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Introduction to Galatians

l. Probable partial chronology of Paul's life

conversion (Acts 9:1-7) 33/34
Damascus & Arabia (Acts 9:8-25) 33/34 - 36/37
1st Jerusalem visit (Acts 9:26-29) 36/37
Tarsus (Cilicia) (Acts 9:30) 36/37 - 43/45
Peter's Gentile ministry (Acts 10 - 11) 40/41
Antioch (Syria) (Acts 11:25-26) 43/45

2d Jerusalem visit (famine) (Acts 11:30) 46/47

1st missionary journey (Acts 13 -14) 47148

Peter visits Antioch (Gal. 2:11-16) 48/49
Galatians 48/49
Jerusalem Council (Acts 15) 49

[l. Destination of Letter

A. The southern part of the Roman province of tealacluded the Phrygian cities of
Pisidian Antioch and Iconium and the Lycaonioresitof Lystra and Derbe, cities visited by Paul
and Barnabas on their first missionary journey $4@ - 14). The northern part of this province
was the home of the ethnic Galatians. AlthougH Bawever explicitly said to have visited the
northern area, some think such a visit is implredcts 16:6 and 18:23.

B. There is a debate about whether the letteddsegssed to the ethnic Galatians in the north
or to the political Galatians in the south, but hmoedern scholars subscribe to the southern
Galatian theory. | won't go through all the argategbut it seems that Galatians was written before
Paul's second missionary journey, which meansstwréten before Paul is thought to have visited
the northern regions. The evidence that it watemrbefore Paul's second missionary journey
includes:

1. The personal history Paul recounts in Galatian2 ends with the visit he made
to Jerusalem with Barnabas in accordance with ateaotfied revelation. This best corresponds to
Acts 11:27-30, where the church in Antioch sennBbas and Paul to Jerusalem in response to
Agabus's prophecy of a famine. The fact Luke doesention Titus need not mean that Titus
wasn't in the group. It's possible Luke mentiooely Barnabas and Paul because they were
charged with the responsibility of delivering thi.glf one equates this visit by Barnabas and Pau
to the later Jerusalem Council of Acts 15, then Rasi skipped over his visit to Jerusalem recorded



in Acts 11:30. Since in Galatians 1 - 2 he's aimg errors the Judaizers had told about his tyisto
skipping over the Jerusalem visit of Acts 11 wdehlve him open to the charge that he was hiding
something by not telling the whole story.

2. It wasn't long after the famine visit to Jedesn of Acts 11 that he went on his
first missionary journey, during which he met tbethern Galatians. If Paul had been to Jerusalem
a third time or had gone on other mission trips failure to include that information in the
autobiographical material in Galatians 1 -2 likeewgould leave him open to the charge that he was
hiding something by not telling the whole storiAe(wouldn't need to mention his first missionary
journey because the Galatians were well aware ibbiting where he met them.) So it seems most
likely that Galatians was written before Paul'sdhisit to Jerusalem, the visit in Acts 15, which
was before his second missionary journey.

3. This is supported by the near certainty tlzail Fould have used the Jerusalem
Council's decision in his attack on the JudaiZatdiad already been given. In a contest for the
hearts of the Galatians, why would he fail to n@mnthat the Council in Jerusalem had rejected the
Judaizers' claims if the Council had already tgiene?

4. As a footnote, N.T. scholar Ben Witheringtoguees in his commentary on Acts
that the decree of the Jerusalem Council that 8srgre to keep away from meat sacrificed to
("pollutions of") idols, sexual immorality, thingsrangled, and blood was a decree that they not
attend temple feasts of pagan gods.

a. His argument in brief is that each of these things was known or
believed to accompany the rites and feasts in p@gaples. Those feasts involved meat that was
sacrificed and eaten in the presence of an idataled sacred prostitution, strangling of saceiic
and drinking or tasting blood. Regarding the tatie, Witherington states (p. 464):

Also relevant to our discussion is the evidencetti@choking of the sacrifice,
strangling it, and drinking or tasting of bloodrnspired in pagan temples. In regard
to the former, we have evidence from the magicaypaf the attempt to choke the
sacrifice and in essence transfer its life brea#poitual vitality into the idol, and in
regard to the latter R. M. Oglivie points to thagiice, mentioned occasionally in
the literature, of the priest tasting the bloodhef sacrifice. The singular reference
to blood at the end of the decree would be suprriafter the reference to
abstaining from things strangled or choked if theaning was to avoid meat with
the blood still in it. It is more likely that eadlem in the decree should be taken
separately and all be seen as referring to foterdifit activities that were known or
believed to transpire in pagan temples.

