GAL. 1:18-2:14, PAUL AND THE JERUSALEM APOSTLES
August 31, 1988
H. Van Dyke Par unak

A. 1:13-2:14, Overview
The objective here is to establish his i ndependence of and parity
with the Jerusal em church, by relating a series of historical
incidents. Does 1:20 mark a break in his argunent: independence of
Jerusal em before this, parity with after?

1. I ndependence of his gospel from Jerusal em
a) 1:13-14, His |life before salvation.
b) 1:15-17, Hi s salvation, away from Jerusal em
c) 1:18-19, Acts 9, in Jerusalem

2. 1:20, the GCath, is not tal king about his life as the context
is, but discusses this witing itself. This popping up to a
net al evel is characteristic of breaks or dividing points.

3. Parity with Jerusal em
a) 1:21-24, Acts 10, away from Jerusal em
b) 2:1-10, Acts 11 or 15? In Jerusal em
c) 2:11-14, Peter in Antioch, away from Jerusal em

B. 1:18-19, First contact with apostles
Cf. Acts 9:19-30.

1. Tinme: "After three years." Adequate tine for himto devel op
hi s own understandi ng of the gospel. Acts 9:20-23 shows that
during this tine he was active in Damascus for "many days"”

i n preaching.

2. Visited Peter for two weeks.
3. Also net Janes (cf. Acts 9:27, "apostles").

4. The oath in v.20 enphasizes that this is his only contact
with Jerusalem After three years of independent thinking
and mnistry, only for two weeks, only with Peter and Janes.

C. 1:20, The Gath

1. Language can tal k either about events, or about itself. Wen
it tal ks about itself, we call it "nmetal anguage."”

2. Here Paul nmonentarily shifts to netal anguage, then back to
tal ki ng about events in his life.

3. May mark a seam or break in the argunent: up to this point he
has been enphasi zi ng the i ndependence of his authority from
Jerusalem Now he is discussing his parity with themin

mnistry.
4. Di agram
a) Wrds about words 1:20
b) Words about events Gl. 1,2
c) Historical events Paul 's life



D. 1:21-24, Mnistry in Cilicia and Syria
1. The events, Acts 9:30 (Cilicia); 11:25,26 (Syria).
2. Points of note:

a) "He now preaches the faith." He was active in mnistry
during this tine, and this was known throughout Judaea.

b) Unknown to Judaean churches. That is, this was not a
m ssionary journey sponsored by them but an i ndependent
exercise of his apostolic nission. (He could never have
said this about Antioch with respect to his later
m ssi onary work.)

c) "They glorified God in ne," Cf. Isa. 49:1-3 (note al so
parall el between 49:1 and 1:15). Far fromcriticizing
Paul ' s i ndependence, they continually (inperfect)
recogni zed Paul as God's instrunent for his own glory.

E. 2:1-10, The Mystery Visit

1. Identity with Acts: either 11:30 or ch.15. Both have probl ens.

| prefer 11:30, but it doesn't affect the nmain flow of the
ar gunent .

2. Basic structure: 3-5 is a digression.

a) The mai n backbone of the paragraph is to show Paul's
recognition by the Jerusal em apost| es.
1) My trip to Jerusal em
2) They added nothing to ne.
3) W agreed:
a> to partition the work;
b> to care for the poor

b) Digression about Titus the G eek
1) v.3, the response in Jerusal em
2) 4-5, another occasion (in Antioch?)
3. Jerusalemuvisit

a) The party: Paul, Barnabas, and Titus.

b) The time: 14 years after (the previous visit? his
conver si on?)

c) The notivation: a divine revelation (Acts 11:27, 28,
Agabus?)

d) The purpose: to review his gospel with Peter, Janes, and
John.

1) Privately; contrast the public neeting in Acts 15, and note
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the need to keep such discussions as snall as possi bl e.

2) "Running in vain:"

a> No suggestion that he needed their endorsenent for
his nmessage to be effective. That woul d be counter
to his entire point thus far.

b> But he values the unity of the church, and wants
to work in harnony and cooperation with the
others. Though his authority is independent of
them he does not want to work in isolation from
them A lesson here for us: need to devel op cl oser
ties with other groups! God has not called us to
evangel i ze the world all by oursel ves.

4. What they didn't do, 6.

a)

b)

Structure: anacol outhon. Starts to say, "fromtheml

recei ved not hing," then ends, "they gave ne nothing."
Neither in the content of his gospel nor in his authority
did they have anything to add to him Shows how weak t he
Judai zers are in seeking to add now to his gospel.

Not e how he descri bes the Jerusal em | eader s:

1) Their appearance: not ironic or sarcastic, but enphasizes
their visible position, their reputation.
a> 2:2, "to them which were of reputation,

seeners. "
b> 2:6, "these who seened to be sonethi ng"
c> 2:9, "who seened to be pillars.”

literally, "the

2) His assessnent, v.6. Paul rises above their reputation. This
does not matter to God, thus also not with him The answer
to objections that "great nen of God differ." W need to
recogni ze that hunman authority counts for nothing; it is
only adherence to God's word that natters.

