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yHE THREE DAYS DISCUSSION.

rue discussion of the question “i)oen
the Bible BSapction Polygamy?’ be-
tween Professor Omson Pratt and Dr.
J. P. Newman, Chapiain of the U. B
S«nate, olosed yesterday afternoon, ae
cordivg to arraogement. The argu-
wentson the affirmative and the nega-
tive appear in our columns, having been
reported in full. The audience on
Saturday was a much larger one than
Friday's; and yesterday there were fully
eleven thousand peérsons present—the
people from the surrounding settle-
meunts haviog come from their homes
to listen to the discussion. We
should have been pleased to have
seen Vice-President Colfax present at
this discussion. He would have had an
opportunity of properly estimating
the act, for which his admirers praised
bim so much last summer—the making
of o lew remarks to a few score persons
in front of the Townsend House one
evening. He had ecaused, or at least
sutlered, the impression to prevail that
he bad performed a wonderfully brave
act in making that speech—indeed
“bearded the lion in his den;"” when
the truth was, if he had made his wishes
kaouwu, instead of selecting a time when
nohody excepting a few stragglers, and
& lfew other persons were present to
hear him, he might have had the
Tubernacle to speak in, and the whole
people as listeners,

lue fsct demounstrated by this discus-
slon, aud whioh we view as being of far
higher importance than the d scussion
itanlf, is one that has always existed,
but which has been repeatedly denled,
namely, that free speech on certain
topics; especially polygamy, did not
exist in Uwah. The spectacle witnessed
at this discussion was thoroughly
uulque. We do not state it too strougly
whea we say that we do not believe it
csn be paralle'ed in any part of Christ-
eudora, Ia what other place, or among
what other people would a church,
chupel or hall be gratuitously furaished
to auy opponent, and the people sus-
peod business and labor, at & very busy
sexson of the year, and assemble from
the surrounding settlements to listen
patiently to an assallant of a doetrine
whioh they hold sacred? In whatother
place could eleven thousand peopls be
gathered together, who would listen as
Quietly as the audience did yesterday
to the condemnation by an opponent
of a religious dootrine as firmy bellev-
ed In and as widely understood as the
doetrioce of patriarchal marriage is by
the Latter-day Balots? We mentally
drew the contrast yesierday belween
the treatment the elders of this chuareh
had recsived in so-called Christian and
free cttles and commonwealths, not for
deuounciog existing institutions and
dootrives, but for advocating the pure
priociples of the gospel—the first prin-
ciples—and we thanked God that a day
had, at last, come when the Latter-day
Saints could set the world an example
lo this as in other respecta.

There are a few points in Dr. New-
mau’s argument yesterday to which
we wish to make reference, because we
thiuvk that it would be doing Professor
Pratt aud the cause he advocated great
iuvjustice to gpffer them to pass In si-
lence. Dr. Newman sald, yesterday,
“I plead for more time; my friends
plead for more time; but time was deni-
ed us, I am therefore restricted to an
hour.” A hearer, or s reader of this re-
mark would lmagine that Dr, Newman
did pot have all the time he wanted to
discuss this question; which would
be simply wuntrue. Professor Pratt’s
propositions, as we have already pub-
lished, were for each disputant to oc-
cupy half an hour alternately, or an
hour alternately. Di. Newman chose
the latter. But Professor Pratt placed
no llmit upon the length of tioae that
shoul!d be ooccupled in the discussion,
This Dr. Newman did bhimesell. He
proposed that the discussion should
bould three dsys—commence on Fri-

day, end on Bupnday. Now, we lis-
tened to his remarks yesterday, which
we buave gquoted, and “ﬂlm them
as desigued Lo create afilse impression.

Auvther polut vast crested a paiaful
geusstton throughout the andience was
the bight, burlesque style In which he
alluded to the words of Jesus. The
Doctor said: “Why, they somewhere
quote a passage that i/ a man forsake his
wife, he shall have & hundred. Well he
ought to go on fursakiong. * * * Bach
s man wou'd keep the Almighty busy
ecreatiog women for him.”