b. Because the Mosaic law, with its prohibitagainst idolatry and
immorality, had been proclaimed throughout the Eeybentile Christians were told not to attend
pagan temple feasts so as not to give Jews thetappp to complain that the Gentile Christians
were still practicing idolatry and immorality.



c. If Witherington is correct, the Jerusalem @olwas saying what Paul
later said in 1 Corinthians 8 - 10. The differebeeng that the Council noted in 15:21 the pratdice
negative impact on evangelism among the Jews, afi€aul focused both on the practice's
negative impact on immature Gentile Christians@mthe practice's outright incompatibility with
Christian discipleship.

[1l. Date

A. Accepting the southern Galatia destination, AB/49 is the probable date. This makes
it the oldest known writing of the Apostle. Paakltompleted his first missionary journey, that
included southern Galatia, returned to Antioch, la@eh visited there by Peter. He writes the letter
shortly before the Jerusalem Council.

B. Those who accept a northern Galatia destinatiost have a later date because Paul had
not visited northern Galatia this early.

V. Occasion

A. Paul and Barnabas had made converts amongahides in the southern part of the
province of Galatia during their first missionaoyiney. After they left, some Jewish Christians
entered the area and taught, with some succetsshdlsa who become Christians must submit to
the Jewish law in order to be saved (see, Acts 5:1

1. Part of what led the Judaizers to their vieas that some within Judaism gave the
Mosaic covenant priority over the Abrahamic covéraand exalted it to the point that works of the
law, the commands of the Mosaic covenant, becambahis of one's relationship with God and
thus the basis of one's inheritance (Lk. 18:9-1BmR3:27 - 4:8, 9:30 - 10:8; Gal. 2:16, 3:2, 5, 10;
Phil. 3:2-11). Such an interpretation impermigsidtianged the prior Abrahamic covenant by
canceling out its promissory character (Rom. 4:13dal. 3:15-18).

2. This exaltation of the Mosaic covenant maegathesistant to the fact it had been
rendered obsolete. They clung to it as an indssgdae aspect of salvation.

a. This clinging was reinforced by their senseationalism. Since the
Mosaic law was tied to the Jewish nation and Jeidishtity, salvation apart from the law
diminished their significance. Salvation was med to Jewishness in the same way it had been.

b. This clinging was also reinforced by somatjeal realities. From the late
forties until the outbreak of the Jewish war in A@B, the Zealots sought to purge Israel of all
Gentile elements in the hope that God would thergbn the Messianic Age. Their activities were
directed against all who had Gentile sympathidss @reated pressure on Jewish Christians to want
the church to be as Jewish as possible.



B. It seems that these Judaizers had paintedaBautlisciple of deviant or lesser apostle(s),
one who watered down the true gospel to makeaisplg to Gentiles (but who in other
circumstances preaches circumcision). In supgahi®claim, they apparently misrepresented
Paul's background.

C. Paul wrote the letter to reverse and to pretrenGalatians' defection to the Judaizers'
false doctrine.

Gal.1:1-2:14
l. Greeting (1:1-5)
A. An apostle of God, not men

1. Paul immediately denies the claim that hisseship, and hence his gospel, is of
human origin. He was not sent by men or made asti@ghrough the desires or actions of a man
but through the desires and actions of Jesus GmisGod the Father.

2. We must remember this fact when we hear maatéempts to undermine the
things Paul taught. Paul did not speak as a repi&ts/e of chauvinistic males, contrary to the
claims of some modern feminists; and he did nahlspes a representative of a homophobic society,
contrary to the claim of Bishop Spong. He spokaraambassador of the living God.

3. Note that this is the only surviving lettefR#ul's that does not contain a
thanksgiving for the church to which he's writirfgince this is his earliest letter, it's possibkt he
had not yet developed the practice of thanksgithag characterizes his later letters, but | thitsk i
probably a deliberate omission caused by the dstrg situation in these churches. Because
they're deserting the one true gospel, Paul camiincause for thanksgiving; he can only express
astonishment.

