
The Truth
Plagiarism and the Christadelphian founder

S. Young

An elder must be blameless...one who loves what is good, who is
self-controlled, upright, holy and disciplined (italics added) (Titus
1:6,8).1

1. Introduction
In 1854, the founder of the Christadelphians, John Thomas, published a little known book
called Anatolia. In its preface, he wrote that his book was "...original throughout".2 However,
in 1881, David King, a religious editor and writer, published an article that uncovered plagia-
rism in Anatolia.3 Because of the seriousness of this charge, this paper's research was under-
taken. The following paper is an investigation of the claim that Thomas was a plagiarist. This
is done by examining his books Elpis Israel, a book still read by Christadelphians, and
Anatolia. 

In turning to a discussion about plagiarism, the term must be defined. The modern definition
for 'plagiarise' is, "take (the work or idea of someone else) and pass it off as one’s own."4

Likewise, in the 19th century, plagiarism was defined as, "literary theft, adoption of the
thoughts or works of another"5 and again in another dictionary simply as, "literary theft."6

Therefore, in the 19th century (Thomas's time), dictionary writers defined the word in much
the same way as it is defined today.

Similarly, John Thomas was also aware of plagiarism and this is known because in Anatolia's
preface, he discussed a few instances where others plagiarised from him. He wrote in this
book's preface, 

Unlike “The Coming Struggle,” “The Supplement to The Coming Struggle,” and 
“The Coming Rest,” all inaccurate unacknowledged plagiarisms from Elpis Israel, a 
work published by the author in London in 1850, and republished in New York in 
1851—Anatolia is original throughout. (bold added, italics are in the original)7 

From this example, it is clear that Thomas understood what plagiarism was, as he used the
word against those that practised it against him. Therefore, Thomas knew it was literary theft
as it was defined in that period. In fact, plagiarism is more than theft. It is deception as an au-
thor tries to make others believe that he/she authored words, which they did not. 

In order to avoid plagiarism, all that is required is clear acknowledgment of any copied or
paraphrased text. In Thomas's time, authors regularly cited and acknowledged their sources
as writers do today. Citation was common practice. This can be seen in Granville Penn's book
that is quoted extensively in this paper and of which Thomas was well acquainted, as is
shown below. From Penn's material, the reader is able to witness 19th century referencing and
its almost exact similarity to the referencing of today. In short, citation is not a new concept.
In fact, it was in active use in Thomas's day.



2. Examining the book, Elpis Israel 
In the following pages, the evidence that John Thomas plagiarised Granville Penn's The
Prophecy of Ezekiel (1814) will be examined and it will be shown that Thomas did in fact
plagiarise extensively from Penn and others. This will be done by looking at the evidence
found in Elpis Israel (1850) and Anatolia (1854). The reader is invited to examine the evi-
dence for himself/herself as given below in Table 1 and Table 2.i 

Table 1: The beginning of Thomas's plagiarism of Penn in Elpis Israel

1st underlined text: Thomas implies that he is the author of the material that follows in Elpis
(pp. 436 - 442 of Elpis Israel - Logos ed.). However, the problem is that Penn is the prin-
cipal author of the text found in the material, which spans several pages, of Elpis. Compare
the tables below for yourself.  

2nd underlined text: This is where the actual misappropriation begins. Notice: No citation, no
quotation marks, and no mention of the true author – Granville Penn. 

8

i. Readers are encouraged to look at the substantial quotes below, which will help as a 
starting point, and to also look up the references themselves. Penn's work is now available 
freely on Google Books and the Christadelphians have made Elpis Israel available online. In 
addition, all references at the end of the paper should help the interested reader.

2



Table 2: Elpis Israel examined in light of Granville Penn's much earlier work

Elpis Israel by John Thomas9, ii;
First published in 1850. 

The Prophecy of Ezekiel10 by Granville Penn; The edi-
tion here was published in 1814 (before Elpis Israel).