The passage thus ridiculed is found
in Mathew 19th chapter, 27—380, also
Luse 25th chapter, 28—30, and reads:

“Then apswered Peter and said unto
him, Bebold, we have forsaken «ll, and
followed thee: what shall we have
fore?

unto you, Thai yo which bave

in the r
shall ait ‘n the throne of his
shall sit u

| fIw'1ebored hard to show thist Midtay

and Ethiopia were the same couantry,
and thevefore, that Moses' Ethioplan

same pérsop, and that Moses was a mo-

good suthority; yet that historian in-
forms us that Moses married a daugh-
ter of the king of Ethiopla, and that,
too, before he fled to Midian and took
| Jethro's daughter. He plainly shows
that, In the days of Moses, Midian and
Ethiopia were distinct lands, as separ-

are.

be endeavored to make respecting bas-
tardy. He said: ““Theonly ¢hild recog-

ehild born of a Jew and a Pagan wo-
man,”

This he bases on the law of Athens,
that those children were bastards who
were not
What, then, according to thisdefinition,
were the children of Moses and the
Ethlopian and the Midianitish women
and those of Boaz and Ruth? Were
‘they kept out of the coagregation for
ten generations?”

hearers lo understand that Hagar was
the only womanr whom Abraham had
children by, excepling Sarah and
Keturah. He would have us believe
that it was Barah’s anxlety to help the
Lord to keep his promise that led Sarah
to give him her mald as a wife,and that
poor Abraham took the maid because it
was Baralr's arrangement; but that he
afterwards sent her away by divine
command, and then coffformed to Dr.
Newman's idea of piety and had no
more wives; in other words,experienced
« chapge of heart. But, unfortunately
for the symmetry of this theory, the
Bible sayes, Genesis 25th chapter, 6th
verse:

‘*Bat unto the sons of tho concubines, which
Abraham had, Abraham gave gifts, and sent
them away from Isasc his son, (while he yet
lived) eastward unto the east country.'’

Was Barah still anxious to help the

Lord to keep His promise,and not satis-
fied with giving him Hagar, gave him
these other conocubines? or was this an
anxiety of Keturah on the same point?
Strapge that the ladies in those daye
should be so anxious to give their hus-
bands wives and concubines. The
wives among the Latter-day Salnts re-
semble them marvelously in this ree-
pect. But Dr. Newman denies that
Abrabam was a polygamist, and Dr.
Newman ought to beauthority; we sup-
pose he is in some places. Aund this
brings us to another point.
Weé have heard ofthe wickedness and
bagnios of Washington, how that many
men oeoupying high places debase them-
selves and corruption reigns too widely,
but dfter hearing the arguments of this
popular preacher from there, we cease
to wonder at this debauchery. He asserts
thatAbraham,despite hiscommercewith
more than one living wife at a time
was pot a polygamist—that he did no{
have wives by God’s command and per-
mission; but had wives and concubines
in violation of God’s law. Jacob, also,
bad his wives contrary to the same law.
Caleb, also, the mighty prince, pre-em-
inent in (srael for his fidelity; the only
one, besides Joshua, who left Egypta
man and lived to enter Canaan, was
equally a trapsgressor; besides numbers
of others whose names we need not
menftion.
offers his petitions to the God of Abra*
ham and Jacob,—to the God who called
Abrabam his friend and whose highest
promise to mankind is that they shall
go, If faithful to Him, to Abrabam’s
bosom! Now if Abraham aad Jaeob
could thus have commerce with women,
outside of divine and lawfal wedlock,
as Dr. Newman says they had, and still
be called the friend of God and have
their names assoclated with His who
rules eternity, is it any wonder Lhat
where ministers labor who teach such
monstrous doctrine men have mistres-
ses, 'frequent houses of ili<fume, and
gominit every other species of vile-
ness? “‘Oh! Yes, follow Abraham and
Jacab's examples as I teach them—
take mistresses, keep them as long as
you please, only take care that when
you get old and the fires of life burn low
—as Jacob did, eight years before you
die-+do not have connexion with them,
and repent and say you wish you had
not flone it, and all will be right. Abra-
ham and Jacob have got to heavem, and
why not you?

Are we too severe in drawing these
conglusions? We think not. We think
the p warrant them. Atany rate
we are thankful that such doctrine is so
rarely taught In the hearing of the youth
of this land. !

Another point: Is it fair to-call avery
man a monogamist whose marriage is
not mentioned? Why should it not,
withk equal propriety, be asserted that

heads of the tribes sons of
would not the nation follow their ex.

