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Acts 17 
Cultural Intelligence & Culpable Ignorance 

 
 
Cultural intelligence or CQ, as it is often termed, may be simply defined as CQ = “a 
person’s capability to adapt effectively to new cultural contexts.”1 From what we know of 
Paul it would appear that he was possessed of considerable cultural intelligence. 
 
Earley & Soon Ang (xii) identify three characteristics involved in CQ, cultural intelligence:  

• Cognition: “Do I know what is happening?” 
• Motivation: “Am I motivated to act?” 
• Behaviour: “Can I respond appropriately and effectively?” 

 
Paul’s speech to the Areopagus is preceded by an account that emphasises his debates 
with Epicurean and Stoic philosophers in the agora, the marketplace and public forum 
area. Also underscored is Paul’s distress at seeing Athens so full of idols. This is no 
superficial, knee-jerk emotional response on the part of a narrow-minded religious bigot. 
As Paul makes clear at the very opening of his Areopagus address, he had made a point of 
walking around and taking a good look at their objects of worship. All of these cognitive 
assets, it must be stressed, were not developed as Paul sat at some library desk, poring 
over books and writing down his summaries and reflections. Rather, his ability to 
understand the different cultural environs in which he found himself was developed in the 
context of constant cross-cultural interaction with people. 
 
So, then, Paul possessed the first characteristic of CQ. His ability to adapt effectively to 
the Athenian cultural context was grounded in a remarkable cognitive ability to 
understand what was happening in Athenian culture. 
 
There is no doubting Paul’s motivation. In the first place his dismay at seeing the scale of 
idolatry in Athens motivated him to engage with people. He had a wonderful gospel 
message to communicate and his assessment of Athenian religion and culture underlined 
their need to hear that message. Paul was clearly sensitive to his need to communicate 
this message in a manner that took into account the cultural, religious and philosophical 
distinctives of the people of Athens. Paul was motivated to adapt to this new cultural 
context. 
 
Thirdly, Paul demonstrated through what he did and said that he knew how to adapt in an 
appropriate and effective manner. Of course, the central challenge that his message 
involved - submission to Jesus as the living Lord who rose from the dead – was alien to the 
cultural and religious world in which the Athenians had been enculturated. Nevertheless, 
Paul showed considerable skill in the way he interacted with his audience Greek literature 
and philosophy, so as to communicate his message in a way which struck home powerfully 
to at least some of his audience. 
 
Paul, then, presents us with a fine model of cultural intelligence. But it is important not 
to make the mistake of construing Paul’s extraordinary cultural sensitivity as one which 
involves downplaying, or even sidestepping the gospel in his endeavour to find common 
ground. Some have even described Paul’s speech as an instance of pre-evangelism.  
 
First of all, we must recognise Paul’s speech as a valid presentation of the gospel. Luke 
does not give us the full text of Paul’s address, but only a summation of it. However, the 
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speech concludes in a standard call for repentance and with an emphasis upon the 
resurrection of Jesus and its implications. The book of Acts is emphatic that the gospel 
centres on witnessing to the resurrection of Jesus and indeed in verse 18 we discover that 
prior to his speech at the Areopagus, Paul had been communicating this same gospel.  
 
Secondly, it is precarious to see Paul as going out of his way to accommodate his 
presentation of the gospel to the cultural context in which he found himself. What we can 
say is that there were elements of his presentation of the gospel to Jews which Paul did 
not find it necessary to highlight in his communication of the gospel to unbelieving 
Gentiles.  
 
The following list indicates those elements which Paul included in his presentation of the 
gospel to Jews: 

 Jesus as the Son of God and Messiah (Acts 9:20, 22; 13:23; 17:3;) 
 Jesus as the Saviour of Israel (i.e., being Messiah; Acts 13:23) 
 Election of Israel (Acts 13:17) 
 Review of Jewish history (Acts 13:17ff) 
 Importance of John the Baptist (Acts 13:24-25) 
 Jewish failure to recognise Jesus and their guilt in effecting his death (Acts 13:27-29) 
 The biblical (OT) necessity of the death and resurrection of the Messiah (Acts 17:2-3) 
 The death and burial of Jesus (Acts 13:28-29) 
 The resurrection of Jesus by God (Acts 13:30) 
 Witnesses to Jesus’ resurrection (Acts 13:31; 22:15) 
 His own witnessing of Jesus as the Risen Lord (Acts 22:6-10, 22:15) 
 Jesus’ resurrection as the fulfilment of God’s promise and purpose (Acts 13:32-37) 
 The citation of Old Testament Scripture now fulfilled in Christ (Acts 13:33-37) 
 Jesus’ superiority to David (Acts 13:36-37) 
 Forgiveness for Jews through Jesus (Acts 13:38) 
 Inability of the Law of Moses to justify Jews (Acts 13:39) 
 Warning against tragic consequences of unbelief and rejection of the gospel (Acts 

