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Ecclesiastes, |

| want to share something with you that will hefpkeep our eyes fixed on why it is we are here and
why we study the Bible. It has to do with my soaylbr, who is now 18 years old. He was in
Washington this weekend. He and | have been dowaggelism Explosion this last semester and he
was frustrated that we had not been getting intess, so he had been praying that he would haea a r
opportunity to make use of what he is learning.celene home from Washington, very excited, having
had the opportunity to go through the Gospel witham he met in the park—while my son’s girlfriend
was looking on. The man was collecting money feribmeless; he went to church and knew the Bible,
but as Taylor went through the Gospel, it becameeasingly clear that the man did not understand at
all about grace and about the real heart of theop@oFaylor said it was so exciting to watch his
excitement mount as his eyes got bigger and bigigerhis smile got wider and wider as he discovered
that eternal life is a free gift—something that €hpurchased and offers to us, something we do not
have to earn. The man responded positively to &€& and agreed to pray with Taylor. My son was
very excited and | am excited when that happerisanife of an 18-year-old, because | think it will
make an imprint on him in terms of what God carttdough him in life. I am thankful for those who
prayed with me that he would have an opportunitys Tvas not a staged visit but a spontaneous
encounter; we might say it was a “divine appointthermere God brought these two together.

| want to offer praise for that and also remindung it is we study the Bible. We need to keep tlem
thing as the main thing, and that is to be ambassauf the good news. The Gospel is straightforyard
it is profound. It is simple in many ways, butdtdeep and profound. God wants us to develop our
understanding, to spend our lives studying. If ldd tvanted us to remain on the level of milk and not
move on to meat, He would not have given us thakhlbat is so challenging. He could have given us a
pamphlet of 10 pages or so, but He wants us to grawsdom and knowledge. As we do this, there is
the danger that we will begin to value knowledgd amsdom for itself and forget why we are really
here. We do not want to end our lives with regreds-the writer of Ecclesiastes seems to be
communicating—having perhaps pursued many goodshiout having missed the main thing.

Shall we pray together and get started?

Father, | do offer You praise for the way in whitbu are at work in this world. We recognize that we
are very frail instruments and that we bring vetild to the bargain in terms of the skills and lélas

that we ourselves have. And yet we thank You thah¥ve told us that Your strength is made perfect
weakness. We thank You for the way You encouraiipaiugven an 18-year-old boy can communicate
with a man in his twenties who did not fully undansl the wonderful truths of the Gospel, and that Y
can use the words of an 18-year-old to communicttatto him. We thank You for responsiveness. We
know that You are the one who works in heartsyawwdhem to Yourself, and we pray that You would
be drawing us ever closer to You. We pray thatwould bring into our lives people whose spirits You
are touching, by Your Spirit. Give us the words, Itleldness, to speak to them, and may we so steep
ourselves in Your Word that what we communicatddvoot be our thoughts or our words, but Yours.
Lord, may Your Word become part of the fabric aofloags in a very real sense so that we would think
in ways that You commend and command, and thatowt&lwve accordingly. Thank You for salvation
in Christ. | pray that You would be with us nowasconsider further this book of Ecclesiastes, & pr
Christian book, that we might learn its lessonslaetl find it relevant even in this day and age /e
pray in Jesus’ name. Amen.
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In this lesson we are going to be looking mostlthatbook of Ecclesiastes. Have you ever awakened o
a Monday morning and asked yourself, “What is thiefpof it all?” Have you ever poured your
energies into some project or into a relationsimly ¢o be disappointed in the end? If you have, s
not alone. In fact, the book of Ecclesiastes shasvslearly that God understands. It is God who has
chosen to include this book in His word to us, aadve know that it has a message for us. In th& boo
of Ecclesiastes we find the human quest for meainitife, a quest that is beautifully and powenjull
expressed. Even though this book was written 3@@0syago it still remains remarkably contemporary.
It has been described as a thoroughly modern bodkct, Herman Melville once called the book of
Ecclesiastes the “truest of all books.” Thomas Wadinother novelist, described it as the “highest
flower of poetry, eloquence, and truth, the grdategle piece of writing | have known.” There are
probably some in this room who would say that tbekoof Ecclesiastes is their favorite book of tHd O
Testament. Some have told me that it is their fiéerdnook in the Bible, not excising the Gospels on
that they are particularly drawn to. On the othendy some commentators, such as conservative
commentator Delitzsch from the Keil & Delitzsch amentary, take a rather dim view of the book of
Ecclesiastes and regards it as the “low point eBlble.” He says, “In the Book of Qoheleth [théguist
another name for the book of Ecclesiastes] theoldnant digs for itself its own grave.” So on time
hand we have many who love this book, but on therpwve have those who think it is the low point of
the Old Testament!