...so that the difference of the two
translations turns upon the He-
brew word rosh being regarded as
a proper, or common, noun. The
Seventy were sensible, that in this
place it was not an appellative
noun, but a proper name; and
they rendered it accordingly by
Ros. But Jerome not finding any
such proper name among the na-
tion-families mentioned in Gene-
sis, rather disputed the septuagint
reading, and preferred to consider
the word Ros as a common noun;
and his interpretation, established
in the Latin Vulgate, has univer-
sally prevailed throughout the
west. Jerome, however, was more
scrupulous than the editors of lat-
er versions, who have unquali-
fiedly rejected it as a proper
name; for although he inclined to
the other rendering, he did not
feel authorized to reject altogether
one so ancient, and he has there-
fore preserved them both,
translating...11

ii. The research for this paper has primarily been done using the fourth edition of Elpis 
Israel from the publisher Logos Publications. However, any differences in the text here and 
the Logos edition are probably due to manuscript differences. This is because the text in this 
paper is from http://www.antipas.org/ (See end note 9 & # for full address at the time of 
writing).  

The Antipas website inserts page numbers into the Elpis Israel text and these have been 
removed in this paper for formatting reasons. Also, the Elpis Israel text has been placed next 
to the corresponding Prophecy of Ezekiel text. This may sometimes break up Elpis Israel's 
natural paragraph format. Otherwise, the Elpis Israel text is straight from the website.
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...the passage thus -- "Gogueiii, ter-
ram, Magogue, principem capitis
(sive Ros) Mosoch et Thubal."

But the question between the phras-
es "the chief prince," and "the
prince of Ros," has been long set at
rest by the concurring judgment of
the learned, who have adopted the
primitive interpretation of the
Alexandrine Jews. And although
the common english version has not
the benefit of their decision, yet the
title of the prophecy has been gen-
erally received among the erudite
portion of the western nations for
nearly 200 years, according to the
ancient Greek interpretation; that is
to say, as uniting the three proper
names of nations Ros, Mosc, and
Tobl.12

iii. John Thomas has edited the quote from Penn's work.
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By the insertion of vowels, or
vowel-points, these words have
been made to assume the differ-
ent forms of Meshech, Mesoch,
Tubal, and Thobel; but, as the
meaning of Hebrew words de-
pends not on the points, but
upon the radical consonants, or
letters, it may be as well to ex-
press these names by the forms
and elements of the original
words, for by so doing we keep
nearer to the original idea, and
are less likely to be mystified by
hypothesis.13
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"Ros," says David Levi, "is not an
appellative, as in the common
translation of the Bible, but a
proper name." The word "chief"
ought, therefore, to be replaced by
the proper name Ros, or Rosh.

But what nations are signified by
these three proper names? This
question has been long since de-
termined by the learned. The cele-
brated Bochart, about the year
1640, observed in his elaborate re-
searches into Sacred Geography,
that Ros is the most ancient form
under which history makes men-
tion of the name of RUSSIA; and
he contended that Ros and Mosc
properly denote the nations of
Russia...14
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...and Moscovy. "It is credible,"
says he, "that from Rhos and
Mesech (that is the Rhossi and
Moschi) of whom Ezekiel speaks,
descended the Russians and
Moscovites, nations of the great-
est celebrity in European
Scythia." We have, indeed, ample
and positive testimony, that the
Russian nation was called Ros by
the Greeks in the earliest period
in which we find it mentioned, as
(EquoV de oi RwV Skuqikon, peri
ton arktwon Tauron); that is, "the
Ros are a Scythian nation, bor-
dering on the northern Taurus."
And their own historians say, "It
is related that the Russians
(whom the Greeks called Ros,
and sometimes Rosos) derived
their name from Ros, a valiant
man, who delivered his nation
from the yoke of their tyrants."15
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Thus, then, weiv discern the mod-
ern names of Russia and of
Moscow, of Moskwa, in the an-
cient names of Ros and Mosc, or
Muse. 

It is not difficult to recognize in
Tobl, Tubl, or Thobel, a name
which naturally connects itself
with them; and which, in conjunc-
tion with them, tends, in a very
remarkable manner,...16

iv. The personal pronoun applies to Granville Penn and his audience. However, the 
readership of Elpis Israel would naturally have read this as John Thomas and his audience. 
The problem being that John Thomas did not write this text, nor is it clarified when the 
personal pronoun is used here.
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...to determine and fix the proper
object of the prediction. The river
Tobol gives name to the city To-
bolium, or Tobolski the metropolis
of the extensive region of Siberia,
lying immediately eastward of the
territories of Moscovy, or Mosc.
Tobol and Mosc are mentioned to-
gether by Ezekiel, who character-
izes them as nations trading in
copper (Ezek. 27:13); a metal
which, it is notorious, abounds in
the soil of Siberia;...