13:40-41) 
 The necessity to proclaim the gospel to Jews first (Acts 13:46) 
 The call to preach the gospel to Gentiles, in fulfilment of Scripture (Acts 13:46-47) 
 His own pedigree as a Jew (Acts 22:2-5) 
 His conversion (Acts 22:6ff) 

  
Many of these elements are conspicuous for their absence in Paul’s communication of the 
gospel to the Gentiles. We can certainly say that cultural considerations affect profoundly 
the content of what Paul has to say. Paul does not need to rehearse Jewish history and 
their rejection of Christ. Paul does not speak of the Law of Moses. Paul does not cite Old 
Testament Scriptures and seek to show their fulfilment in Christ. He does not seek to 
prove that Jesus is the Messiah. 
 
These considerations have practical significance. There are some standardised methods of 
sharing the gospel, e.g., Evangelism Explosion, Two Ways to Live, The Bridge Illustration, 
etc. It cannot be assumed that these methods transfer into other cultural settings. In 
certain cultural contexts the entire method may have to be ditched and an entirely 
different mode of presentation be developed. In many cultural contexts the content of the 
method concerned may have to be drastically modified. My experience has been that in 
most instances modification of such standardised methods to allow for cultural differences 
has been grossly inadequate.  
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Following Niebuhr five different models have been developed to describe differing 
Christian attitudes to culture: 
1. Fundamental opposition – “Christ against culture” 
2. Fundamental agreement – “Christ of culture” 
3. Synthetic – “Christ above culture” 
4. Polarity and tension – “Christ and culture in paradox” 
5. Conversionist – “Christ transforms culture” 
 
In approaching Paul’s speech in Acts 17 it is interesting to consider which of these models 
is best represented by Paul himself. As previously indicated, many have seen Paul to be 
operating on a “Christ of culture” model. According to this viewpoint, while disturbed by 
the false worship which proliferated in Athens, Paul was very pleased to find worship to an 
unknown God and he was quick to identify the God in whom he believed with this unknown 
God. Various missiologists have likened this to the way in which some missionaries 
ministering to remote tribes have discovered that alongside many false ideas of religion an 
ancient belief in some supreme God who shares many characteristics applicable to the 
God of the Bible. Many such missionaries have been quick to latch onto such beliefs and 
even to regard these as beliefs in the true God himself. Frequently, Paul’s own example in 
Acts 17 is advanced in favour of pursuing such a course.  
 
Chidi Denis Isizoh (“African Traditional Religious Perspective of Areopagus Speech: Acts 
17:22-31”)2 writes: 

On an elevated spot in Athens, the Areopagus hill, Paul delivered a speech 
that could be considered as one of the earliest presentations of a 
Comparative Theology of Religions in the New Testament.  
Hitherto, the non-Jews and non-Christians were considered as pagans 
whose “gods are idols, silver and gold, the work of men’s hands. They 
have mouths, but they speak not, they have eyes, but they see not, they 
have ears, but they hear not, nor is there any breath in their mouths. Like 
them be those who make them! -- yea, every one who trusts in them!” (Ps 
134, 17-19).  
In this speech in Athens (to be referred to as “the Areopagus speech”) 
Paul interpreted the concept of God among the non-Jews in a positive 
light. The God worshipped in the “pagan” Athens is the same Creator 
whom Paul had come to proclaim. The speech thus provides the 
theological basis for the missionary enterprise among non-Jews and non-
Christians. God is not circumscribed in a particular geographical ambient. 
He is acknowledged and worshipped by all men and women everywhere. 