“"“oous THE

and Midianitish wives werg one and the |
gogamist. The Doglor thinks Josephuk -

l-ale ab the United Siates and Mexico now |

This brioge us to another point that

nized as a bastard by Jewish law is a

born of native Athenians. |estab

Respectinvg Abrabam ke wished his|ihe

Yet, in praying, the Doctor 2

they were polygamists? If the founders |
of ' nation were polygamists, the|

ample? and if because polygamous mar-|,

the 8 Hall, and they are as large as they | 2

want |
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afimative, and also on the side of the

me in the discussion, to wwﬂu
farther evidences, which will the de-
lnu,cohr as the affirmative is concerned;
then to be followed by the Reverend Dr.
Newman, which will findlly close the dis-

n;n in
un-
derstood the tleman to say. I shall now
prooceed to forth the f.

#The statistios of Israsel in days of Moses
show that there were of males, over twent
years of age, (Numbers 1st chapter 4
verse.)

“Even all they that were numbered, were six
hundred thousand, and three thousand, and five
bundred and fifty.”

It was admitted yeasterday afternoon, by
Dr, Newwman, that there were two and a
half milllons of Israelites, Now I shall take
the ‘that the females among the
Isrsolites were far more nmumercus thao
the males; I mean that portion of them that
were over twenty years ofage. I assume
this for this resson, that from the birth of
Moe Wrore bopmght 5ts Of Kigy phusorkn ol iy

were Lous pLsome
yeoars bhad elapsed. The truction o
male childrea had commenced before the
birth of Moses; how many years before, 1
know not. The order of King Pharaoh was
to destroy ev male child. Allthe peo-
ple, subject to this ruler, were command-
ed to see that they were destroyes and
Posied this greks ARatraaiils: weliiay is

great n conti

unknown; bat if we suppose that one male
child to every two hundred and ity per-
sons was sunually destroyed, it would
amount to the number of ten thousand
ﬁ:ﬂ:ﬁmﬂnm wonld soon begin to tell in
ce between the numbers of

males and females, Ten thousand each
:m%nlwnol:’ male child ;Io each two
und b ow many
moaid als ke Bosh e brsar tomer

L we amoun 800,

hﬂ-hﬂ&huofﬁom But I do
uot wish to take advaniage in this argu-
ment by assuming too high a nunmber, I
will diminish it one half, which will still
leave 400,000 more fomales than males. This
would be one male destroyed each year
out of every five hundred . The
of age

females, over twenty

would bo-m added to 400,000 surplus | torp
women, -' n all 1,008,550 women over
twen The

of age. children, then,

Ly
‘of age, to make up the
two and a nulloﬁ would "'wzﬁ%
the total Iurael being
down at 000 people.

Now, then, for the number of families
constitutin n"-Nl n. The families
ha ln&bofn es, over ene month old,
see Numbers Srd chapter and 43cd varsa,
nambered 22278. Families having no male
children over one month old we may sup-
pose to have been in the ratio of one-third of
the forawer class of families, which would
make 7,424 additional families. .Add these
coumzi.m with first-born males and we
hava the sum total of 20,607 as the number
;f thaimﬂhllnhl:ad. Now, itt.: orge‘rito

vor the mon ' argument, an o
them all the advantage possible, we will le!
add to this nuomber to make it even,—308
families more, makingthirty theusand fami-
lies inall. Now comes anothew specles of
calculation founded on this dsta: Divi
twenty-five hundred thousand persons by
22 278 first-born males, and we find one first-
bern male to every 112 persons.

. What a

for ist! Bnut '

300 pososns by 50000 and the crimiens
ves eighty-three ;::uonl in a ally.
a ese families to have been monog-

amic, after deducting hasband and wife, we
have the very res le numberof ei .
one childrén to each

o wife.
we assume the numbers the males and |

females to have been making no
allowance for the d-wnz::‘;nho m-fph-
m we shall then have to. the

under twenty years of  to ke
thnmbudt{'gtudshr -

i roid il marc dighiy.oe chiaren |1

hit
Now let us examine these dates in conneo-

year | centlaman refer to this

ke

tion with pdm If weé sappose the
~ in each h_:m..”h"th-
seven, ; _
hnhnmwhhlmudl.,
bad but one and may bave been
others one up to say thicty
wives, wives
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{of times in the Bible, m