What do we make of a book that is so controverddal@ne Garrett points out in his commentary (a very
good, accessible, recent commentary in the New AaeiCommentary series, published by Broadman,
that will probably retain its value for some yearsome), that the book of Ecclesiastes is somatime
viewed as the “resident alien in the Bible.” Whathe world is it doing there? It is certainly a
controversial book in terms of its central intentlanessage, which people have trouble getting dl@an
on. It is also controversial in basic questionshsa whether or not it is in unity, what kind afusture

it has, and who the author was. Some, such as d&ghken, professor of English literature at Wheaton
College, argues that the book is tightly structuaed, far from being a problem, the theme of thekbo

is a virtual summary of the biblical worldview. Adf this is to say that there are people all olier t

board in terms of their assessment of the bookcofesiastes.

First, we will look briefly at this question of ddrship. Then we will move on to the more important
guestion of the unity, structure, and messageabtok, looking specifically at certain aspectshef
content and trying to make it as practical as we East we will talk about authorship, startinghvthe
early Jewish and Christian viewpoint, which assui®elbmonic authorship. The modern consensus,
including most conservative scholars, is that Salewas not the author of the book. Then | want to
reassess that modern consensus by citing a disgeséw represented by a number of people more
recently and then draw some conclusions at the end.

The early Jewish and Christian viewpoint was tl@b®on was the author. What was the evidence that
they cited? First of all, there are some internadl@nces. Ecclesiastes 1:1 says, “The words of the
Teacher, son of David, king in Jerusalem.” Who s@s of David and who was the king of Jerusalem?
Solomon, of course. Now, “son” does not always meanediate descendent. It can mean a descendent
several generations removed, so it can be some a@t¢iseendent of David. But still, it seems on teef

of it to mean Solomon, though he is not named.

A second piece of evidence comes in Ecclesiasigsand following: “I, the Teacher, was king over
Israel in Jerusalem. | devoted myself to studytanekplore by wisdom all that is done under heaven.
What a heavy burden God has laid on men.” Who wasong the kings of Israel that was most noted
for his pursuit of wisdom?
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Solomon. 1:16, “I thought to myself, ‘Look, | hageown and increased in wisdom more than anyone
who has ruled over Jerusalem before me. | haverexped much of wisdom and knowledge.” Who
was the wisdom teachpar excellencevho exceeded others in wisdom? Solomon, of course.

Then we come to 2:4: “l undertook great projectsyilt houses for myself and planted vineyards. |
made gardens and parks and planted all types iotriees in them [...etc.]” Verse 7 says, “I bought
male and female slaves and had other slaves whelveen in my house. | also owned more herds and
flocks than anyone in Jerusalem before me. | andasbeer and gold for myself and the treasure of
kings in provinces. | acquired men and women smged a harem as well...”—This is an
understatement!—"| became greater by far than amyoderusalem before me. In all this my wisdom
stayed with me.” Who was engaged in building prigj@nd amassing gold and so forth? Solomon. So
we can see much evidence of potential Solomoniwaasihip, at least.

The conclusion that this brings us to, this inteenadence, is that the first person speaker atlea
(perhaps not the author of the book), appears ®db@mon, or at least present himself as Solombe. T
guestion that arises, however, is whether Soloraam fact the speaker or author, in as much asks d
not name himself. The name Solomon is never usedih®ther, as some people would say (I distance
myself immediately from this view and do not eveitegtain it as a possibility), that this is a “pdeu
epigraph”—written under a pseudonymn. | do notktimat is a very live option. Or more likely,
whether the teacher is assuming Solomonic guike \hen your preacher says, “I am Abraham,” but
means, “assume with me that | am Abraham and Itellllyou about the experience of Abraham?”). It is
possible that the teacher is saying just that. Hewehe narrator/writer begins by saying, “The asr

of the Teacher, son of David, king in Jerusalenetdk Kidner does not really debate this point, Wwhic
is probably wise because it is difficult to settifimately. But on page 97 he says, “In 1:12 tb12or
2:24, Qoheleth [that is the writer, the teacherjgithe mantle of Solomon, or rather of a “super
Solomon,” for he pictures himself as a king who sagpassed all who were before him in Jerusalem.”
Kidner is not convinced that Solomon is the authroeven the speaker of the entire book, but he is
saying the Teacher is donning Solomonic guise.