B. His gospel in a nutshell

1. In the face of a false gospel, Paul includesramary of his gospel in the
greeting. In fulfillment of God's plan, Christ diéor our sins and was raised to life by God to
rescue us from this present evil age. In Chulstzh, resurrection, and exaltation, the heavenly
state, the age to come, has invaded this presaityrerhose who put their trust in Christ, who
become Christians, are rescued out of the pregerdrad transferred into a new age, a new order of
existence. In the language of Col. 1:13, we'nesfieared from the domain of darkness into the
kingdom of God's Son.

2. Though this new order will not be fully regdzor consummated until Christ's
return, it is a present reality. In Christ, thg@af salvation history has turned; we've enteneeva
and final stage of God's redemptive work. The ioaion of this shift is that the old cannot be
forced onto the new. This was Jesus' point in M&1-22 (Mat. 9:16-17; Lk. 5:36-37), where he



said that no one sews a patch of unshrunk clotgmasid garment or pours new wine into old
wineskins. The Judaizers were trying to forcedlidecovenant onto the new, or put differently, to
force the new into the form of the old, the offense/hich was compounded by their distortion of
the old into a program of self righteousness.

3. As commentator Scot McKnight puts it (p. 3H)we use the categories of 3:19-
25, [the Galatians'] departure was a decisiorviih B.C. days when the A.D. days had arrived. It
was a decision to recede back into the days of Masd to reject the epoch-altering revelation of
Christ."

Il. The Crisis Identified (1:6-9)
A. Shock at their turning to Judaizer's "gospel"

1. Paul is amazed that the Galatians are solg@blandoning God, the one who
(through Paul) called them to salvation by the gnraanifested in the gift of Christ. The so-called
"gospel” to which they were turning was not soneeptable variation of what Paul had preached
to them; it was a perversion and contradiction le&tihe had preached.

2. Not every message of salvation that includéh fn Christ is acceptable to God.
Even a message that includes faith in Christ caddpening if it includes as essential to salvation
elements that are not. By insisting that submimstiothe Mosaic law was necessary for salvation,
the Judaizers denied that Christ had provided saivéor mankind apart from the Mosaic law and
thus denied the magnitude and sufficiency of higkwo

3. The Judaizers were persuading these recemtite@mnverts by "confusing” them.
That is how false teachers succeed. They prelg@imghorance and spiritual immaturity of people.

a. That is why, as Paul said in Tit. 1:9, eldetst hold firmly to the faithful
word, according to the teaching, that they maytide both to exhort with sound teaching and to
refute those who contradict it. As Paul told tipié&sian elders in Acts 20:28-31 (NIV):

Keep watch over yourselves and all the flock ofchtthe Holy Spirit has made you
overseers. Be shepherds of the church of Godhwiadought with his own blood.
29 1 know that after | leave, savage wolves woline in among you and will not
spare the flock. 30 Even from your own number mgirarise and distort the truth
in order to draw away disciples after them. 31b&on your guard! Remember that
for three years | never stopped warning each ofnyght and day with tears.

b. You owe it to yourself to increase your petiten against this danger by
studying the Bible. And we who teach need to tebalwords of Jas. 3:1, "Not many of you
should presume to be teachers, my brothers, begaudenow that we who teach will be judged
more strictly."



B. Seriousness of perverting his gospel

1. Paul makes clear that, contrary to whatever mase been said by the Judaizers,
his gospel was authentic. That is why he canlsayitanyone, human or even angel, preached a
contrary gospel, they are to be cursed by God.

2. Though Paul is dealing with those adding &rtfessage of salvation, | think the
same principle would apply to those subtractingifroessage of salvation. | mean, if subtracting
from the Book of Revelation has the same kind & donsequences as adding to it (22:18-19), it
seems that subtracting from the message of sativatiolld have the same kind of dire
consequences as adding to it. To change the neegszrhed by the Apostles is to reject the
authority of Christ who is the source of that mgssand to reject the authority of Christ is tauinc
a divine curse.

l1l. Refutation of Judaizer's Slander of His Gogfiel0 - 2:14)

A. Direct denial that his gospel was a humanlyigkxydoctrine designed to please men
(1:10-12)

1. Paul's rhetorical questions are aimed at tigaiudaizers had said about him. Is
he doing the bidding of men or God? Is he seekimjease men?