both the and mon forms.
of marriage all Israsl.
But are by, the reverend

acts
are directed, and attach penalties to them

of God against murder, It was deno
as a orime by the very penalty attached,
which was dut.h-diu and 1{:«: the {.mlr WAaS
ven inst lmz enorm was
guk by the punishment—the eﬂuuul
‘was to be ed to death. It was s crime,and
was 80 denounced when the law was given.
God gave laws to late these things in
: but becsuse He has regulated manﬂy
and abominable crimes by law, has He
no right to o that which is good and
‘moral as well as that which is wicked
immorial? For instance, God introduced the
law of circumecision and ve comman
regulating it; shall we, there say, aceord-
ing to the logic of the gentleman, that eir-
cumeision was condem by the law of God,
because it was regulated by the law of God?

1d be his logi d the natural con-
I.ItzJ That wou is 0{?:..!1

clusion woordinﬁ‘to logie. gain, when
God introduced the passover. gave laws
how it should be conducted, Does that con-
demn the Passover as being imuioral because
regulated by law? But, still closer home
God gave laws to regulate the monogamic
form of marriage. oes that prove that
monogamy is condemned the law of God,
because thus regulated? h, that kind of
logic will never do!
ow, we come to that passage in
Levitious, the 18th chapter and the 18th
::;m l{u uthat was nolottan refer-
to in the gentleman’a yestarday
afternoon. I was very ghdl‘ptg hear the
The law,
according to King James’ translation, as
we h yesterday afternoon, reads thus:
“Neither shalt thou take s wife to her sis-
ter to vex her, to uncover her nakedness,
besides the other in her life-time.’”’ That
was the law saccording to King James’
translation. My friend, together with Doc-
tors Dw ight and Edwards, and several
other oce'e commentators, disagree
with that intrepretation; and somebody,
I know not whom, some unauthorizsed per-
son, has inserted in the margin another in-
retatien; recollect, in the and
not in the text., Itis argued this in-
lornnht.ion in the margin must ba correct
while K James’ transiators must have
been m en. Now, recollect that the
ElngJ “mw o s
ames’ n were -
ists. So were the translatorsof the ﬂm.,

they, too, were mon ts. But with re-
g:rdtotfzo true trans n of this
bas been argoed by my learned frie

found in his sermon mhcd at W -
mth tllpon th{ln:mellu _ “But in ;{mﬂh 8
e law agai o F
shalt theu take np:ife to {elr‘ sl‘l::;' or as l’.l?o
marginal reading is, ‘Thou shalt nottake one
wife to another.” And this rendering is sus-
tained by Cookson, b Bishop Jewofl‘md by
Drs. wards and ht,”" four eminent
oy Accoriingte D Riveris T oas
whi{irmﬁa l:ri.fo $5. ot Mbthetate
found in brew but eight tim Now,
woé, have not been favored w?t.'h thozo

word _
' rderinms? 1t

“ife.” transiated

. “gister.” But are .th
—the

. .mmuMdMWMnndmem

: f |noun in the nominative case occurs; and

’t.h‘gﬂ.‘bcrlm: g 'omﬂh Mm apply. Bat wh:n henee the translators concluded to
Parisians laws to the social | give each word its literal translation.

evil they acknowl it as s crime. When | The law was givem to prevent quarrels

B e thay ety B S e et

- Sh other side between women who were not

for disobedience. Wluqt:hs law was given | bl

and | was his blood-relation, his own son Absa-

p.w u
; | som nsqollo can be found by the

! ijo}}nod to-
one to another, the nown in the nem-
@ ORs0 g expressed. Next zﬁ
to Esekiel, 1st . Oth, 11th and

verses; and these three passages give the
rendering of these sanie words, eouplin t{]ﬁl;

wings of the cherubim oune to another.

in to the chapter of Esekiel and
m.v"m and the wings p“c:f the living crea-
tures were joined together one to another.