 
However, a closer look at Acts 17 shows that such a missiological reading of what Paul says 
in verse 23 is an instance of eisegesis (reading meaning into the passage from outside) 
rather than of exegesis (taking the meaning out of the passage which was already there). 
Paul does indeed use the altar to an unknown God as a way of establishing contact with his 
audience. But he does not in any way imply that he is telling the Athenians about a God of 
whom they already had some knowledge. The choice of an altar to an “unknown God” is 
quite deliberate.  Paul’s true emphasis is unmistakeable. His hearers do not know God at 
all. Indeed in verses 24-30 Paul proceeds to correct their fallacious ideas of God. Far from 
indicating that the Athenians have all along been worshipping the same God, the altar to 
the unknown God stands as a monument to the (now) culpable religious ignorance of the 
Athenians.  
 
Even though Paul cites from the Stoic poets Epimenides and Eratus in verse 28 and 
establishes some common ground with the pantheistic understanding of the Stoics, Paul 
does so as one who rejects pantheism itself (a point which is made quite clear in his 
presentation of God as the Creator of the world, as the direct Creator of man and as the 
one on whom all people are dependent. So, Paul concludes by charging the Athenians with 
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inexcusable ignorance (v30). In short, the Athenians need to come to terms with the fact 
that they do not know the true God at all and that he is revealed in the gospel message 
preached by Paul himself.  
 
Clearly, then, there is little to be said for the Christ-of-Culture model. The altar to an 
unknown God does not represent the one instance of true worship to be found among a 
mass of false examples. It is rather a shrine to the complete ignorance of the Athenians 
concerning the true God. Therefore, there is far more to be said for the Christ-against-
culture model.  
 
But even this needs qualification. Human ignorance of God is a universal phenomenon. 
Further, it is never a matter of moral neutrality. All people are culpable for their 
ignorance of the true God since God created man and so ordered his environment so as to 
induce him “to seek him and perhaps reach out for him and find him” (v27). For it is not as 
though God is far from each of us (v28a). Given this, human ignorance of the true God can 
only be explained by an innate aversion to God; an aversion which prevents people from 
doing that which they properly should do, that is, seek after God. Therefore, Paul does 
not hesitate in calling upon the Athenians to repent of their ignorance, for it is a 
thoroughly sinful ignorance. He accompanies his demand with a severe warning as to the 
dire consequences which will ensue upon a failure to repent of this ignorance.  
 
It follows from this that Paul is antithetical to sinful ignorance of God and not to culture 
per se. To be sure, sinful ignorance has its cultural expression. The form this ignorance 
took in Athens involved its own unique mix of forms of false worship, including the 
particular expressions of Stoicism and Epicureanism and, of course, the lamentable shrine 
to the unknown God. This passage, therefore, justifies Lingenfelter’s claim that all 
cultures are like slot machines which have a bias towards sin. All cultures serve to 
encourage and reinforce behaviour (religious and other) which shuts out or clouds 
knowledge of the true God. Paul found this to be the case in Athens.  
 
It is notable in this connection that Paul’s speech largely clashes with Epicurean and Stoic 
philosophy rather than the other way round. Many have taken verse 28, along with Paul’s 
citations of Aratus and Cleanthes, to be indications of Paul’s endorsement of certain 
facets of Stoic thought. This is far from being the case. Yes, Paul is able to use such 
statements to establish common ground for communication. However, as we have already 
noted, Paul completely rejects the pantheism implicit in the words of the Stoic poets. 
Further, observe the following head-on collisions with Epicurean and Stoic thought: 
 
First, compare what Paul has to say with what Epicurus had said:  
1. “In the first place, remember that, like everything else, knowledge of celestial 

phenomena, whether taken along with other things or in isolation, has no other end in 
view than peace of mind and firm convictions.” (Epicurus, Letter to Pythocles). 
Compare this with what Paul has to say about the nature of creation in verses 24-29. 
Does Paul use this to induce “peace of mind” (consider especially verse 30)? On the 
contrary, he uses this to do the very opposite, unsettle his audience and motivate 
them to repent! 