2. One cannot be a slave of Christ and alsoaseteof men. There are times when
Christ's truth is not what people want to hearthtise times, one must either speak the truth or
speak what people want to hear. The slave of 3pesaks what Christ wants spoken; the slave of
men speaks what they want spoken.

3. Paul's gospel is divine revelation! His baokmd, his culture, his training, his
personality, his biases - none of that has anyttartp with his gospel. God chose Paul and others,
as he chose prophets in earlier days, to be hieespten.

B. Correcting the false history re his gospel §1:2:10)
1. Did not consult anyone after converted (1:78-1

a. They knew of Paul's zealous Jewish backgrotmglied in this is the
idea that he would be the last of all people tacdibnding the law of Moses if it was to be bound.

b. Contrary to what the Judaizers said, aftef'$°Bamascus experience, he
did not go to humans for training in the gospeé ditl not become a disciple of any man. Rather,
he went into Arabia and then returned to Damastsabia" refers to Nabataea, the area next to
Damascus (in Syria) that was ruled by King Aretas At the time to which Paul refers, Aretas also
may have controlled Damascus itself, but evereifttioin't, he exercised strong political influente i
the city (see KeeneBible Background Commentary). Recall that in 2 Cor. 11:32 Paul writes, "In



Damascus the governor under King Aretas had thie@tthe Damascenes guarded in order to arrest
me."

2. First trip to Jerusalem (1:18-20)

a. It wasn't until three years later that harretd to Jerusalem, a fact that
confirms he already had his gospel. And then hesiayed fifteen days. That is hardly consistent
with his having become some person’'s disciple duhat visit.

b. In addition, he did not see any apostlesrdti@ Peter and James, both of
whom were by respected by the Judaizers. So #uHaizers' claim is that he learned his gospel
from some lesser or deviant apostle, it's a bld@niThat might explain why he breaks his sergéenc
with the impassioned "Listen! In the presence ofilG@m not lying." If the claim is that he was
subordinate to the Jerusalem leaders (whose gosield warped), that hardly fits with the brevity
of his visit and the fact he saw only two of thaders.

3. Did not preach in Judean churches (1:21-24)

a. Paul declares that when he went to SyrieCdlida, which was after his
brief Jerusalem visit, he had not personally wisitee congregations in Judea. He obviously is
excluding his visit to the Jerusalem church, preshlynbecause Jerusalem often was distinguished
from Judea, though geographically and politicalpast of it. (See, Cole, p. 97, fn.2.) Perhags th
Judaizers claimed that Paul's doctrine had gottanrhtrouble in churches in Judea, that it wouldn’
fly with people well grounded in the truth. Or rbayPaul is emphasizing his lack of contact with
churches in Judea to cast doubt on the claim thatds an underling of the Jerusalem leaders.

b. Paul notes that, though the Judean churétiemtlknow him personally,
they glorified God because of his conversion, wisamot how the Judaizers were reacting to him!

c. There is a question as to how what Paul lsanesfits with what he told
King Agrippa in Acts 26:20. He said in Acts 261Pat he had "declared both to them of Damascus
first and in Jerusalem, and throughout all the tguf Judea, and also to the Gentiles, that they
should repent and turn to God, doing works worthyepentance.” In comparing these texts, two
things must be kept in mind.

(1) The statement in Acts 26:20 was made abdyears after
Galatians was written, so what wasn't true when Wweate Galatians could have been true when he
spoke with Agrippa.

(2) Declaring the message of repentance thautghe land of Judea
is not the same as meeting personally with theatiasrin the region. Paul may have evangelized at
times in Judea that are not recorded in Acts, an&ig have had in mind how he spread his message
throughout the region by preaching to pilgrims wieye in Jerusalem when he was arrested
(speech in Acts 22) or by teaching Judean Christidro may have visited during his years in



prison in Caesarea (Acts 24:23 notes he was gmae $reedom and friends were allowed to care
for his needs).

4. Second trip to Jerusalem (2:1-10)

a. He did not go to Jerusalem again until faurtgears after his conversion
(46/47). That is very odd behavior if he was sdiyate to the Jerusalem leaders, if he had received
the gospel from them and been sent out by thend e&en that visit was in accordance with a
revelation from God (about the coming famine).

b. At that time he privately presented his gbgp#hose reputed to be
important, to those promoted by the Judaizers st#oba of the true gospel. As 2:9 makes clear,
this included James, Peter, and John.