5. The Agreenent:

a)

b)

Di vi sion of | abor: Paul and Barnabas to the Gentiles, the

Jerusal em apostles to the Jews. Note the reasons that

i npell ed the Jerusalempillars to suggest this:

1) 7,8. They "beheld" the relative effectiveness of Peter and
Paul with the two groups.

2) 9. They "knew' the grace that was given to Paul. Eph. 3:8,
to preach Christ anong the Gentil es.

Note that empirical evidence alone is not enough; there

needs to be an assurance of God's worKk.

10. Care for the poor, which Paul had al ready shown

readi ness for, perhaps on this very trip. Reflected in
Paul's continual mnistry toward the Jerusal em saints. Rom
15: 26, 27.



6. The Digression about Titus, 3-5
Notice external inclusio in hoi dokousoi in 2 and 6.

a)

b)

F. 2:11-
Paul

3. In Jerusalem the apostles said nothing about
circuntising Titus. It strikes Paul that this is a fact to
record, since it is very relevant to the question of whether
gentil es must becone Jews. But it is a digression, since
this section is about Paul's credentials, not the content of
t he gospel .

4-5. Not a conplete sentence: we nmust conplete it. Probably

sonething li ke "[The question of Titus only cane up] because

of false brethren..."

1) These brethren are not in Jerusalem but were "snuggl ed
into" the gentile church, probably in Antioch, to "spy out"
the teaching there. Thus this is not discussing the business
at the Jerusal em conference, pace Hendri ksen

2) Already then Paul stood firmy against them foreshadows
what will emerge later in this epistle.

14, Wth Peter in Antioch
establishes his parity with Peter by relating an

epi sode when he stood agai nst Peter, rebuking himfor sin.

1. 2:

a)

b)

d)

11- 13, the Cccasi on

Jewi sh custom forbade a Jew to eat with Gentiles: Acts

10: 28; 11:3. Based largely on the dietary | aws, which
Centiles could not be expected to follow. Cf. Daniel and his
friends.

Peter had learned in the case of Cornelius that this custom
is wong, so when he visits Antioch, he eats with the
Gentil es.

Then sone Jewi sh believers fromJerusalemcane to visit, and
in deference to the Jewi sh custom he now separates hinself
at nealti ne.

1) What happened to the courage he showed in Acts 11? There, he
was defending his actions after the fact. Here, the Jews are
there watching to see what he will do.

2) Was he justifying his actions by a "weaker brother" rule

toward the Jerusalem Jews? After all, in Rom 14, Pau

hi msel f argues that we should follow the dietary laws if
that will avoid offense. That rule fails here because it
di scrinm nates agai nst the Gentile brethren! Can't avoid
of f ense!

O her Jews in Antioch, including even Barnabas, foll owed
Peter's | ead.

2. The Analysis of the error: "they wal ked not uprightly
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according to the truth of the gospel." Contrast "wal k
uprightly [straight toward]” with "withdraw' in v.12. Paul
sees this action as contrary to the inplications of the
gospel

a) Enphasis on hunman wor ks for acceptance with God;

b) Deni es equal standing of Jew and Gentile before God, both in
sin and in sal vation.

2:14ff, the Rebuke

a) Its scope: "before themall." Contrast Matt. 18:15-17.

Reasons:

1) The offense is not private, but public. Not Peter sinning
agai nst Paul, but against the entire church.

2) 1 Tim 5:20, public rebuke is appropriate for those who are
in positions of | eadership, precisely because of the public
nature of their sin.

3) Even Matt. 18 allows for public rebuke, if private rebuke
fails.

4) Contrast 2:2. Private consultation ahead of tine my
elimnate the need for public rebuke |ater, but sonetines
bot h are needed.

b) Its content: If Peter is willing to drop Jewi sh custons
while he is visiting Antioch, what grounds does he have for
insisting that the Gentil es observe then? By his own action,
he has shown that they are obsol ete.

G 2:14-21, The Transition

At

first glance, it is not at all clear where Paul's words

to Peter stop and his address to the Gal ati ans begi ns.

1

hserve the shift in pronouns. 2:14 is clearly to Peter,
while 3:1 is clearly to the Gl ati ans.

a) 2:14, thou (Peter).

b) 2:15-17, we.

c) 2:18-21, 1.

d) 3:1, you (Gal ati ans).

The structure of 2:15-21 anticipates the structure of
chapters 3-5, suggesting that this nmaterial has been
specially conposed for this letter, though the subject
matter nmay well be drawn from Paul's recollection of his
di scussion with Peter in Antioch. Note two contrasts:
factual statenents vs. contrafactual conditionals; and
sal vation vs. sanctification:

Sal vati on Sanctification
Fact ual 15-16 18- 20

Cont r af act ual 17 21



I
\Y; \Y;
We I His thots of their condition
2 3:3

3:5-4:11 4:12-5:1

The sal vation/sanctification contrast persists through chs.
3-4.