Bat in the text under consideration no such

related by blood; but what are the facts in
relation 'E) quarrels between blood rela-
tions? Go back W and Abel. Who
was it spilled the of Abel? Itwas a
ood relation, his brother. Who was it
that cast Joseph into the pit to perish with
hunger, and sfterwards d him forth
mmmdﬁﬁggglm&:‘ nownl{i?
rsons
t was blood r‘olauons. Who slew [}
seventy somsof Gideen upon one stone? It
was one. gf their own brothers that hired
it. Who was it that rebelled
David and caused him with
his wives and househpld, excepting tea
concubines, to flee out of Jerusalem? It

lom. Who
Jacob? Did

narreled in the family of
ilhah qguarrel with Zilpah?
No. Did Leah quarrel with Bilhah or Zil-
? No such thing is recorded. Did
narrel with either of the hand-
There l:1 not a wc::;i c:ioiucern:‘ng
the matter. The little, fMculties
occurred beiween ihe n'.?: sisters, blood
ety iy 8 t a':t!: i
ven revent such v -
donapmboewuny # blood gelntlons—-betwoen
sister and sister. .
Having effectually vaod the marginal
Fread to be false, I will now defy not
oaly learned geuatlemuan, but all the
world of Hebrew scholars,'to tind any word
in the o nal to be translated *“‘wife' if
ishab be t traaslated ‘‘one.’”’ (The speak-
er was bere informed he had only fifteen
minutes left.) )
I am informed I have only fiftcen mjnutes.
I was not aware I had spoken a quaPter of
the time. I shall have to leave this sub-
Ject and proceed to another.
The next subject to which I shall call your
attention is in to the general or un-
limited lan of the laws given in the
various which I have quoted, Ifa
man | commit if a man shall entice
a maid, if a man 1 do this, or that, or the
other, is the language of these passages.
Will any person pretend to say that a mar-
ried man is not a man? And if a married
person is & man, it proves thatthe law is ap-
plicable to marr men, and if so it rests
with my learned friend to prove that it is
limited. Moreover, the pns::g;o from the
margin inLevitions was quoted by Dr.New-
man as 4 great fundamental law by which
all the other m-.gu were to be overturned.
But it has failed; and, therefore, the other
oted b me, stand unless
o his forl o
gentleman £o support orlorn 2
Perhaps we may hear quoted in the ans-
were to my remarks the passage that the fu-
ture king of Israel was not to multiply wives
to himself. That was the law. The word
multiply is construed by those opposed to
Poylhﬂny to mean that twice one e two,
an ence that he was not to multiply
wives, or in other words, that he was not
to take two. But the command was also
given that the future king of Israel was not
to multiply horses any mere than wives.
one make two again. Was the future
king of Ismael not to have more than one
horse? The idea is ridiculous! The future
king of Israel was not to mulfiply them; not
at is, only to
saw proper fo

to the uncle of
Boaz, who re-

to have them in multitude
take such & number as God
mg them. a
e next
Ruth’s desd hasbund, old ]
ted himself i

band, ol

R R R

| He &om ‘the 'marthi,:

by Dr. Newman, Four passagesars
by him in which the Hebrew wow .
but it.l:m v:{mll translage
arriage, entirely a dis:i,...
from that used in the four gm;’ll“,‘i‘
fi Does not the learned Dr. ,, -
the difference between twn Hebrew wom:f.
Or what was his object in referring o,
| word elsewhere in the Scripture tha ong
'mot even oecur in the text under COnsiep 5
tion? Eaa Hebrew and English Loy, =
s (Pnbli!badi g J R W. Gibbg' A. M. [Jrhl"
! of Sacred ter.im the Theolugy SCb‘OOl 1=.
Yale College,) mﬂ 160, it refers io this vere
Hebrew word tothe very passage F f
xxxi: 10, and translates it thus:—‘‘cfy,),,
tation,” —*“duty of marriage. " “Daiy
* then is “‘cohabitation: i,.
Godcm.nds a ml& wgot takes anothe,
wife, to diminish the duty of co '
tion with the Arst. W()_uid God (,‘Oll?;};lg;
undiminished “‘cohabitation” witha woryy,,
merely betrothed and not marrie;?
While I have a few moments left Jot o
refer you to Hosea. I wish all ofyou whey,
ﬁm go home, to read the second chapter
oses, and you will find with regard y,
Hosea's having divorced his first wife y,.
cause of her whoredoms, that no such thing
is recorded as stated bﬁ r.Newman yester.
dsg. TheFLord tells Hosea to go an d spes);
to his brﬁhhrl, (not::rhis ?-&)‘; l’.&ahis sis-
ters, (not damghter,) o @ house
Imef, and tell them w the Lord wj)
do; that he may not ackuowledgethem ;¢
longer as a wife. Hosea bore the word of the
Lord to Israel whom his own two wives
represented, saying that their whoredoms
their wickedness and idolatries had kin-
dled the anger of the Lord against them.
Having discussed the subject so far ]
leave it now with all candid persons to judge
Here is the law of God; here is the command
of the Most High, general in its nature, not
limited, nor can it be prozﬁnto be so. There
is'no law agsinst it, but it $ as immove-
able as the Rock of Ages, and-will stand
when all things on the earth and the esrtl
itself shall pass away.