...includes all the northern part of
Asia which borders on Russia to
the west, on the Ice-Sea [Artic
Ocean] to the north, on the Eastern
Ocean [Pacific Ocean] on the east,
and on Great Tartary [central Asia]
to the south.v, 17

v. John Thomas has not attributed these words in Elpis Israel to Busching (Büsching) 
but has injected them into his own work with no attribution. 
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And thus the three denominations Ros,
Mosc, and Tobl, united in the prophecy,
point out, with equal capacity and con-
ciseness, those widely extended regions,
which, at the present day, we denominate
collectively THE RUSSIAN EMPIRE.18
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...is his proper dominion. "Whoever
reads Ezekiel," says Michaelis, "can
hardly entertain a doubt that Gogue is
the name of a sovereign, and Magogue
that of his people; the prophet speaks
of the former, not as a people, but as
AN EMPEROR."19
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Let usvi, then, now inquire, where is
the region styled Magogue; that we
may be enabled to ascertain of what
people besides the Russians, Gogue
will be the Emperor. And as Gomer,
and Togarmah of the north quarters,
are represented as being connected
with him, we shall also endeavour to
find out what modern nations will an-
swer to these names.

We know from the Hebrew scriptures
that Magogue and Gomer were the
names of two sons of Japhet [Gen.
10:2; 1 Chron. 1:5]; and it is to ancient
Hebrew authority alone that we can re-
sort to learn where, according to the
common repute of the Israelites, the
nations which descended from these
two heads of families, and which long
retained the proper names of those
heads, were spread and established.
Josephus says, "that Japhet, the son of
Noah, had seven sons who, proceeding
from their primitive seats in the moun-
tains of Taurus and Amanus, ascended
Asia to the river Tanais (or Don); and
there entering Europe, penetrated as
far westward as the Straits of Gibral-
tar, occupying the lands which they
successively met with in their
progress; all of which were uninhabit-
ed; and bequeathed their names to
their different families, or nations.
That Gomer founded the Gomari,
whom the Greeks, at that time,...20

vi. The personal pronoun applies to Granville Penn and his audience. However, the 
readership of Elpis Israel would naturally have read this as John Thomas and his audience. 
The problem being that John Thomas did not write this text, nor is it clarified when the 
personal pronoun is used here.
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...called Galatae -- and that Ma-
gogue founded the Magogae,
whom the Greeks then called
Scythae." It only, therefore, re-
mains for usvii to ascertain, which
were the nations that the Greeks,
in the time of Josephus, called
Scythae, and which they then
called Galatae; and to observe
whether the geographical affini-
ties of these nations are such as
answer to those which are plainly
required by the prophecy for Ma-
gogue and Gomer.

Herodotus, the most ancient
Greek writer accessible, acquaints
us, "that the name Scythae was a
name given by the Greeks to an
ancient and widely extended peo-
ple of Europe, who had spread
themselves from the river Tanais,
or Don, westward, along the
banks of the Ister, or Danube."
"The Greeks,"...21

vii. The personal pronoun applies to Granville Penn and his audience. However, the 
readership of Elpis Israel would naturally have read this as John Thomas and his audience. 
The problem being that John Thomas did not write this text, nor is it clarified when the 
personal pronoun is used here.
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...observes Major Rennel, "ap-
pear to have first used the term
Scythia, in its application to
their neighbours, the Scythians
of the Euxine [Black Sea],
who were also called Getae, or
Gothi; and were those who af-
terwards subdued the Roman
empire: and from which origi-
nal stock the present race of
people in Europe seem to be
descended." And again, "the
Scythians of Herodotus appear
to have extended themselves in
length from Hungary, Transyl-
vania, and Wallachia, on the
westward; to the river Don on
the eastward." Thus the testi-
mony of Herodotus and Jose-
phus is in perfect agreement
concerning the progress of
Magogue and Gomer. In these
same regions the Scythae con-
tinued many ages after
Herodotus, and even long after
the time of Josephus;...22
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...for Dio Cassius, who lived
150 years after Josephus, and
above 200 after Christ, relates,
that Pompey, in his return into
Europe from Asia, "determined
to pass to the Ister, or Danube,
through the Scythae; and so to
enter Italy." These were the
original Scythae. But Herodotus
states further, that a portion of
the same people, in an after age,
turned back upon the European
seats of their fathers, and estab-
lished themselves in Asia; and
from these sprung the Asiatic
Scythae, who, in process of
time, almost engrossed the name
to themselves.23
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Since the name of Scythae, i.e.
Magogue, is to be considered
not by itself, but in geographical
connection with Galatae, or
Gomer, weviii have only to in-
quire, whether any geographical
affinity is really ascribed by the
Greeks to the Scythae and
Galatae? and to ascertain to
what regions of the earth those
names, so associated, were ap-
plied. If we can discover these
two points, we ought thereby to
have discovered specifically the
Magogue of the prophecy,
which is to be associated with
the region, or people, of Gomer.

