Acts 17:18




 is the continuative use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “Now” plus the nominative subject from the masculine plural indefinite pronoun TIS, meaning “some” with the ascensive or adverbial use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “even.”  Then we have the partitive genitive (or ablative of the whole) from the masculine plural article, which governs two nouns and an adjective connected by the conjunction KAI (meaning “and”): the noun EPIKOUREIOS, meaning “Epicureans,” the adjective STOIKOS, meaning “Stoic” and the noun PHILOSOPHOS, meaning “philosophers.”  This is followed by the third person plural imperfect active indicative from the verb SUMBALLW, which means “to engage in mutual pondering of a matter: converse, confer Acts 17:18; 4:15.”
  Literally it means to ‘throw together ideas’.  However, Barrett points out (p. 829f) that in this context it means to argue with someone and not necessarily in a polite way.


The imperfect tense is a descriptive imperfect, which describes a continuing, past action.


The active voice indicates that some of the Epicurean and Stoic philosophers produced the action.


The indicative mood is declarative for a simple statement of fact.

Then we have the instrumental of association from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “with him” and referring to Paul.

“Now even some of the Epicurean and Stoic philosophers were conversing with him.”
 is the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “And” with the nominative subject from the masculine plural adjective TIS, meaning “some.”  Then we have the third person plural imperfect active indicative from the verb LEGW, which means “to say: were saying.”


The imperfect tense is a descriptive imperfect, which describes a continuing, past action.


The active voice indicates that some of the Epicurean and Stoic philosophers produced the action.


The indicative mood is declarative for a simple statement of fact.

This is followed by the accusative direct object from the neuter singular interrogative pronoun TIS, meaning “What.”  Then we have the untranslatable, indefinite particle AN, which is used in Greek to make a statement or verb indefinite, plus the third person singular present active optative from the verb THELW, which means “to wish.”


The present tense is a descriptive present for an action that is now going on.


The active voice indicates that the subject (Paul) is producing the action.


The optative mood is a deliberative optative,
 which is used to express what would happen if an expressed or implied condition were fulfilled.  “This use of the optative occurs with the particle  in the apodosis of an incomplete fourth class condition.  It is used to indicate a consequence in the future of an unlikely condition.  There are no complete fourth class conditions in the NT.  The protasis (which also uses the optative) needs to be supplied.  The idea is, If he could do something, he would do this.  Only a handful of examples occur in the NT, all in Luke’s writings.  Some [of the philosophers] were saying, ‘What would this babbler say?’ The implicit protasis is, ‘If he could say anything that made sense.’”


This is followed by the nominative subject from the masculine singular article and adjective SPERMOLOGOS plus the nominative masculine singular demonstrative pronoun HOUTOS, meaning “this idea-scavenger.”  The word is used literally, meaning “‘picking up seeds’; of birds in negative imagery of persons whose communication lacks sophistication and seems to pick up scraps of information here and there: a scrapmonger, scavenger Acts 17:18. English synonyms include ‘gossip’, ‘babbler’, ‘chatterer’; but these terms miss the imagery of unsystematic gathering.”
  A better English description of what these men are calling Paul might be “an eclectic idea-scavenger.”  The word eclectic means selecting what appears to be best in various doctrines, methods, or styles and then composing something of elements drawn from various sources.
  One thing Paul was definitely not was “an idle babbler,” which is a simply awful translation.

Then we have the present active infinitive from the verb LEGW, which means “to say.”


The present tense is a tendential present for that which is intended but not taking place.


The active voice indicates that Paul is potentially producing the action.


The infinitive is a complementary infinitive, which is commonly used after verbs of wishing, willing or wanting to complete the meaning.

“Some were saying, ‘What would this eclectic idea-scavenger wish to say?’”

 is the adversative use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “But” plus the nominative masculine plural article, meaning “others,” when used in coordination with the previous indefinite pronoun TIS (meaning “some”).  Then we have the descriptive genitive from the neuter plural adjective XENOS, meaning “of strange or foreign” and the noun DAIMONION, meaning “divinities,”
 that is, “divine beings or deities.”  This is followed by the third person singular present active indicative from the verb DOKEW, which means “to appear to one’s understanding, seem, be recognized as Lk 10:36; Acts 17:18; 1 Cor 12:22; 2 Cor 10:9; Heb 12:11.”