DR. J. P. NEWMAN Said:
RespecTEp UMPIRES, AXD LADBIES ANL
GEXNTLEMEXN: 4
1 had heard, prior to my coming 10 Your
city that my distinguished opponent ws.
eminent in mathematics, and certainly hj:
display to-day confirms that reputation. Up.
forfunate‘ly. owever, he is incorrect in |
statements. First, he assumes that the <.
ing of all the male children of the Hebreyw,
was continued through eigbtyfyear~; but he
has failed to produce the proof. To do this
was his starting point. He assumes it; where
is the proof either in the Bibleor in Josephus?
And until he can prove that the destruction
of the male children went on for eighty year:.
1 say this argument has no more foundatioy
than a vision. Then he makes another blun-
der: the 303,550, the number of men above
twenty years of age, mentioned in this case,
were men to go to war; they were not the
total population of the Jewish nation, and
yet my mathematical fiiend stands up lerc
to-day and declares that the whole male
population above twenty years of age con-
sisted of 808,550, whereas it is a fact that this
number did not include all the males.

Then :gun the 22 273 first born de not re-
resent the number of families in Israel at

t time, for many of the first born were
dead. These are the blundersthe gentleman
has made to-day, and I challenge him to
produce the contrary and prove that he is
not guilty of these numerical blunders. Then
he denies the assertion made yesterday that
there could not be brought forward mors
than one or two instances of polygamyin the
history of Israel from the time the Hebrew:
left Kgycﬁ:
Has he disproved that? has attempted to
prove it by a mathematical problem, which
problem is rbmd on error: his premises are
wrong, therefore his conclusions are false.
Whg didn’t he turn to King James' transla-
tion? I will help him to one polygamist,
that is Caleb. y didn't he start with old
Caleb and go down and give  us name after
name and after date of the polygamists
recorded in the history of the Jews while
they were in the wilderness? Ladies and
Fent.lemcn, he had none to give, and there-
ore the assertion made yest n}y; is true,
that daring the sojourn of the ehildren of
Istael in the wilderness there is but one in-
stance of polygamy recorded.
Now we come to the law that I laid dowr

yesterday—*‘Neither shall thou take one wiie
toanother.” I reaffirm that the tmnslauu;
in the ilis perfect to a word. He labors
to show that God does not mean what He

says. That phrase, ‘““one wife to another,’
may be equsally rendered one woman to
&nother, or one wife to her sister. The very
same phrase is used in the other seven pas-
sages named by Dr. Dwight. For example
Exodus 26, 3, Ezekiel 1, 9, ete. He admits
the translation in these passagesto be correct
If it is correct -in these , Why is it
not correct in the other? His very admission
knocks fo pieces his argument. Why then
does he labor io create the impression that
the Hebrew ishau means woman, or wife?
t is the object of the travail of his soul?
The word ahoof, he contends, means sister;
but sister itlell,, is a word which means a
gﬂiﬂc relation, and a generic relation.
uiy woman ic sister to every other woman,
challenge the gentleman to meet me on

time, in the mewspapers of your

paper al any
| city qr.:lnwhon_ upon the, brew of this
B of thix lonrned R, beamtira Tt 1o
_ earne 9 : it in
the of thess Hiotiealath, Chat ns it is
{eaid in ' is “the "trié rendering,

“neither tthon take one wife to
g that is incarroct,

pass on, %0 remind yeu
E &ihh in his gﬁl-

ing” the ”margin’ was
thera, bat it is ere. It
) Ways:

; from the
git to do so.

d I followed

M e e o e
§Mm-- wife uste er sister -

8 ‘intelligent
church,

w is set at
can we

respect, therefore,
Lot s

to the time thg entered Cansaan.
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