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FOREWORD
While there have been many series of commentaries on the English text of the 
New Testament in recent years, it is a long time since any attempt has been 
made to cater particularly to the needs of students of the Greek text. It is true 
that at the present time there is something of a decline in the study of Greek in 
many traditional theological institutions, but there has been a welcome growth 
in the study of the New Testament in its original language in the newer evangelical schools, especially in North America and the Third World. It is hoped 
that The New International Greek Testament Commentary will demonstrate the 
value of studying the Greek New Testament and help towards the revival of such 
study.
The purpose of the series is to cater to the needs of students who want 
something less technical than a full-scale critical commentary. At the same time, 
the commentaries are intended to interact with modern scholarship and to make 
their own scholarly contribution to the study of the New Testament. There has 
been a wealth of detailed study of the New Testament in articles and monographs 
in recent years, and the series is meant to harvest the results of this research in 
a more easily accessible form. The commentaries will thus include adequate, but 
not exhaustive, bibliographies. They will attempt to treat all important problems 
of history and exegesis and interpretation which may arise.
One of the gains of recent scholarship has been the recognition of the 
primarily theological character of the books of the New Testament. This series 
will, therefore, attempt to provide a theological understanding of the text, based 
on historical-critical-linguistic exegesis. It will not, however, attempt to apply 
and expound the text for modern readers, although it is hoped that the exegesis 
will give some indication of the way in which the text should be expounded.
Within the limits set by the use of the English language, the series aims to 
be international in character, the contributors, however, have been chosen not 
primarily in order to achieve a spread between different countries but above all 
because of their specialized qualifications for their particular tasks. This publication is a joint venture of The Paternoster Press, Exeter, England, and Wm. B. 
Eerdmans Publishing Company, Grand Rapids, USA.
The supreme aim of this series is to serve those who are engaged in the 
ministry of the Word of God and thus to glorify his name. Our prayer is that it 
may be found helpful in this task.
I. Howard Marshall
W. Ward Gasque


 

PREFACE
Paul's letter to the churches of Galatia has been to me for many years a document 
of special interest and study. Accordingly, when I was invited to contribute to 
The New International Greek Testament Commentary, it was with alacrity that I 
undertook to write the volume on Galatians.
In general studies and lectures on Galatians, it is possible to pass rather 
lightly over certain minor cruces of interpretation. When one writes a commentary, however, it is necessary to examine them with care and reach some kind 
of conclusion about them, after considering all the reasonable options. Now that 
I have fulfilled my undertaking, I am indeed glad that I gave it. The writing of 
the commentary has been a richly rewarding experience.
I am, of course, greatly indebted to many earlier commentators and others 
who have written on Galatians. Joseph Barber Lightfoot and Ernest DeWitt 
Burton call for specially honourable mention here; so, among our contemporaries, does Hans Dieter Betz, whose Hermeneia volume appeared when my 
work was well on its way to completion; it has already established its right to 
stand among the really great commentaries on this epistle.
The substance of most of my Introduction was originally delivered in the 
form of public lectures in the John Rylands University Library, Manchester, 
these were subsequently published in the Bulletin of the Library between 1969 
and 1973 as a series entitled `Galatian Problems'. This material is reproduced 
here by kind permission.
The Greek text on which this commentary is based is that of the third 
edition of The Greek New Testament published by the United Bible Societies 
(1975); it is practically identical with that of the twenty-sixth edition of Nestle's 
Novum Testamentum Graece, edited by K. and B. Aland (1979).
F. F. B.
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Books denoted by author and short title may be readily identified by reference to the Select Bibliography (pp. 59-69).
Standard sigla are used in the textual notes.


 

INTRODUCTION
I
GALATIANS AMONG THE LETTERS OF PAUL
By common consent, Galatians is one of the four `capital' epistles of Paul (the others being 1 and 2 Corinthians and Romans) and one of the best authenticated.'   When the claims of other letters to Pauline authorship is under consideration, the standard of assessment is this fourfold group, and pre-eminently Galatians. Denial of the genuineness of Galatians, such as was made in the Dutch school of W. C. van Manen,2   is recognized as a critical aberration in the history of NT study. From the first gathering together of the Pauline writings into a corpus, early in the second century AD, Galatians had a secure place among them.
The traditional criterion in the canonical arrangement of the Pauline letters, as far back as it can be traced, appears to have been descending order of length.3   But Marcion, who about AD 140 was the first person (so far as is known) to compile a `closed' canon of Christian writings, deviated from this principle of arrangement by taking Galatians out of its stichometric sequence and giving it pride of place at the head of his Apostolikon. Tertullian, our first witness for Marcion's order,4   agrees with him to this extent, that he too holds Galatians to be `the primary epistle against Judaism' (principalem aduersus iudaismum epistulam).5   Marcion's placing of the epistle has not prevailed, but its primacy of importance among the writings of Paul has been widely, though not universally,6   acknowledged from that day to this.