The present tense is a static present, which describes the present state of being.


The active voice indicates that Paul produces the action of seeming or appearing to be something.


The indicative mood is declarative for a simple statement of fact.

Then we have the predicate nominative from the masculine singular noun KATAGGELEUS, which means “proclaimer, preacher of foreign divinities Acts 17:18.”
  This is followed by the present active infinitive from the verb EIMI, which means “to be.”


The present tense is an aoristic present for a state or condition that presently exists as a fact.


The active voice indicates that Paul produces the action of being in this state or condition.


The infinitive is a complementary infinitive, which completes the meaning of the main verb DOKEW.

“But others, ‘He seems to be a proclaimer of foreign divine beings,’”

 is the causal use of the conjunction HOTI, meaning “because,” followed by the accusative direct object from the masculine singular article and proper noun IĒSOUS, meaning “Jesus.”  Then we have the connective/additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and,” followed by the accusative direct object from the feminine singular article and noun ANASTASIS, meaning “the resurrection.”  Finally, we have the third person singular imperfect middle indicative from the verb EUAGGELIZW, which means “to proclaim: he kept on proclaiming.”


The imperfect tense is a durative imperfect, which describes a continuing, past action.


The middle voice is an indirect middle, which emphasizes Paul as the subject personally responsible for producing the action.


The indicative mood is declarative for a simple statement of fact.

“—because he kept on proclaiming Jesus and the resurrection.”

Acts 17:18 corrected translation
“Now even some of the Epicurean and Stoic philosophers were conversing with him.  Some were saying, ‘What would this eclectic idea-scavenger wish to say?’  But others, ‘He seems to be a proclaimer of foreign divine beings,’—because he kept on proclaiming Jesus and the resurrection.”
Explanation:
1.  “Now even some of the Epicurean and Stoic philosophers were conversing with him.”

a.  As Paul is talking in the marketplace to anyone who will listen to him, he is overheard by some of the Epicurean and Stoic philosophers.  They strike up a conversation, in which Paul would have presented the gospel to them, while talking about the creation of the universe by God, the angelic conflict, man’s purpose for being here, who Jesus was and why He came to earth, His resurrection and ascension into heaven.  The nature of truth, the importance of ethics, and the ideas of man compared with the declaration of God would all be topics of conversation in the agora of Athens.


b.  Note that the single article used to govern both the Epicureans and the Stoics indicates that in Luke’s (God the Holy Spirit’s) mind they may be two different schools of philosophy, but they were equally wrong about what was true and real (the application of the Granville-Sharp rule).


c.  Who were the Epicurean philosophers?



(1)  “Epicurus was born on the island of Samos in 341 B.C. of an Athenian father.  By the age of twelve his interest in philosophy was already evident.  In his youth he diligently studied the writings of Democritus, whose materialism saturated his mind.  When he was nineteen he went to Athens to study at the Academy.  In the year 306 he opened his own philosophical school in the city, in a house with a magnificent garden, which his admirers had purchased for him.  This is why his school was often referred to as the Garden.  Women were also admitted to the circle of his disciples, and some of them played an important part in it. There, the adherence and admiration of thousands notwithstanding, he lived by his motto of ‘simplicity’ until he died.  After intense suffering he died in 270 bc, but for many years after that he was still gratefully honored by his disciples.  Some even regarded him as a god.  Epicurus turned his back on metaphysics, thus also rejecting the philosophical tradition of Plato and Aristotle.  Instead, he adopted the tenets of Democritus, who had taught that nothing exists or can be known by us except space and atoms.  All phenomena originate through the combination of atoms.



(2)  Ethics had a central place in his philosophy.  In his view, the other divisions of philosophy, logic and physics, were of secondary importance.  He did not concern himself with logic, but he regarded physics as useful, since, if people know nature, they are freed from superstition and fear.  Everything which exists is composed of atoms, which move downwards in a void.  When in their haphazard movement atoms touched or collided with one another, the world came into being.  According to Epicurus, an underworld, evil spirits, and similar entities, which played such a large part in the Greeks’ religious life, did not exist; they were sheer fantasies.  Anyone who devoted himself to the study of nature would reach the conclusion that all these baleful and disturbing things had no existence.  Thus physics is able to serve ethics.  The person who lives in anxiety and alarm cannot be happy, for the highest goal in life is to be happy or to live in a condition of pleasure.  The consequences of this view of the origin of things were far-reaching.  Epicurus accounted for everything in a materialistic way.  Even a human being is the product of nature; the human spirit is another type of matter.  The human soul is formed only from matter, and it is mortal because it cannot exist outside the body.  Since the body dies, the soul also dies.