(1) Paul presented his gospel to them "lesesany | should run or
did run in vain." This does not mean that he dedilthe authenticity of his gospel and was having
it checked for correctness; that would be conttagverything he has said. Rather, his labor was t
extend the one church, a church of both Jews antl&se If the Jerusalem church (wrongly)
rejected fellowship with the Gentiles, Christ wobkldivided and the goal of his efforts frustrated.

(2) The fact the "pillars" added nothing to Pamessage (v. 6) and
gave Paul and Barnabas the right hand of fellow@hip) proves that the Judaizers were lying or
misinformed about the correctness of Paul's gospet very apostles they regarded as bastions of
the true gospel had approved the gospel Paul pshdthow then could his gospel be deviant?

c. The fact Titus was not compelled to be circised during that visit
further proves the correctness of Paul's gospel.

(1) The fact those "infiltrating false brothessught to compel Titus,
a Gentile Christian, to be circumcised shows they tvere Judaizers. This was something they
deemed essential for salvation (see, Acts 15:Ij)s distinguishes the case from that of Timothy in
Acts 16:1-3. Paul circumcised Timothy as a matt&vangelistic strategy, not as a requirement of
salvation.

(2) Note Paul's strong language toward theideda they are
infiltrating false brothers who slipped in amongrthwith ulterior motives (to spy on their freedom)
and for the ultimate purpose of enslaving thembibging the law on them). This will continue
throughout much of the letter.

(3) The importance of the issue in Paul's nsrabain suggested by
2:5. To have accepted the necessity of submissitire law would have been to pervert the truth
of the gospel. The Judaizers' doctrine is incoiblgatvith the gospel.



C. His gospel applied to rebuke a pillar (2:11-14)

1. Regarding Paul's confrontation of Peter ato&htrecounted in Gal. 2:11-14,
there are a number of things about which we caoaaertain. We cannot be certain how long
before Paul wrote Galatians that the incident aecur Obviously, it happenedter Paul arrived in
Antioch, which was likely between A.D. 43-45, dwefiore he wrote Galatians, which under the
southern Galatia theory may have been as earlylasA8-49. But we cannot be more precise.

2. Some notable scholars are convinced that ndggiened with Paul and Peter in
Antioch is that certain men sent by James inforPet@r that his table fellowship with Gentiles in
Antioch was endangering the Jewish Christiansnnsdéem and elsewhere in Judea by agitating the
non-Christian Jews and thus increasing the rigleadecution. In other words, they understand
"certain men from James" to mean men who cameanmtiessage from James, and they understand
“the circumcision” to mean non-Christian Jews nathan Judaizers (Christian Jews who sought to
impose the Mosaic law). Peter's fear of what tmaseChristian Jews may do to Jewish Christians
prompted him to separate from the Gentile Christian

2. Others think that the men who came "from Janvese Judaizers, representatives
of "the circumcision [group]." They came "from Jeshonly in the sense that (a) the Jerusalem
congregation was identified with James (perhapalmsxhe was the leader who spent the most time
there) or (b) the more conservative or law-conscelament of the Jerusalem congregation was
identified with James (perhaps because of his gfpensonal choice to observe of the law). In other
words, they were not actually sent by James; timglg came from a group that was identified in
some way with James.

a. This would fit with Acts 15:1, where Luke tes, "Some men came down
from Judea to Antioch and were teaching the bretignless you are circumcised according to the
custom taught by Moses, you cannot be saved.'s E&24 makes clear that, though these men
went out from the Jerusalem congregation, theydtdhave any authorization or commission to
spread their views among the Gentiles.

b. If the men who came from James were Judaittens Peter's fear may
have been more personal. It's possible that taesppally intimidated him into pulling back from
the Gentiles. That is hard to believe, howevermiPeter's courage before the Jewish authorities
recorded in Acts, given that seven or eight yeartee Peter, at God's direction, had preached the
gospel to the Gentile Cornelius and defended ttadrabefore Jewish Christians in Jerusalem, and
given that two or three years earlier he had hBard's gospel and extended to him the right hand
of fellowship (Gal. 2:6-9). Then again, the pressunay have been heightened by the growing
influence of the Zealot movement within Judaism.

c. If the men who came "from James" were Judaireaybe Peter did not
fear them personally but feared the trouble theydcoause for the Jewish Christians in Judea by
stirring up and enlisting in their cause non-Charstlews. There are just a lot of questions that
cannot be answered with any certainty.