Diodorus Siculus, who lived
about a century before Jose-
phus, traces them much further
into Europe than the Danube;
even to the shores of the Baltic,
and to the very confines of the
Galatae of the Greeks. In
speaking of the amber found
upon the shores of that sea, he
there places the region expressly
denominated, "Scythia above, or
north of,...24

viii. The personal pronoun applies to Granville Penn and his audience. However, the 
readership of Elpis Israel would naturally have read this as John Thomas and his audience. 
The problem being that John Thomas did not write this text, nor is it clarified when the 
personal pronoun is used here.
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...Galatia." In which description
weix at length find the Scythae,
or Magogue, in the immediate
neighborhood of the Galatae of
the Greeks, or Gomer.

Galatia is the common and fa-
miliar name used by all the earli-
er Greek historians for Gaul, the
Gallia of the Latins; and Galatai
is the common Greek name for
Gauls, or the Galli of the
Latins.25

ix. The personal pronoun applies to Granville Penn and his audience. However, the 
readership of Elpis Israel would naturally have read this as John Thomas and his audience. 
The problem being that John Thomas did not write this text, nor is it clarified when the 
personal pronoun is used here.
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Thus, "all the Galatae," (or
Gauls) says Strabo, "were
called Celtae by the Greeks;"
and the converse is equally
true: "the Celtae were called
Galatae by the Greeks, and
Galli by the Latins." To inquire,
who were "the Galatae of the
Greeks?" is, therefore, the
same, as to inquire who were
the Galli of the Romans? 

A colony of these Galatae, or
Galli, indeed, in the third centu-
ry before Christ, emigrated
from Gaul and established
themselves in Asia Minor;
where they were ever after
called by their...26
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...Greek name, Galatians. 

Diodorus' "Scythia above Gaul ex-
tending towards the Baltic," accu-
rately describes that large tract of
Europe above the Rhine, or northern
boundary of Gaul, through which
flow the rivers Elbe, Ems, and
Weser. Here, and in the countries
immediately adjoining, were the
SCYTHE bordering upon the
GALATAE on the north; that is to
say, a considerable part of MA-
GOGUE, geographically associated
with GOMER. ("Gomer, ex quc
Galatae, id est, Galli," that is to say,
"Gomer, from whom proceeded the
Galatae, that is, the Gauls." lsidor.
Origin lib. ix. He wrote about A.D.
600.) Diodorus elsewhere describes
the northern part of Galatia, or Gaul,
as confining upon Scythia. "The
Greeks," says he, "call those who in-
habit Marseilles and the inland terri-
tory, and all those who dwelt to-
wards the Alps and the Pyrenean
Mountains,...27
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...by the name of Celts; but
those who occupy the country
lying to the northward, between
the Ocean and the Hercynian
mountain, and all others as far
as Scythia, they denominate
Galatae; but the Romans call all
those nations by one collective
appellation, Galatae; that is,
Galli." These geographical
affinities unite in the name of
Celto-Scythae, mentioned by
Strabo. "The ancient Greeks,"
says he, "at first called the
northern nations by the general
name of Scythians; but when
they became acquainted with
the nations in the West, they be-
gan to call them by the different
names of Celts, Celto-Scythae;"
and again, "the ancient Greek
historians called the northern
nations, collectively, Scythians,
and Celto-Scythae:" which lat-
ter name plainly denoted the
most western portion of the
Scythae, adjoining Gaul; of the
number of whom were the
Scythae on the north of the
Galatae, or the Sknqai uper
Galatiau.28
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In this general description may
easily be discerned, that ex-
tended portion of the West of
Europe, comprehending ancient
Gaul, Belgium, and the coun-
tries bordering upon them,
which constituted in our day
the Napoleon empire. 