(3)  Yet Epicurus did not deny the existence of a deity or of the gods.  If they exist, they do not concern themselves with humanity.  So people have nothing to fear from the gods, but they can expect nothing either.  Cicero declared that by this tenet Epicurus had plucked religion from the human soul.  In fact, Epicurus regarded religion as an absurdity, even something which makes people unhappy, since it shatters the soul’s silence, and makes people fear death and the gods who condemn them to death.  According to Lucretius, a later disciple of Epicurus, all the misery on earth has been caused by religion.  The fear of death and belief in gods who punish must be eradicated root and branch.



(4)  For Epicurus the pursuit of pleasure is philosophy’s chief function and the highest goal for human beings.  But this does not mean that one must give rein to one’s appetites and devote oneself to a life of unbridled pleasure.  The ideal life is one which is free from every kind of unrest, the body’s freedom from pain, the soul’s from disquiet.  Therefore we must not understand pleasure as the highest goal in life in a banal or a senseless way.  In fact, Epicurus asserted that it is not possible to live pleasurably and not also be understanding, good and just. One of the most important elements in happiness in life is friendship.  Justice and laws must be respected, but they have no divine origin, nor must they be regarded as objectively normative. The natural law, he maintained, is a contract entered into to prevent people from mutually harming one another.  To act unjustly would not be wrong, if in doing so it did not threaten our happiness as we ran the risk of being caught and punished. Though the laws have no absolute value, they are practical and useful for the wise people to whom they have been given, not in order that they might do no wrong, but so that they might not act unjustly.



(5)  There can be no doubt that on his missionary journeys Paul encountered the disciples and tenets of Epicurus and his school.  In 1 Cor 15:32 he writes: ‘If the dead are not raised,—“Let us eat and drink, for tomorrow we die”.’  There we probably find a reference to this philosophy.  He contrasts it with the Christian belief in Christ, which has significance for this life and the life to come.  Understandably, his audience on the Areopagus would not want to listen further to someone speaking about the resurrection of the dead (Acts 17:18, 32).”



(6)  “The central thrust of Paul’s theology contrasts with Epicureanism.




(a)  The universe is basically spiritual and not material (though the material realm is not negated), and man’s spirit is a reflection of the divine Spirit.




(b)  God is blessed and eternal but does become actively involved in human affairs — notably in the Incarnation.




(c)  God’s final judgment will be just — a warning to unbelievers and a comfort to believers.




(d)  Christ’s death overcomes the “sting” of death, and a future life is affirmed.




(e)  True peace is found in the present life within the Christian community.”



(7)  “The movement, which maintained the unaltered teachings of its founder, spread to Rome after 146 B.C. and during the first century B.C. became identified with hedonism.  Its decline coincided with the decline of Rome, and it was no match for Christianity once the latter became an acceptable Roman religion (after 323 A.D.).”


d.  Who were the Stoics?



(1)  “The founder of this school of philosophy was Zeno, who was born in 336 B.C. at Citium on the island of Cyprus.  He was a merchant who settled in Athens and set up his own philosophical school in a colonnade at the side of the public market.  Practically nothing has come down to us of the works of the great figures of the Old Stoics, the first period of this school. This is true also of the most eminent among them, Chryssipus, who was the real architect of Stoic teaching.  Born in 280 B.C., he was a fine scholar and a prolific writer, though of his seven hundred books nothing remains.



(2)  Nearly all the works of the famous personalities of the Later Stoics have come down to us.  Seneca, who lived from about 4 B.C. to A.D. 65, wrote a large number of letters and various moralizing treatises.  Epictetus (about A.D. 60–140), was a manumitted slave of Epaphroditus, one of Nero’s ‘ministers’; though he himself wrote nothing, his pupil, the historian Arrian, recorded the content of his teaching in the form of written reports of his lectures and a small handbook.  Marcus Aurelius, the Roman emperor from 161 to 180, was another adherent of Stoicism.