Among the writings of Paul it is with the letter to the Romans that Galatians has the closest affinity. 'The Epistle to the Galatians', wrote J. B. Lightfoot, `stands in relation to the Roman letter, as the rough model to the finished statue; or rather, if I may press the metaphor without misapprehension, it is the first study of a single figure, which is worked into a group in the latter writing?   Two dominant themes in Galatians which are given equal emphasis in Romans are the insistence on justification before God by faith, apart from legal works, and the presentation of the Spirit as the principle of the new life in Christ which believers enjoy as freeborn children of God. If there are features in Romans which have no parallel in Galatians, Galatians has features which are unparalleled in Romans, such as the autobiographical section in Gal. 1:11-2:14, with its defence of Paul's apostolic liberty. Romans must not be made the standard for interpreting Galatians: Galatians must be read and understood in its own right.8  
There is little or nothing of the urgent note of polemic in Romans that pervades Galatians; for a repetition of that note we turn rather to 2 Cor. 10-13 or to Phil. 3. The people attacked in 2 Cor. 10-13 and Phil. 3 are not necessarily identical with the `trouble-makers' against whom Paul polemicizes in Galatians, but he recognized their teaching and activity as similarly constituting a threat to the truth of the gospel, and used similar language in warning his converts against them.


 

II
THE GALATIAN CHURCHES
The Epistle to the Galatians is so called because it is explicitly addressed `to the churches of Galatia' (1:2); moreover, the addressees are apostrophized in the course of the letter: `0 foolish Galatians!' (3:1). The question before us is: Where were these churches and who were these Galatians? Should we locate them in the territory of the former kingdom of Galatia or somewhere else in the more extensive Roman province of Galatia, which included the former kingdom and much additional territory? Were the recipients of the letter Galatians in the ethnic sense, or only in the political sense, as inhabitants of the Roman province of that name?
1. From kingdom to province
The Greek word FUULTat is a variant form of KeXtat or KtXtot, `Celts' (Latin Galli). When we first meet the Celts, they are resident in Central Europe, in the Danube basin. Some place-names in that area retain Celtic elements to the present day; Vienna (Latin Vindobona)'   is a good example. From the Danube basin they migrated in a westerly direction into Switzerland, South Germany and North Italy, and then into Gaul and Britain; they also migrated in a southeasterly direction and settled in North-Central Asia Minor, giving their name to their new homeland as they also did to Gaul (Latin Gallia, Greek Fa1,,at(a).z  
Those Celts who migrated towards the south-east ravaged Thrace, Macedonia and Thessaly, and invaded Greece itself, but they got no further than Delphi, from which they were repulsed in 279 BC. The following year (278-277 BC), a large body of them crossed the Hellespont into Asia Minor at the invitation of Nicomedes, king of Bithynia, who thought he could use their services against his enemies. For a generation they menaced their neighbours in Asia Minor, until a series of defeats at the hands of Attalus I, king of Pergamum (c. 230 BC), confined them within fixed limits, in territory which had formerly belonged to Phrygia. This territory, a broad strip of land stretching over 200 miles from south-west to north-east, between the longitudes of 31° and 35° E. and the latitudes of 39° and 40° 30' N., was occupied by the three tribes of which the invading force consisted-the Tolistobogii in the west, with their centre at Pessinus,3   the Trocmi in the east, with their centre at Tavium, and the Tectosages between them, around Ancyra, which in due course became the capital of the kingdom of Galatia (as today, under its modern name Ankara, it is the capital of the Turkish Republic).4   Each tribe comprised four tetrarchies. The Galatians settled as overlords, with a subject population of Phrygians. As time went on they adopted the Phrygians' religion and culture, but not their language. The Phrygian language died out in Galatia, whereas it survived for some centuries in the neighbouring Phrygian territories. The Galatian speech also survived for several centuries, although the Galatians inevitably came to use Greek as the language of commerce and diplomacy.'  