Gomer, then, points immediate-
ly to France.

"Scythia above Gaul," or Ma-
gogue above Gomer, or to the
north of it, through which
flowed the Elbe, Ems, and
Weser, was the country from
whence proceeded principally
that renowned people, who, in
the early ages of Romanismx,
formed an extensive confedera-
cy with their kindred nations
upon the Rhine, which had mi-
grated successively...29

x. John Thomas is freely editing here Granville Penn's words and quite potentially 
Penn's willed meaning; Compare with original.
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...thither from the regions of the
Danubexi; and who, under the
common denomination of
FRANKS, over ran Gaul, and sub-
dued it; and finally establishing
their power and population in the
conquered country, permanently
superseded the name of Gaul by
that of FRANCE. "As for the seats
of the Franks," says the "Universal
History," "it appears from their
constant excursions into Gaul, that
they dwelt on the banks of the
Rhine, in the neighbourhood of
Mentz. All historians speak of
them as placed there till their set-
tling in Gaul. Their country, ac-
cording to the best modern geog-
raphers and historians, was...30

xi. John Thomas has dropped out a citation from Penn's work. 
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...bounded on the north by the
Ocean; on the west by the Ocean
and the Rhine; on the south by the
Maine; and on the east by the
Weser."

These, therefore, were the Kelto-
Sknqai, or Sknqai uper thu Galat-
ian, the Celto-Scythians, or Scythi-
ans on the northern confine of
Gaul; that is, Magogue in contigui-
ty with Gomer.31
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The Chaldean interpreter applies
the name of Magogue to the Ger-
mans, in short all the ancients
looked for the Magogue of scrip-
ture in the West. The Scythae of
Asia, who, as we have seen, were
only a partial emigration, or re-
flux, from their ancient stock in
Europe, cannot, with any sound-
ness of criticism, be taken ac-
count of in this argument.

These, then, are the regions
which are to supply the numerous
and formidable armies...32
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...with which their arrogant and
mighty emperor, prophetically de-
nominated Gogue, is hereafter "to
ascend as a cloud" [Ezek. 38:9; see
vs. 16] against the Holy Land, not
long after he shall have gone, "like
a whirlwind," [Dan. 11:40] against
the Little Horn.

Let us now consider, as briefly as
possible, the applicability of this
word to the Prince of Ros, Mosc,
and Tobl.33
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As seen above, Thomas led the reader to believe that he authored the material that followed
when he wrote, "It will, therefore, be my endeavour in the following pages to identify this ad-
versary of Israel and their king..." (emphasis added).34 From here, he copied Penn's material
on page 436 of Elpis Israel (Logos ed.) through to page 442. Therefore, from the very begin-
ning of the section of Elpis, Thomas led the reader to believe that he wrote the section. He did
not indicate in anyway that Penn was the true author of material in Elpis Israel. 

Around seventeen years from publication, John Thomas made an excuse for the situation of
plagiarising Penn. This is because his critics were causing him trouble over the issue. In his
fourth preface, he mentioned the trouble and made his excuse for the plagiarism and with no
apology, which went as follows,  

A writer upwards of fifty years ago, gleaned from Bochart's Researches into Sacred 
Geography, and the writings of Major Rennel, and others, the information identifying 
Ezekiel's names with modern countries of Europe and Asia. This he transferred to 
these pages for the reader's benefit. In his acknowledgement of this fact on page 437xii

, 35, he did not name the compiler; because the point which was original with him, 
which was the absurd application of what he had gleaned to the first Napoleon in his 
invitations of Russia and signal overthrow there, the author of Elpis Israel altogether 
denied. It would have been unnecessary to allude to this, but that cavillers of the 
meaner sort have busied themselves over the omission.36 

Using this preface entry, Thomas tried to rid himself of the charge of plagiarism while still
having a problem giving credit to Penn by naming him.xiii Rather than credit, he tries to make
the unnamed author sound like a lazy author and downplays his own significant reliance on
Penn's research and Penn's very words, sentences, and paragraphs for page after page. 