(3)  Just as for Epicurus, for the Stoics the purpose of philosophy resided in the practical life.  For them ethics was also the most important subsection of philosophy; logic and physics were of minor significance.  For all that, the Old Stoics did make important contributions in the spheres of logic and epistemology by attempting to determine how knowledge originated and what criterion for truth our knowledge possesses.



(4)  The Stoic’s physics or theory of the physical world is materialistic, for matter is all which exists.  Not only things, but also their properties are material.  What is more, it is pantheistic: the deity, the divine—or whatever name Stoicism gives to the supreme power ruling the cosmos—permeates matter, so that both together comprise a unity.  The divine is nowhere localized in matter, but is totally dissolved in it, as water and wine are mixed together.  Briefly, what that theory amounts to is this: There is only one primeval matter, which has existed from eternity and is imperishable.  It consists of two principles, an active and a passive element; these do not exist alongside each other, but together form a complete unity.  The passive element of this matter, without form or motion, is brought to life by the active element, which is also material.  In this eternal, imperishable matter the active element operates by tension and relaxation through which the four elements come into being: fire, air, water and earth.  These four can combine with one another in endless variations, thus creating the cosmos.  In this cosmos everything is ordered in terms of fixed laws and takes place according to a fixed plan. This is the Stoic idea of ‘creation’ or ‘the path down’.  From primeval matter, through the four elements, the whole cosmos emanates.  But there is also ‘the way up’.  There will come a stage when the cosmos, which emanated from primeval matter, will be reabsorbed into it; everything which exists will be consumed in the creative fire which with formless matter forms a single element.  The Stoics called this the , the universal conflagration.  Then the same process repeats itself: a new cosmos comes into being, which in its turn will be reabsorbed into primeval matter.  So the eternal cycle continues from primeval matter to cosmos and from cosmos to primeval matter once more.  The Stoics used various terms for the active element in primeval matter: god,  (reason), spirit, fate, Zeus, creative fire, and so on.  This deity, immanent in matter and himself matter, rules over the universe, which is perfect and could never be improved upon.  There is wrong, of course, but it fulfils a necessary role in that it allows good to show to better advantage.



(5)  The deity or the divine pneuma permeates the whole cosmos, but manifests himself in various ways: in lifeless matter only through the fact of its existence, in the world of plants also, but since here there is growth and motion, they belong to a higher class and have a nature. In living beings the manifestation of the divine occurs in the human soul, which also displays another aspect of the divine, namely reason.  Reason is the soul’s guiding principle and controls it.  The soul is material and mortal.  True enough, after death it remains in existence for a brief while, but after a shorter or longer period it goes to nothing.  According to Cleanthes, however, all souls remain in existence until the world conflagration, but Chryssipus makes a distinction by asserting that this applies only to the souls of the wise.



(6)  Epicurus denied that the gods concerned themselves with humanity; there is no contact between them and human beings, and their worship makes no sense.  As a mark of respect the temples and the cultic practices may continue, so long as people free themselves from the wrong traditional conceptions relating to the gods.  For the Stoics, however, it was different. They acknowledged the divine as the supreme ruling principle through which the cosmos originated and exists, but, because their theology conflicted with the current ideas about the gods, they sought a synthesis.  By employing allegorical interpretation, they brought the existing ideas into harmony with their own.  The name Zeus, for instance, was for them merely another name for the force which gives life to all.



(7)  The goal of philosophy is ethics.  On the question of how one must live, the Stoics answered: in conformity with nature.  The cosmos, which came into being according to a fixed plan and is governed by unchangeable laws, is a perfect product of the divine Reason.  In it, essentially perfect as it is, humanity takes its own place.  No person may disturb the harmony in it, and this can be achieved only by living in concord with nature.  This becomes possible because in the human soul the guiding principle, reason, is a spark of the divine creative fire which brought the whole cosmos in its completeness into being.  As a person allows himself to be led by reason and submits himself to it, he may achieve the ideal.  Reason supplies him with the correct insight into the essence of things, and will allow him on the basis of this insight to act in conformity with nature.