In 190 BC a body of Galatian mercenaries fought on the side of the Seleucid king Antiochus III against the Romans at the battle of Magnesia. Their presence attracted Roman reprisals against the Galatians, who were subdued the following year by the consul Manlius but were allowed to retain their independence under their own rulers on giving a pledge of good behaviour for the future.6  
Henceforth Roman influence was paramount in Asia Minor, apart from the period (88-65 BC) during which Mithridates VI of Pontus dominated the peninsula. The Galatians quickly appreciated the wisdom of keeping on good terms with Rome. With Roman permission or connivance they augmented their territory during the second century BC. They suffered severely under Mithridates because of their friendship with Rome, but when he was finally defeated by Pompey in 64 BC their loyalty was rewarded by Galatia's receiving the status of a client kingdom, and so she remained for nearly forty years. When her last king, Amyntas, fell in battle against the warlike Homonades, who raided Galatia and other neighbouring states from their home base in the northern Taurus, Augustus reorganized the kingdom as an imperial province, governed by a legatus pro praetore (25 BC).'  
By this time the kingdom of Galatia had expanded considerably beyond its original limits. In 36 BC, for example, Mark Antony presented Amyntas with Iconium, a city of Phrygia, together with part of Lycaonia and Pamphylia.8   Some time after taking over Amyntas's kingdom, Augustus reduced its size by transferring Eastern Lycaonia and Cilicia Tracheia, which it had included, to the sovereignty of his ally Archelaus, king of Cappadocia. Even so, the province of Galatia comprised much territory to the south which had never been ethnically Galatian-Pisidia and the adjacent region which Strabo calls 'Phrygia towards Pisidia',9   with Isaurica and Western Lycaonia. Rome inherited from Amyntas the task of crushing the Homonades, who were a constant menace to 'Phrygia towards Pisidia' in particular. They were ultimately subjugated by P. Sulpicius Quirinius, governor of Galatia, in the years following 12 BC.10  


In 6 BC inland Paphlagonia, on the north, was added to the province of Galatia, as three or four years later were some areas to the north-east which had formerly belonged to Pontus. These latter areas were henceforth known as Pontus Galaticus."   By analogy with this it has been inferred that (for example) those parts of Phrygia and Lycaonia which were included in the province were known respectively as Phrygia Galatica and Lycaonia Galatica, to distinguish them from that part of Phrygia which lay within proconsular Asia (Phrygia Asiana) and from Eastern Lycaonia (Lycaonia Antiochiana)12   which, from 37 AD to 40, and again from AD 41 onwards, belonged to Rome's ally Antiochus IV, king of Commagene. These terms are convenient enough, but without proper attestation we cannot assume confidently that they were part of the official Roman nomenclature.
In our period, then, Provincia Galatia stretched from Pontus on the Black Sea to Pamphylia on the Mediterranean.13   Paul's 'churches of Galatia' might theoretically have been situated anywhere within these limits. The question is: Were they situated in the original Galatian territory ('North Galatia') or in Phrygia Galatica and Lycaonia Galatica ('South Galatia')? The latter alternative identifies them with the churches planted by Paul and Barnabas during their socalled first missionary journey (Acts 13:14-14:26)-in the Phrygian cities of Pisidian Antioch (modern Yalvac) and Iconium (modern Konya) and in the Lycaonian cities of Lystra (modern Zostera, near Hatunsaray)14   and Derbe (modern Kerti Huyuk, c. 15 miles NNE of Karaman, the ancient Laranda, or Devri Sehri, 21h miles SSE of Kerti Huyuk). Derbe must have lain on the frontier between the Roman province of Galatia and the client kingdom of Commagene, if indeed it did not lie beyond the frontier (as Laranda did from AD 41 onwards).15  
2. The `North Galatian' hypothesis
The 'North Galatian' hypothesis held the field almost unchallenged until the eighteenth century. That it should have been taken for granted in the patristic age was natural.16   In the second century (c. AD 137) Lycaonia Galatica was detached and united with Cilicia and Isaurica to form an enlarged province of Cilicia, and late in the third century (c. 297) the remainder of South Galatia with some adjoining territories became a new province of Pisidia, with Pisidian Antioch as its capital and Iconium as its second city."   The province of Galatia was thus reduced to North Galatia, and when the church fathers, in their study of our epistle, read of 'the churches of Galatia', they understood `Galatia' without more ado in the sense familiar in their day.