Furthermore, over and against the claims of Thomas's excusing preface entry, there is nothing
on page 437 that could be considered even the loosest acknowledgement of Penn. Rather, a
very loose and very vague allusion to an unnamed author, who happens to be Penn, does oc-
cur for the first time on page 442. This only happens after misappropriating Penn's work and
words for around seven pages in Elpis (pp. 436-442). This only happens after making all the
preceding look like the material was written by himself, John Thomas. After seven pages,
Thomas alluded to this author when he wrote,  

A writer some thirty-five years ago, who very incorrectly applied the name to 
Napoleon, refers to Fredegarius' History as the only satisfactory account of any per-
son of the name of Gogue. Without adopting his application of it to the French emper-
or, I will give the substance of what he says concerning it.37 (emphasis added) 

xii. I assume there is a mistake in Thomas's page reference because there is not even the 
loosest acknowledgment of Penn by any stretch of the imagination on that page. I assume the 
page number should probably be 442 in the preface.35 I have been unable to obtain a copy of 
Elpis Israel with the full fourth preface that is not an edition of Logos Publications to further 
clarify this problem. 

xiii. Why did he not want to name him? Is it because he was still wanting to hide from his 
readers and followers the extent of what he had done? Is it because with Penn's name and the 
book title his readers would then be able to look up for themselves the text and see exactly 
what he had done? In this preface entry, he tries to make it sound like he is just moving 
across information from Penn's material. Rather, he took Penn's very words and moved them 
over to his own text and it made it sound like he wrote the material that followed. To put it 
mildly, the preface entry contains a lack of transparency. In clearer terms, it is deceptive.
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This statement is what Thomas was most likely referring to as acknowledgement in his pref-
ace. However, this statement only informs the reader that Thomas will summarise another au-
thor's argument and not that he has been copying another's words for seven pages prior.
Therefore, Thomas did not identify Penn as the author of the material from pp. 436-442 in
any honest sense. On the contrary, from those pages, Thomas passes off Penn's words, phras-
ing, argument and research as if they were his creation and his research, which they clearly
were not. 

Rather than acknowledgment of the Penn's work, the opposite occurs. Thomas stole Penn's
work due to a number of mechanisms which will be discussed in the following. Firstly,
Thomas made it look like he authored the seven page section by writing at the beginning of
the misappropriated section, "It will, therefore, be my endeavour in the following pages..."
(emphasis added).38 In the very next paragraph following this statement, Thomas starts copy-
ing Penn's words with no intervening acknowledgement of Penn or even an allusion to Penn.
This is quite the opposite of attribution and creates an impression that the following research
and very words are Thomas's own. 

The second mechanism of plagiarism is Thomas's use of personal pronouns. Thomas copies
across Penn's sentences even those sentences with personal pronouns. For instance, Penn
wrote, "Thus then we discern the modern names of Russia and of Moscow..."39 and Thomas
took this across to Elpis as, "Thus, then, we discern the modern names of Russia and of
Moscow..." (emphasis added).40 When Thomas did this, he does not clarify who the personal
pronouns referred to in reality, Penn and his audience. Rather, Thomas inserts the personal
pronouns into Elpis without explanation. This naturally creates the impression that Thomas is
talking about himself and his audience. Therefore, the text reads like Thomas wrote the sec-
tion. But, he did not (See personal pronoun plagiarism which reinforce the false impression
that Thomas was the author on p. 8, 12, 13, 16, and 17). This is not just a once off slip-up but
occurs again and again. 

The third mechanism of plagiarism is not citing Penn. For instance, Thomas did not name or
reference Penn as the author. In addition, he does not set off Penn's material with any indica-
tion of it belonging to another through quotation marks or footnotes.xiv Without this, the read-
er is unable to realise that the material was written by somebody other than Thomas. 

In addition to taking from Penn, he also plagiarised Busching. He did this when plagiarising
from Penn (see p. 9 of this paper and relevant footnote).xv When Thomas stole the material
out of Penn's book, he dropped Penn's clear citation and acknowledgement of a quote from
Busching. Thomas made it look like Busching's material was his own when it was not. When
plagiarising Penn, Thomas did not stop with just one author but also plagiarised Busching. 