3. What is certain, however, is that Peter's nondiashypocritical. He did not act
from his convictions about what was right; ratter deviated from what he knew was right out of
fear of the circumcision group. Whatever the megressure point and however Peter may have
rationalized it, the fact is that he compromisedhantruth. What also is certain is that Paul uked
truth of the gospel he preached, the truth thaisCpirovided salvation for mankind apart from the
Mosaic law, to rebuke Peter for acting as thoudfatian required submission to the Mosaic law.

4. Peter's hypocrisy adversely influenced sontkeobther Jews, including
Barnabas. We need to understand that what weflderices others, especially if we are in a
position of leadership. That makes it all the momgortant that we have courage to hold to our
convictions in the face of our fears. The fagbiatsial giant like Peter can be pressured into
hypocrisy is sobering.

5. If this is the incident reported in Acts 12 ]1Barnabas initially sided with Paul on
the matter. But when Peter succumbed to the peesseen Barnabas defected. Maybe Paul's
rebuke of Peter brought Barnabas back in line thightruth. (In Acts 15:3 Barnabas is sent with
Paul to Jerusalem to see the apostles and eldmsstais question. If Barnabas recovered from his
"slip," maybe Luke saw no need to report the eg@go&ome have speculated that Barnabas'
defection in this regard may have contributed tal Bad Barnabas going their separate ways over
whether to take John Mark on their second missjojaarney.

6. Paul opposed Peter to his face because Patéiuwder condemnation.”

a. Some take this to mean that Peter was setferoned, meaning
condemned by his own heart, which is how the NR@kdlates it. But Richard Longenecker
claims forcefully in his commentary (in agreemerthW DNT) that the verb here "means 'be
condemned before God' and not just 'be blamed' KiiMhe wrong' (JB, NEB, NIV), or even
'self-condemned by the inconsistency of his owioast (as LightfootGalatians, 111; Burton,
Galatians, 10-3, Bruce@Galatians, 129; et al.)." He notes that "Josephus reguissd
kataginosko to mean ‘condemned to death’ before God or antlb{cites omitted]. And this is
how the Ebionites, the theological heirs of thealzgts, later understood the word when they used
Gal. 2:11 in attacking Paul.

b. I think Paul is saying that even Peter wgsapardy of denying the
gospel! Paul was concerned for Peter and alsbiéochurch in Antioch. That's why he rebuked
him publicly. The truth of the gospel was at stalée must be willing to correct one another in
love and for the sake of the truth. | imagine Realild sooner have taken another beating than
rebuke Peter publicly, but the welfare of othemmdge important than our own comfort.

c. The Apostles certainly were Spirit-filled ménat they were not sinless,

just as we have God's Spirit but are not sinl@$gre is no contradiction between the Apostles
being capable of sin and their being incapablerof evhen used by the Spirit to write Scripture.

1C



For example, Moses sinned at Meribah (Num. 20) yahdesus made clear that the Scripture
written by the Spirit through Moses was inerrant.

7. The fact Paul's gospel was used to rebukélar*glemonstrates the validity of
that gospel, contrary to how the Judaizers portrayef Paul's gospel was some watered-down
version of the truth, he wouldn't have dared takelPeter publicly for violating it. Prov. 28:1ysa
"the righteous are as bold as a lion." Paul'sresd testified to the fact he was right.

8. Paul doesn't say how Peter responded tolhikkee Perhaps the situation was
still fluid when Paul wrote. If the episode oc@&dtiprior to Paul's first missionary journey, the
Galatians may have known how it turned out, in Wwidase Paul may have felt it was sufficient
simply to remind them of the episode. As F. F.d8rstates ifPaul Apostle of the Heart Set Free
(p. 178), "Such information as we can glean abetefafter this does not suggest that he persisted
for long in this charade of 'separate tables' teiRgearly sided with Paul at the Jerusalem Cdunci
in Acts 15, and years later he referred to Paektitinately in 2 Pet. 3:15 as "our dear brother."
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