Early Jewish tradition concluded that Solomon wefact the author, but Kidner’s viewpoint is the
modern consensus, what most people now would say iot sure they are right). Why would people
even dream of going against the traditional vieat olomon was the author? There are also some
internal evidences in this regard, too. First, 8aa is never explicitly mentioned as he is in Prbse

for example. This is a major argument against thten that this is a pseudepigraphic writing, tibas
written under a pseudonymn; the pseudonymn is rgiven, so it cannot be much of a pseudepigraph.
Instead the term “Qoheleth” is used. This titlerseéo mean something like “preacher” or “teacher”
because it has to do with the Hebrew word for ag$grone who calls together an assembly and then
addresses the assembly.

A second bit of internal evidence is found in 1:42the Teacher, was king over Israel in Jerusalem
Commentators point out that there was never altiet@een Solomon’s rise to the throne of Israel and
his death when he was not king. He was always unit the time he died. So how could he say “when
| wasking,” as if looking back on a time before his retnent, let us say.

Another piece of internal evidence is that whenvthiéer, Qoheleth, speaks about or alludes to kihgs

seems to view them from below, as one of the pesydfering from their misrule—at least that is the
opinion of many commentators.
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The major piece of evidence that is cited agamstossibility of Solomonic authorship is linguisti
evidence. The claim is made that the Hebrew ofdstastes shows marked affinities to much later
Hebrew such as is found in the Mishnah, a lateliskewriting, as well as including various Aramaic
words, words that would have gained in currencyragrtbe people of God at a later time period than
Solomon. But we will soon hear that Aramaic wasuarbat the time of Solomon and was lingua-
franca the trade language, but was not necessarily kmelwn to the people of Israel themselves. It was
not their native tongue, at least. There is everatigument that there are a couple of Persianvimads

in the book, so that the conservative commentatamZDelitzsch says, “If the book of Qoheleth were
of Solomonic origin, then there is no history of tHebrew language.” So, if this does not tell us
something then nothing ever will.

Thus the conclusion of most modern scholars, likerd conservative, is that Solomon was not the
author, nor does the book intend that he be se#reasuthor. Their argument is, as Kidner putig, t
speaker, the writer, simply “dons Solomonic guidki$ as if he says, “Imagine with me that | am
Solomon. Let me teach you a lesson from the lifé\aark of Solomon.”

Now, there is a dissenting view. Not everyone agrei¢h this. In fact, in recent years we have major
works written by Dan Fredericks and Duane Garveip dissents from the consensus view that
Solomon was not the author. For a long time, Gleasacher, a very strong conservative, has supported
at least the possibility that Solomon is indeedatthor. We need to hear that evidence.

What evidence is there? First, the internal evidsrithat we already mentioned. It does seem that
Solomon is the logical choice as the son of Daviderusalem, excelling in wisdom. It sounds more
like Solomon than anyone else. Jewish traditiorukhalso be given some weight. Most importantly,
though, is the inconclusiveness of the linguisticlence, as we now understand it. We should greait t
the text of Ecclesiastes in Hebrew is quite différ@s has been argued) from the Hebrew that vae fin
in 10" century Hebrew documents in the Bible, quite déffe from that time period. On the other hand,
what is sometimes overlooked is that it is quiféedent than the Hebrew that we know framy period.
The Hebrew of Ecclesiastes is unique; it perhapsvstaffinities with Phoenician or Aramaic sources.
Something is going on there. We cannot necesd#&ithe Hebrew of Ecclesiastes with a certain time
period because it does not really line up withiadrew from any time period of which we have any
evidence.