The Marcionite prologue to the Epistle to the Galatians'8   does indeed begin with the surprising statement `Galatians are Greeks'; but this may simply mean that the recipients of the letter were Greek speaking-which could be inferred from the fact that Paul wrote to them in Greek, not to mention the continuing designation Gallograecia. Whether in actual fact the inhabitants of the reduced province of Galatia in the Marcionite author's day spoke Greek or Celtic is probably not a question in which he would have been greatly interested.
The linguistic question, however, did interest one Latin commentator on Galatians. In the preface to the second book of his commentary on this epistle Jerome tells how, in addition to Greek, the Galatians of his day (late fourth century AD) spoke a vernacular which he recognized as similar to that which he used to hear at Trier, where he had stayed for some time in his early twenties.19   Whether indeed the Celtic of North-Central Asia Minor and that spoken on the banks of the Moselle were mutually intelligible in Jerome's time, when their speakers had been so far separated for six and a half centuries or more, may be doubted; Jerome may have recognized a resemblance between some words for specific objects or actions.
In the same preface Jerome quotes the Christian writer Caecilius Firmianus Lactantius as saying that the Galatians were so called because of the whiteness of their skin, as though their name was derived from Greek y&Xa (`milk').20   More has been made of his quotation from a poem by Hilary of Poitiers, of Gallic origin himself, in which the Gauls were described as `unteachable' (Latin indociles); `no wonder, then,' says Jerome, `that the Galatians were called "foolish" and slow of understanding'.21  
John Calvin in his commentary on Galatians (1548) followed his predecessors in holding the North Galatian view, but curiously combined it with the view that the epistle was written before the Jerusalem council of Acts15.22   (He identified Paul and Barnabas's Jerusalem visit of Gal. 2:lff. with the faminerelief visit of Acts 11:30.) One wonders when he supposed the evangelization of North Galatia to have taken place.


The first scholar known to us who held that the recipients of the Epistle to the Galatians at least included the churches planted by Paul and Barnabas on their first missionary journey appears to have been J. J. Schmidt23   in 1748, followed in 1825 by J. P. Mynster, whose position might be described as `PanGalatian' rather than either North or South Galatian.24   In the nineteenth century (apart from its last decade) the South Galatian view was championed mainly by French scholars, such as Georges Perrot, who argued for it in De Galatia Provincia Roman (1867)'25   and Ernest Renan, who assumed it rather than argued for it in his Saint Paul (1869).26   The majority of others continued to propound the North Galatian view, and among these others J. B. Lightfoot stands out with special distinction.27  
Lightfoot's commentary on Galatians first appeared in 1865; it remains a standard work which no student of the letter can afford to overlook-and there are not many commentaries over a hundred years old of which this sort of thing can be said. He recognized the ambiguity in the phrase `churches of Galatia', but rejected the view that they were the churches of Pisidian Antioch, Iconium, Lystra and Derbe in favour of locating them at Ancyra, Pessinus and perhaps Tavium (possibly also at Juliopolis, the ancient Gordion). His arguments against the South Galatian view are mainly to the effect that the churches planted during Paul and Barnabas's first missionary journey are not called Galatian churches in Acts-but Luke's usage is not necessarily Paul's.
His positive arguments for the North Galatian view include the consideration that the `Galatic region' of Acts 16:6 and 18:23 is most probably ethnic Galatia, that Paul's two visits to the region mentioned in these passages coincide with his two visits to Galatia which he thought to be implied in Gal. 4:13, and especially that the temperament of the Galatian Christians reflected in the letter harmonizes (a) with the testimonies to the fickleness of the Gauls found in classical authors (especially Caesar)28   and (b) with the fact that the Gauls were (Caesar again being witness) `a superstitious people given over to ritual observances'29   and that Deiotarus, king of Galatia in the mid-first century BC, was characterized by an `extravagant devotion to augury'.30  
The weight laid by a scholar of Lightfoot's calibre upon these alleged affinities between the recipients of Paul's letter and the Celts known to Caesar and his contemporaries is surprising. Caesar is not an entirely objective witness where the Gauls are concerned and, for the rest, the argument seems to reduce itself to a syllogism of this order:


