" may refer to the poor left in the land, (see Jer. 40:7).
4 Note the similarity of emphasis on the word "earth" in Jer. 22:29.
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