(8)  Everything is subject to an unavoidable inevitability.  One must therefore subject oneself to the course of events, sometimes referred to as Fate.  Everything which happens to one must be accepted with resignation: sickness and pain, a good and a bad reputation, liberty and slavery, life and death.  In fact, one must suppress all feelings which might impede the course of nature or cast doubt upon its wisdom.  One must attain complete apatheia or insensitivity. Moreover, one must make oneself independent of everything binding one to this world.  This inner freedom, which cannot be affected by anything external, enables the Stoic to endure everything which happens to him.  With the same equanimity and peace which he achieves in this life he may serenely go to meet his death.



(9)  In practice, the Stoics were good counselors who taught their adherents to submit, to control their passions, to strive for inner harmony, not to fear death, and to believe that they had been linked to a higher order.  They also freely taught the brotherhood of all people, who were in fact equal because they shared in the divine Reason—a theory which fitted in well in the Roman world-empire with its variety of nations.  This theory resulted in a greater appreciation of slaves, and led to an improvement in their lot.  The Stoics also criticized bad conditions, including gladiatorial combats and imperialism, as well as other vices.  It is not surprising that they had a large following, or that an emperor, Marcus Aurelius, and a former slave, Epictetus, could feel at home among them.



(10)  It is often asserted that Paul was strongly influenced by Stoicism, especially with reference to Acts 17:28, where Luke portrays him as saying: 

‘In him we live and move and have our being’; as even some of your poets have said, ‘For we are indeed his offspring.’  But it is clear that, according to Luke, Paul was making these references to establish a link with his hearers, and that he gave them a totally new significance. When Paul wrote that he had learned to be content, whatever his circumstances (Phil 4:11), it was no apathetic Stoic attitude, for he immediately added that he was able to do all things through Christ who strengthened him.  The acquiescence taught by the Stoics was quite different from the Christian endurance of which Paul writes (Rom 5:3f).  They disregarded all suffering, attempting to defeat it by a fatalistic and apathetic attitude to life.  As Christians we can submit and accept suffering, because Christ has drawn its sting, namely sin (1 Cor 15:55; 2 Tim 1:10). He has not only freed us from the dread of death (Heb 2:14f); in addition he has made it possible for us to be more than conquerors (Rom 8:37–39).”



(11)  “Grappling with that same uncertainty of life which led the Epicureans to seek happiness in serene detachment, the Stoics sought salvation in aligning the will with the inherent Reason of the universe, LOGOS.  Man is happy when he does not want things to be any other than they are; let him, then, seek clear knowledge of the cycle of nature and cultivate a willing acceptance of it.  Though a man must play his part willy-nilly in the outworking of universal Reason, for his own peace of mind it is essential that he do so consciously and willingly; he must seek out the things which befit his place in the natural order and pursue them not with desire, which might be disappointed, but with disinterested virtue.  His fellow men he must serve not from love, which would make him suffer if service failed to help them, but from a pure recognition that the life of service is the ‘natural’ life for man.  The universal Reason is God; traditional mythologies were given a symbolic interpretation in this sense.  Much of Paul’s language in the apologetic discourse on Mars’ Hill is drawn from that of Stoicism.”


e.  The conversation apparently was not always polite, because the Greek verb SUMBALLW not only means to have a conversation with someone, but it also means to argue pointedly and heatedly with someone.  Since Paul was dragged off before the education council of Athens (the Areopagus) and accused of the same offence (introducing new divinities into the city of Athens) that led to the death of Socrates, it is highly likely that the meaning of the word here is to argue vehemently against someone rather than to have a nice, polite philosophical discussion.


f.  “Both schools of thought made much of reason and philosophical thought.  They were not easily persuaded by the ideas of people of any type which failed to measure up to their exacting standards.  Thus, Paul’s preaching of Jesus and the Resurrection was considered beneath their consideration.”

2.  “Some were saying, ‘What would this eclectic idea-scavenger wish to say?’”

a.  Some of the philosophers could not understand or reconcile the content of what Paul was saying with their own philosophical ideas.


b.  The philosophers understood that Paul was speaking about various metaphysical, religious, and philosophical ideas, but what Paul was saying sounded like he was just pulling various ideas together from different philosophies and schools of thought.


c.  The phrase “an eclectic idea-scavenger” comes from the Greek word SPERMOLOGOS “an idea-scavenger.”  The word is used literally, meaning “‘picking up seeds’; of birds in negative imagery of persons whose communication lacks sophistication and seems to pick up scraps of information here and there.  English synonyms include ‘gossip’, ‘babbler’, ‘chatterer’; but these terms miss the imagery of unsystematic gathering.  These philosophers were accusing Paul of taking an idea from here, an idea from there, picking up ideas from various philosophies and trying to form some sort of new philosophy.  He was called ‘a seed-picker’.