2. “The sun and moon and the stars generally were not of independent origin and later 
absorbed, within our world, [such parts of it at least as serve at all for its defense]; 
but they at once began to take form and grow [and so too did earth and sea] by the 
accretions and whirling motions of certain substances of finest texture, of the nature 
either of wind or fire, or of both; for thus sense itself suggests.” (Epicurus, Letter to 
Pythocles). Compare this with what Paul says in verse 24, a clear counter-claim 
insisting that God is “the Lord of heaven and earth” who “made the world and 
everything in it.” 
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Also compare and contrast Paul’s speech with Stoic beliefs: 
1. That logos predetermined the entire world. Logos governs and orders the universe. The 

universe has a beginning and an ending (in a conflagration) and then starts over to do 
it all exactly the same again. Does this square with Paul’s understanding of the 
universe? 

2. One great Stoic goal was apatheia: a nonatachment to all things, a tranquility of mind 
and body reached via psychic detachment from physical and mental disturbances. To 
find good and evil, Stoics taught, we must turn away from whatever happens of 
necessity in our world and look within so as to reach this mental state of apatheia. 
Was Paul trying to generate apatheia in verses 30-31? 

3. Another great Stoic goal was autarkeia, that is, self-sufficiency. Does Paul’s speech 
encourage the development of this goal? Note especially verse 27.  

4. Stoics thought that God and the world were related in a way that allowed the world to 
be described as the body of God and God to be described as the soul of the world. 
Compare this with what Paul says in verse 28 where he quotes from Stoic poets Aratus 
and Cleanthes in his Hymn to Jupiter. But remember that unlike the God of Paul who is 
an eternal, almighty, all-knowing, loving, spiritual Person, the Stoic God was 
impersonal and hence incapable of knowledge, love, or providential acts. 

5. Stoic fatalism is seen in their belief that everything that happens occurs by necessity. 
How does this belief compare with what Paul has to say in verses 27 and 30? 

6. The fundamental proposition of the Stoic physics is that “nothing incorporeal exists.” 
How does this compare with what Paul has to say about God in verse 29? 

7. The human soul is part of the divine fire, and proceeds into humans from God. Hence 
it is a rational soul, and this is a point of cardinal importance in connection with the 
Stoic ethics. But the soul of each individual does not come direct from God. The divine 
fire was breathed into the first man, and thereafter passed from parent to child in the 
act of procreation. After death, all souls, according to some, but only the souls of the 
good, according to others, continue in individual existence until the general 
conflagration in which they, and all else, return to God. How does all of this compare 
with Paul’s presentation of people as created beings in verses 25-26? 

 
It will be readily recognised that Paul does not give an inch of ground away to the Stoics 
and Epicureans. Most of what Paul says amounts to a rejection of their beliefs and, in fact, 
Paul ends up telling them, along with the rest of his audience, that they are ignorant of 
ultimate reality.  
 
Though Paul does confront the sinful ignorance of his hearers concerning God, Paul does 
make the effort to find some aspects of the culture of his hearers which will afford him 
with an opportunity to clarify the difference between their understanding of reality and 
the true gospel understanding (as vouchsafed by the resurrection of Christ). This is the 
real significance of Paul’s use of the altar to the unknown God as his jumping-off point 
and his citation from Stoic poets. The implication is: you think that this is what these 
things mean, but let me tell you what the true reality is. 
 
Luke’s presentation and summation of Paul’s address to the Areopagus is not designed to 
show the Christian relationship with culture. To the extent that Acts 17 bears on this issue 
it does so in an incidental and secondary fashion. It is therefore difficult to gauge from 
this passage alone what Paul’s total attitude towards culture really was. There is little in 
the passage to support the view that Paul regarded aspects of Athenian culture acceptable 
and not at odds with the gospel. Certainly, Paul accommodated himself to the culture to 
the extent that he communicated with people in the market-place (v17) and familiarised 
himself with the way people thought and acted (especially religiously; vv16, 18). But this 
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does not really take us very far and, beyond this, there is not much more we can say on 
the basis of this passage alone.  
 
In short, all we can conclude is that Paul evidently viewed all culture, especially in its 
religious expression, as expressive of sinful ignorance concerning the true God. To some 
extent, therefore, the gospel of the risen Jesus must inevitably clash with culture. Paul 
recognised that it was necessary for him to thoroughly acquaint himself with the 
culture of Athenians in order to effectively communicate the gospel to them. While 
Paul’s address is a critique of culpable religious ignorance it is not a critique of culture as 
such. Consequently, it far exceeds the textual evidence to conclude that Paul set himself 
against human culture at every point.  
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STUDY QUESTIONS 
 
 
The People and Religion of Athens 
1. Carefully compare verses 22-23 with verse 16. 