Recently the scholars like Garrett, Fredericks, Batbn (in his Tyndale Old Testament commentary)
and others are beginning to suggest that maybkatigeiage we have in the book of Ecclesiastes has
more to do with dialectology than chronology, watlcertain dialect than a certain time period. Glaas
Archer points out that during Solomon’s reign tloditpcal and commercial ties with both the
Phoenician-speaking and the Aramaic peoples objian areas were closer than at any other pemniod i
Israel’s history. We know from what we read aboutdg<Solomon'’s reign that he was engaged in
trading. It was a very international time. Peopkra@vcoming to him to hear his wisdom. It is quite
possible that he would have learned a particulad kif literature that he might then have used,that
bound to this type of literature there may havenbeeeertain sort of expression, a certain kind of
language. Gleason Archer says, “We perhaps arendeaith a conventional style, peculiar to a
particular genre of literature.” As with certainggk literature, once a genre developed a sortastidal
status, “the dialect and vocabulary type of thgiogl practitioner who exalted his genre to a ¢tads
status would then prevail throughout the rest eftilstory of Greek literature.” Let me simplify tha
Why do many people still pray in King James Endliffecause a particular style of language became
associated with prayer language. It would be wrorgsten to a prayer of someone using the “Thee”
and “Thou” of King James English and try to locttat person in history (“He must have been born in
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1611!"). Rather, you need to recognize that in geason’s mind that language is associated witjgora
and has achieved a classical status. It has bettm@anguage of piety. The same thing could bedfue
the linguistic traits in the book of Ecclesiastes.

Furthermore, as we think about the supposed indic#hat the author is not a king, that he seenigeto
viewing kingship from below—distanced from beingiag—we need to recognize that a king can step
back and function as a philosopher or a theolograas one on a quest to discover meaning in life. |
remember seeing some of the paintings of Winstam&fill, who is best known as a leader, politician,
and prime minister in England, but he was alsdalfaus oil painter and an historian who wrote
massive volumes of history. In each of those caijeadne could perhaps step back from the one dgpaci
to pursue the other. We can also think offeslitationsof Marcus Aurelius, where he is functioning
more as a philosopher than as a ruler. So it isiplesthat though not explicitly identifying him$els a
king, Solomon, as it were, assumes the role oiise man. Rather than saying that the author, tke w
man, assumes Solomonic guise, might it not be plesgiat Solomon assumes the guise of the wise
teacher because that is how he wanted to writeagiplarticular time?

Gleason Archer comes to this conclusion and therethers who are moving in this direction. After
dismissing Greek influence and the supposed anaidmng (those things that seem to be from the wrong
time) Archer concludes by saying that “we simplyrshid know enough to assert positively that Solomon
could not have been the author of the book [...]dmaich as the plain implication of the text is that
was indeed the composer and left his work as &tistament to his people, on the basis of hislife
experience, it seems best to hold to the traditivieav of the synagogue and the church, that thaskw

is an authentic production of his pen.” | can agugl him that we certainly cannot positively state
(though some would do it) that Solomon could natehlaeen the author of this book, but | am not sure
that we should positively state that he was. S@medeft rather embarrassingly straddling the fehce
think perhaps the direction of research will prawereasingly that Solomon is the likely author loé t
book, but | am going out on a limb to say that sirtés by no means the consensus of conservative
scholars right now.

In terms of how you should communicate and thinkuabhis book, whether or not Solomon is the
author, it is clear at least that the inspired autk donning Solomonic guise in the early chapt€en

we learn anything about Solomon and his experieNes? Whatever the inspired author tells us was
going on in the life of Solomon (even if Solomonswat the author), is going to be to the point and
target. We can learn about Solomon'’s bitter expege with the pursuit of pleasure and wealth and so
forth.

In conclusion, there are a number of different way®ok at the evidence. When you hear people say,
“Solomon could not possibly have been the authahigfbook,” at least you know now that maybe he
was. On the other hand, if people say, “Unlesshalieve that Solomon was the author of this book,
you just do not believe the Bible,” you can resptmat the Bible does not absolutely claim that, for
Solomon is never mentioned,; it is an inference ftbetext and it is quite possible that he wasthet
Bible leaves us in the dark. You do not want toydiie explicit teaching and claims of Scripture but
you also do not want to go beyond them and foreeBible to say something it does not. So it is
something that is interesting to talk about butwotth fighting about or holding up as a test feople.