In conclusion, the reader is led to think that Thomas wrote the seven page section that was ac-
tually researched and written by Penn (and Busching). In reality, Thomas plagiarised. He
stole. However, if the case is bad in Elpis Israel, it is even worse in Anatolia.

xiv. The use of quotation marks, footnoting, etc was well established in the 19th century. 
See above in The Prophecy of Ezekiel by Penn for examples of the use of quotation marks, 
footnoting, etc.

xv. Not even Thomas's preface entry (discussed above) covers this incident of plagiarism.
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3. Examining the book, Anatolia
This paper will now turn to another example of plagiarism within the work of Thomas. This
example was mentioned by David King and is similar to the example above.41 This plagiarism
occurs in the book that Thomas claimed in the preface that it was "original throughout" (See
Note 1 for a fuller quote). The plagiarism starts on page 65 of Anatolia and ends on page 68.
A brief sampling of the plagiarism is given below in  Table 3 and Table 4.  

Note 1: Here is the longer quote from Anatolia's preface, 
Unlike "The Coming Struggle," "The Supplement to The Coming Struggle," and "The
Coming Rest," all inaccurate unacknowledged plagiarisms from Elpis Israel, a work 
published by the author in London in 1850, and republished in New York in 1851—
Anatolia is original throughout.42

Table 3: Misappropriation example one
Page 65 of Anatolia; Published in 1854.43 Penn's Prophecy of Ezekiel; Published

1814.44

The question as to what nations are signified
by Rosh, Meshekh, and Thuval, has been
long since determined by the learned. The
celebrated Bochart about the year 1640, ob-
served, in his elaborate researches into Sa-
cred Geography...
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Table 4: Misappropriation example two (3 pages later) 

Page 68 of Anatolia; Published in 1854.45 Prophecy of Ezekiel; Published 1814.46

The Chaldean interpreter applies the
name of Magog to the Germans, in
short, all the ancients looked for the
Magog of scripture in the West. The
Scythæ of Asia, who as wexvi have seen
were only a partial emigration, or re-
flux, from their ancient stock in Europe,
cannot, with any soundness of criticism,
be taken account of in this argument.
(bolding added)

From the evidence, then, now before the
reader, the proposition may be consid-
ered as fairly proved, that Daniel's “king
of the north” is the same power as
Ezekiel's “Gog;” and that Gog being the
Russian Power in full manifestation, the
king of the north and the Russian Power
are identical. This position being estab-
lished, we can now look around usxvii,
and far before us into the future, and be
prepared to point out assuredly what
will be the general progress and issue of
the present EASTERN QUESTION.xviii

In conclusion, Penn's work was also plagiarised in Thomas's Anatolia. Again, Thomas can be
seen plagiarising from Penn even taking Penn's personal pronoun references to himself and
applying the reference to himself (see the text above footnoted xvi). This copying of Penn
creates the impression that Thomas is the author. Thomas does not even attempt to clarify
who the pronoun really refers to. This is deceptive. 

In addition, Thomas does not cite or identify the real author, Granville Penn. In fact, he does
not even loosely allude to him in the preceding or following section. In the end, Penn was not
cited at all and was most definitely plagiarised in Anatolia, the book that John Thomas said
was "original throughout".

xvi. The personal pronoun applies to Granville Penn and his audience. However, the 
readership of Elpis Israel would naturally have read this as John Thomas and his audience. 
The problem being that John Thomas did not write this text, nor is it clarified when the 
personal pronoun is used here.

xvii. This last paragraph is the ending paragraph of the section. 

xviii. This last paragraph is the ending paragraph of the section. 
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4. Conclusion
In conclusion, John Thomas has been proven to be a plagiarist. As shown, he has deceptively
stolen the work of Penn and Busching. His plagiarism is at its most brazen in Anatolia, the
book which Thomas claimed to be '...original throughout'. Because of his plagiarism, any
reader of his work should take caution. His cavalier attitude to transparency and truthfulness
does not indicate that he was a trustworthy individual. A man's heart is not known by his
words alone but by his actions. In writing, Thomas stole and deceived. May the man be
known by his actions. He stole. He lied. This is the truth.

———————

An elder must be blameless...one who loves what is good, who is self-controlled, up-
right, holy and disciplined (italics added) (Titus 1:6,8).47 

One writer appropriates the work of another, in the form in which he finds it, giving it 
to the world in his own name, and as his own production. Here the term "plagiarism" 
is inadequate to describe the offence; and by universal consent, the writer who is 
guilty of such wholesale appropriation, is deemed no better than a thief.48 
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5. Future research
As a note to researchers, other authors have definitely been plagiarised by Thomas as I have
found other plagiarism of other authors in Thomas's books. A clue to identifying stolen sec-
tions is to look for areas where Thomas talks as "an expert" on history and original
languages. 
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