(a) What religious practices did Paul find in Athens?  
 
 
 
 
 
(b) How did Paul feel about these practices and how did he respond to them? (see 

especially verse 16; also verses 17-18, 22-23).  
 
 
 
 
 
(c) How does Luke portray the people of Athens (verses 19-21)? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(d) Verses 22-23 express which of the following: 

- Religious tolerance? 
- Sympathy? 
- Establishing common ground? 
- A polite identification of Athenian religious ignorance? 
- Other?  

 
 
Explain your answer [carefully consider verses 16 and 30 in making your answer] 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. The ignorance of the Athenians is emphasised in verses 16, 21, 23 and 30. What 

ignorant thinking about God does Paul seek to correct in verses 24-29? 
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Gospel and Culture 
3. What is the basic gospel message which must be communicated in all cultural 

contexts? (see verses 18 and 31) 
 
 
 
 
4. Compare this with the way Paul proclaims the gospel to Greeks in Acts 17. What 

differences do you observe? 
 
 
 
 
 
5. With which philosophies did Paul come into contact? (v18a).  
 
 
 

(a) Why would the proponents of such philosophies think Paul was a “babbler” 
(literally “seed-pecker”, that is, like a bird picking up an idea here and an idea 
there) and advocater of foreign gods (v18)?  

 
 
 
 
 

(b) How did Paul’s sermon take such philosophies into account? 
 
 
 
 
 
6. Why does Paul devote so much attention to presenting God as Creator in verses 24-29? 
 
 
 
 
 
7. Using Paul’s speech in Acts 17 as your example, how do cultural considerations affect 

the way in which the gospel is preached? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
8. Does cultural sensitivity require a totally non-confrontational approach to evangelism 

and gospel ministry? Ponder verses 30-31 as you answer this question. Also recall the 
comparison of Paul’s teaching with that of Epicurus. 
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APPENDIX A 
More notes on Epicurean Philosophy 

 
Athens was the centre for Epicurean philosophy. Epicurus (341-270 BC) helped lay the 
intellectual foundations for modern science and for secular individualism. His school came 
to be known as “the Garden” because of their instructional sessions in the garden of the 
property Epicurus bought in Athens. An inscription on the gate to this garden encourages 
outsiders to regard it as a garden of delights: 
an inscription on the gate that greeted those entering it: 

Stranger, here you will do well to tarry; here our highest good is pleasure. The caretaker of 
that abode, a kindly host, will be ready for you; he will welcome you with bread, and serve 
you water also in abundance, with these words: “Have you not been well entertained? This 
garden does not whet your appetite; but quenches it.” 

 
Epicurus came to be known for his close friendships and his unusually liberal attitudes, 
even allowing women and slaves into his inner circle in sharp contrast to the elitist 
orientation of the Academy and the Lyceum. 
 
In the Talmudic Mishnah tractate Sanhedrin it is explicitly stated that Epicureans (here 
called Apikorsim) do not merit the world to come because they deny the resurrection from 
the dead and that Torah is God-given. The first of these denials is significant given Acts 
17:18 – the Epicureans, like the Stoics, could not accept Paul’s teaching about Jesus’ 
resurrection from the dead. Epicureanism had an especially bad name among Jews 
because the never-to-be-forgotten monster Antiochus IV Epiphanes, who defiled the 
Temple and deliberately offended and opposed the Jews in many ways, had been 
sympathetic to Epicureanism. 
 
Epicureans denied the after-life and divine providence. They affirmed pleasure, though 
not wanton hedonism, as the supreme good. Thomas Jefferson declared himself to be an 
Epicurean. 
 