Also, do you remember anything in the book of Prbgebout Solomonic material that was clearly
Solomonic but not enscripturated by Solomon? Plms/26:1 speaks of Solomonic material that was
transcribed, copied, by the men of Hezekiah. Therdave Solomonic traditional material that was
preserved and then enscripturated at a later anegrding to the explicit testimony of Scripturesl
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possible that something like this is going on irclEsiastes. We could have Solomonic reflections tha
are taken by the inspired author and then enscafgd at a later date—that might explain some @f th
later linguistic features (if in fact any of themope to be later, but we have seen that that itselp for
grabs).Given Solomon’s considerable commerce witeifin wives, he would likely have been exposed
to all kinds of linguistic features.

Duane Garrett encouragingly comments that thisccquite likely be Solomon reflecting back over his
life and over the ways in which he had sought tspa meaningful existence, only to find it emptg an
discouraging in the end.

The last 6 verses are the so-called “epilogue” ésamould include verse 8 in this). There are two
possibilities: it could be a frame narrator whoafseof Qoheleth in the third person rather tharfitse
person and starts and ends the book by drawintihtbads together. It is also possible that Solo(ifon
he is the author) is at one point reflecting backi®s experiences and thus uses the first persdn, b
when he uses the third person he is trying to gs/a sense of distance to show there is a time laps
between him and us; so he is kind of objectifysaying, “The Teacher says this...” and then talks
about his past experiences as the Teacher.

The language does not line up closely with anyestylwriting vocabulary of which we are aware. Now
there are some affinities between EcclesiastesSang of Songs, which is interesting, but there was
much made of some supposed “late” features inbihidk, as demonstrating the “lateness” of the
language. But then Dan Fredericks’ book shows tbathe couple of features that seem late, thexe a
many features that are atypical in later Hebrewabettypical in earlier Hebrew. He has amassed a
number of features that push it earlier rather tager. It depends on what you are looking for.

Now we will move on to the unity, structure, andssege of the book of Ecclesiastes. The unity is
increasingly recognized. There have been many vakie questioned it in the past, saying that given th
general tone of the book, the pious glances heaaghseem out of place and must be the work of a
pious scribe going through and trying to “fix” ttext that seemed too depressing and pessimisic. |
not think that is the way to look at the book; ved to deal with it as it stands. Its unity is tighbeing
increasingly recognized. Brevard Childs, in Imgoduction to the Old Testament as Scriptpoents

this out: “People are returning to a position afiag the book as a basically unified compositiome T
earlier theories of multiple authorship or extersiterpolation [that means insertion of thing®itite
book] have not been sustained. There may be soiogialdwork in the prologue and epilogue.”

What has led people to this more positive appraiktie unity of the book? For one thing, we have
more comparative Ancient Near Eastern (ANE) literathan we had before. It is clear from this
comparative literature that this style of reflentighough we do not have a book exactly like ithjai
combines “conventional wisdom teaching” and uncomie@al wisdom teaching, is quite common in
the ANE where you embed traditional proverbs in twh@therwise original material. You state the
known thing and then balance it with the other sifithe coin. Moreover, it is quite possible that
Qoheleth would sometimes quote material in ordeetate it—that is one theory. | would not like to
say “refute it” as much as balance it, show theoside. Look at 4:5-6: “The fool folds his hanaian
ruins himself.” That could be a traditional provelike so many others (“a little sleep, a littlemsiber, a
little folding of the hands to rest and povertylwibme upon you like an armed bandit’—the types of
things that wise parents might say to their sldtbhildren). This would be a typical proverb, boén
the writer of this book comes back with “Better drandful with tranquility than two handfuls withilto
and chasing after the wind.” Lest the more tradaigroverb be understood as a mandate to
workaholism, the writer says, better to live lifee-dtop and smell the roses occasionally—than to
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simply work, work, work. There is the possibilityat in these passages, which may seem contradictory
a corrector has come through and altered them—ame $iave said that. This is not the case; thakis t
dynamic of the text. The writer himself is bringitigs balance to bear.

Another argument in favor of the unity of the boskhat if it were necessary for some writer to eom
through and correct objectionable material, whyttdoother? What was his motive? Why bother trying
to fix something if it is that badly broken? Whytrsimply suppress the whole book or the objectitaab
passages, simply take them out, rather than s$taterte thing and then balance it? Again, | wouidkth
this is not the work of multiple authors tryingdorrect themselves, but a single author who has a
certain approach to the subject matter. It is qoitesible that the title and epilogue could be feothird
person, a disciple, but it is also possible thatwhiter could simply be trying to create a sernfse o
distance by referring to himself as “the Teacher.”