(1)  “The Athenian philosophers, in calling Paul an ‘ignorant plagiarist,’ meant that he retailed odds and ends of knowledge which he had picked up from others, without possessing any system of thought or skill of language, i.e., without culture.  In fact it was a fairly correct description of the Athenian philosophers themselves in Paul’s day.”



(2)  These philosophers “used a term of disparaging Athenian slang to describe him [Paul].”
  They insulted Paul.  This helps us see the real meaning of the verbs “taking” and “bringing” in the next verse as referring to them dragging Paul before their supreme court.


d.  These greatest minds of the ancient world could not grasp the simple concept of eternal salvation from the wrath of God by believing in the spiritual death and judgment of a man on a cross and his resurrection from the dead as the proof that He was God incarnate.


e.  The failure of these philosophers to understand the simplest concepts of the message of the gospel motivated Paul to later write in:



(1)  1 Cor 1:18-21, “For the doctrine about the cross on the one hand keeps on being foolishness to those who are perishing, but on the other hand it keeps on being God’s power to us who are being saved.  For it stands written, ‘I will destroy the wisdom of the wise men [rationalism], and I will reject the understanding of the intellectuals [empiricism].’  Where is the intellectual?  Where is the theology professor?  Where is the debater of this age?  Has not God shown the wisdom of the world to be foolishness?  For since in the wisdom of God, the world [of unbelievers] did not come to know God through its own wisdom, God determined through the ‘foolishness’ of a proclamation to save those who are believing.”



(2)  1 Cor 2:4-5, “And so my doctrine and my preaching were not by means of persuasive words of wisdom, but by means of the demonstration of the Spirit and [God’s] power, in order that your faith may not be in the wisdom of men but in the power of God.”

3.  “But others, ‘He seems to be a proclaimer of foreign divine beings,’”

a.  Other philosophers at least caught on to the idea that Paul was speaking about someone being a divine being.  The word “foreign” would of course be Paul’s reference to Jesus being a Jew.


b.  This statement indirectly tells us that Paul was talking about Jesus as being the Son of God, a divine being, a member of the Trinity.  But more importantly this statement is a serious charge against Paul, because “the charge of being a herald of foreign or strange divinities is the very one which led to the demise of Socrates.”


c.  Therefore, out of Paul’s presentation of the gospel to these great thinkers, they could only understand that Paul was trying to say something about a god or gods that were foreign to the gods of the Greek and Roman pantheon.


d.  The charge being made by these philosophers against Paul is that he is attempting to introduce into Athens foreign gods or divine beings.  Paul will counter this charge against him by stating that he is presenting none other than the God called by the Athenians “The Unknown God.”

4.  “—because he kept on proclaiming Jesus and the resurrection.”

a.  Now Luke tells us directly what the problem was—Paul kept on talking about Jesus being the Son of God, the life of Jesus, the miracles He performed to prove who He was, the reason for His judgment on the Cross, and His resurrection from the dead.


b.  These things were all so foreign to the Greek philosophical frame of reference that they made absolutely no sense to those listening to Paul.


c.  Paul was clearly trying to evangelize the greatest scientific and philosophical minds of his time.  But the simple ideas of the gospel were beyond their comprehension, not because they were not smart enough to understand or because God the Holy Spirit was not making the information a reality to them, but because the firmness of their philosophical beliefs prevented them from being objective about what was being said.


d.  When people hear the gospel with preconceived ideas about truth, then truth has a difficult time being believed.


e.  We should also remember that the main topic of the gospel is the fact that Jesus has been raised from the dead, and this is the divine proof that salvation is available to anyone and that Jesus is the Son of God.


f.  Paul’s encounter with these philosophers was certainly in his mind when he later wrote in Col 2:8, “Beware that there will be no one who takes you captive through their false teaching (= philosophy) and empty deception according to the tradition from men on the basis of the fundamental principles of the world and not on the basis of Christ.”
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