Some examples of some of the things Epicurus himself said in his work Principal Doctrines 
(Sovran Maxims): 

#2. Death is nothing to us; for that which has been dissolved into its elements experiences 
no sensations, and that which has no sensation is nothing to us.  
#3. The magnitude of pleasure reaches its limit in the removal of all pain. When such 
pleasure is present, so long as it is uninterrupted, there is no pain either of body or of mind 
or of both together.  
#4. It is impossible to live a pleasant life without living wisely and honorably and justly, and 
it is impossible to live wisely and honorably and justly without living pleasantly. Whenever 
any one of these is lacking, when, for instance, the man is not able to live wisely, though 
he lives honorably and justly, it is impossible for him to live a pleasant life.  
#8. No pleasure is a bad thing in itself, but the things which produce certain pleasures 
entail disturbances many times greater than the pleasures themselves.  
#28. The same conviction which inspires confidence that nothing we have to fear is eternal 
or even of long duration, also enables us to see that in the limited evils of this life nothing 
enhances our security so much as friendship.  
#33. There never was such a thing as absolute justice, but only agreements made in mutual 
dealings among men in whatever places at various times providing against the infliction or 
suffering of harm.  

 
In his letter to Menoeceus, Epicurus clarifies what he means by setting pleasure as the 
supreme good: 

When we say, then, that pleasure is the end and aim, we do not mean the pleasures of the 
prodigal or the pleasures of sensuality, as we are understood to do by some through 
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ignorance, prejudice, or willful misrepresentation. By pleasure we mean the absence of 
pain in the body and of trouble in the soul. It is not an unbroken succession of drinking-
bouts and of revelry, not sexual lust, not the enjoyment of the fish and other delicacies of 
a luxurious table, which produce a pleasant life; it is sober reasoning, searching out the 
grounds of every choice and avoidance, and banishing those beliefs through which the 
greatest tumults take possession of the soul. 

 
In his letter to Herodotus, Epicurus explains what he thinks happens to the body and soul 
at death, in accordance with his theory of atoms: 

…so long as the soul is in the body, it never loses sentience through the removal of some 
other part. The containing sheaths may be dislocated in whole or in part, and portions of 
the soul may thereby be lost; yet in spite of this the soul, if it manage to survive, will have 
sentience. But the rest of the frame, whether the whole of it survives or only a part, no 
longer has sensation, when once those atoms have departed, which, however few in 
number, are required to constitute the nature of soul. Moreover, when the whole frame is 
broken up, the soul is scattered and has no longer the same powers as before, nor the same 
notions; hence it does not possess sentience either. 
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APPENDIX B 
More Notes on Stoic Philosophy 

 
There was great rivalry between Epicureans and Stoics. 
 
“Live according to Nature.” That’s the Stoic motto. Zeno said it first, the founder and 
father of Stoicism. Zenon died as simply as he had lived, he just hanged himself when he 
thought his time had come. 
 
Stoicism began with the teachings of Zeno of Kitium (Cyprus) at the central market of 
Athens about 305 BC. Zeno regularly met with students on the north side of the market at 
a stoa, a covered colonnade, called the Painted Stoa, renowned for its spectacular murals. 
In time, Zeno and his students became known as the men of the Stoa, or Stoics. Here he 
taught a moral system based upon nature: the guide to human happiness, he said, is 
clearly evident in the processes and cycles of nature  
 
What does it mean to live according to nature? Zeno said that to do so was the same as 
living a virtuous life, because virtue was “the goal towards which nature guides us” 
(D.L.,VII.86-90). 
 
The Stoics believed that Logos predetermined, governed and controlled the entire 
universe. For this reason they believed that the universe is essentially a rational order. As 
part of this universe each person, all thought to be created equal, was invested with a 
“spark” of Logos. So, it was reasoned, it is the moral duty of every person to live in 
harmony with one’s true nature, that is, to act in the most rational way possible. Virtue 
was thought to be the product of this supposedly natural rationality. 
 
This stress on rationality presupposes a mind-body dualism and the ultimate goal of the 
Stoic was to attain a state of rationality (apatheia) which involved detachment from 
physical and mental disturbance; a mindset of non-attachment to everything, not 
dissimilar to the Buddhist understanding of nirvana. This in turn involved treating oneself 
as self-sufficient and autonomous (autarkeia). 
 
Stoics also believed that the universe is subject to endless cycles – beginning, eventually 
consumed by fire, restarting, another eventual fiery termination, etc. This view of the 
universe helps explain Stoic fatalism, the need to accept one’s unavoidable fate. 
 
 
                                            
1 P. Christopher Earley & Soon Ang, Cultural Intelligence: Individual Interactions Across Cultures (Stanford 
Business Books; Stanford, California: Stanford University Press, 2003) 58. 
2 http://www.afrikaworld.net/afrel/areopagus.htm . Downloaded August 2007. 