In terms of the unity and structure of the bookngneegard it as more or less a notebook. Derek &fidn
does not attempt an outline of the book but instetedon some thematic issues. He says, “While any
framework must sit ill on this book of ever-shifjipatterns and preoccupations, we can at leaspgrou
together for convenience some of its main conceéfiifeese include truths about God as Creator,
Disposer, and unsearchable Judge of all to beeaged and obeyed; truths about life; pointers to
despair and mitigations of that despair; the sinpys; the common sense; the enterprise; and time po
of rest. That is the thought world of the book atEesiastes, but can the book be outlined? Ddesvi:
any structure? Many would rest content with saying a notebook, a daybook, of philosophical and
theological reflections that do not necessarilyehavogical progression that we can follow. That is
possibility.

Secondly, regarding the structure of the book af&iastes, there are two common views. The first i
that there is no unified order or logical structaféhought. The second is that there is an ovanagc
unity in the work with some progression of thoutitet can be studied and outlined. One of the most
valiant attempts to do this is by A.G. Wright, wiwatlined the book in two articles. His first argdteys
in on certain semantic aspects of the text—theeasurand the meaning—particularly of the closing
refrains: “Vanity, vanity, all is vanity and a clvag after the wind.” He believed that these refsain
marked the ends of certain sections. Then aboyeags later he wrote a second article called “The
Riddle of the Sphinx,” which addressed the numlieecses and some very clever things about the
numeric value of the word “vanity” and many othieings. He approached it from an entirely different
standpoint than the first article, a numbers systaitmer than a content system, and came to vernjasim
conclusions. That convergence is interesting; hatrfully convinced yet, nor are most scholars,ibut
is curious. There is more going on sometimes isgheisdom books than we imagine. We know they
have alphabetic acrostics (A to Z), which is nahsthing we would normally do but maybe they would
have. We need to be alert to them and continueitsue this. Whether or not his system is correct, i
basic terms | think he does have the book righthded.

Notice there is a certain symmetry in the book.@Z&@al:1 is the title (the prologue), mirroredts £nd

of the book in the epilogue. Inside those framilegrents we have two poems. The rest of chapter one
has the poem about vain toil and then at the ernlkdeolbook we have the poems about youth and old age
Then there are the two main sections inside tha.fiFst half of the book, 1:12-6:9, deals withtical
investigations of human life (these are A.G. Wriglerms) and the overriding tenor of this seci®n

that “all is vanity and a striving after the windThere is a higher frequency of “vanity, vanity},ia

vanity” in the first half of book.) The second heffthe book deals with the consequences of tltat fa
Wright divides that second half into two parts: oman cannot discover what is good for him to awl a
two, man does not know what will come after him.t&efirst half is the crisis of work and finding
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meaning in work—what is the sense of all this tditie second half is the epistemological crisis, the
mystery of life—how can we know anything? God haseiernity in the heart of men but they cannot
figure out, or fathom, what comes after them.

Wright's outline does make good sense. | will siifiygt a bit to make it easier to remember. We can
make it into a rough chiasm (A, B, C, C, B, A). Tiret is 1:1, the title of the book, and the les12:9-

14, the epilogue. Inside of that we have the twenps, the poem on toil and the poem on aging. Chapte
1:12-6:9 could be called “the vanity of human umakings,” with the chief question being, “what de w
gain from all this work we are doing?—what is tleenp of it all?” Chapter 6:10-11:6 could be called

“the vanity of human understanding”—what can wew®@dH{ow can we know about what will come

after us? How can we know that all we are workimgwill not be swept away by some simple
circumstance or problem we did not anticipate? ldawwe know what God’s purposes are for us?”
Those kinds of questions are questions we stilehav

In terms of where to come down on the questiortrotture, Brevard Childs prefers a mediating
position that there may not be a tightly organigedcture; perhaps A.G. Wright goes too far. Théhtr
may lie between the two extremes. The whole heakore or less a notebookdibeshave inner
coherence and ther®some progression of thought. | am hopeful thathmrstudy may show that there
is even greater complexity and genius to the sirugg of this book than we have seen. But the ngeEssa
of the book is still perceptible whether or not are able to sort that out; but we can still gaomfrits
message.
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