The Gauls were fickle and superstitious.
Paul's Galatians were fickle and superstitious.
Therefore: Paul's Galatians were Gauls.
The undistributed middle is not hard to recognize; the argument would be valid only if fickleness and superstition were not characteristic of other nations than the Gauls (and Galatians). We have to look no farther than the Galatians' Phrygian neighbours for another reputed example, while Luke's account of Paul's adventure at Lystra suggests that fickleness and superstition were not wanting among the Lycaonians.
3. The `South Galatian' hypothesis
Nevertheless, Lightfoot's dismissal of the South Galatian view in favour of the traditional one was natural; when he wrote, the South Galatian view had not yet been placed on a sufficiently sound basis. The scholar by whom this was achieved was W. M. Ramsay (1851-1939), whose statement of the case in The Church in the Roman Empire (1893)31   and A Historical Commentary on St. Paul's Epistle to the Galatians (1899) was founded on his systematic survey of Central Asia Minor on the spot, coupled with his comprehensive and detailed study of epigraphy and classical literature.
Ramsay's greatest work was accomplished in the 1880s and 1890s. It was his researches in those years that laid the archaeological foundation for the South Galatian hypothesis, and laid it so firmly that to many of his disciples it is no longer a mere hypothesis.32   When he began his exploration of Asia Minor he accepted (mainly on Lightfoot's terms) the North Galatian view, as he also accepted F. C. Baur's reconstruction of the course of primitive Christian history. He abandoned the one view, as he abandoned the other, because of the compelling evidence of facts as he faced them in situ. The whole organization of Asia Minor in the first-century Roman Empire, he held-its administration and communications-pointed inexorably to the South Galatian destination of our epistle. In the preface to the fourth edition of The Church in the Roman Empire (1896) he tells his readers that they will find all the evidence for the South Galatian view in the first part of his Cities and Bishoprics of Phrygia (1895), although the view is neither mentioned nor discussed there. But the solid evidence for the South Galatian view is contained in such studies as his Cities and Bishoprics of Phrygia and his earlier Historical Geography of Asia Minor (1890)studies conducted with no thought of the Epistle to the Galatians or of establishing or demolishing any theory about its destination.
In these earlier works Ramsay carefully avoided appealing to the usual series of ambiguous arguments in favour of the South Galatian view.33   Such arguments are:


(1) Paul habitually uses Roman imperial nomenclature-but then any inhabitants of the province of Galatia, including the ethnic Galatians, would have been `Galatians' to him.
(2) Paul addresses his Galatians in Greek-but Greek would have been familiar in Ancyra and Pessinus at least.
(3) Paul mentions Barnabas (Gal. 2:lff.), who was personally known to the South Galatians but not (so far as we can tell) to the North Galatians-but he mentions him also in 1 Cor. 9:6, and there is no evidence that he was personally known to the Corinthians.
(4) Paul's travel-companions in Acts 20:4, who presumably were carrying their churches' contributions to the Jerusalem fund, include South Galatians (Gaius of Derbe and Timothy of Lystra) but not North Galatians-but such an argument from silence is precarious (no Corinthian representative is named).
(5) The presence of Jewish emissaries is more probable in South Galatia than in North Galatia-but they might make it their business to visit any city where Paul had planted a church.
(6) Paul's Galatians received him has an angel of God' (Gal. 4:14), which is a remarkable coincidence with his identification with Hermes by the Lystrans (Acts 14:11ff.)-but the coincidence is somewhat spoiled by the Lystrans' later murderous attack on him (Acts 14:19).
He based his case rather on the facts of historical geography, coupled with his interpretation of Paul's policy as one of concentration on the main roads and centres of communication in the Roman provinces. The main line along which Christianity advanced in Asia Minor was the road from Syria through the Cilician Gates to Iconium and Ephesus, and so across the Aegean. There were two subsidiary lines: one following the land route by Philadelphia to Troas, and so across to Philippi and the Egnatian Way, and the other leading north from the Cilician Gates by Tyana and Cappadocian Caesarea to Amisos on the Black Sea. These are in fact the principal lines of penetration from the Cilician Gates into the peninsula, and none of them led through ethnic Galatia. The southern side of the Anatolian plateau was more important than the northern under the earlier Roman Empire; the full development of the northern side did not take place until Diocletian transferred the centre of imperial administration to Nicomedeia in AD 292. In Ramsay's view, the South Galatian hypothesis was the one which agreed best with the facts of the historical geography of Asia Minor.34  
The North Galatian case, however, has never lacked defenders, especially in Germany, but few of these have dealt adequately with Ramsay's positive arguments. Among those who have dealt with them most seriously were P. W. Schmiedel, in the section which he contributed to the article `Galatia' in the Encyclopaedia Biblica (1901),35   and J. Moffatt, in his Introduction to the Lit erature of the New Testament (1911)36   Moffatt's arguments are about the weightiest ever presented for the North Galatian view after Ramsay's presentation of the evidence for South Galatia.37   He appreciates the weakness of some traditional arguments for North Galatia-e.g. the appeal to the Galatians' alleged fickleness-and points out some weaknesses in Ramsay's case. Did Paul always follow the main roads and evangelize the principal centres of communication? Then what took him to Lystra and Derbe? In Ramsay's own words: `How did the cosmopolitan Paul drift like a piece of timber borne by the current into this quiet backwater?'38   On the other hand, Ancyra in North Galatia, the provincial seat of administration, was, on Ramsay's own showing, `one of the greatest and most splendid cities of Asia Minor'.39  


Even so, many of Moffatt's arguments, like Schmiedel's before him, and Lightfoot's still earlier, concern the interpretation of Acts and not of our epistle, like the argument that Luke's 'Galatic region' is ethnic Galatia, as against Ramsay's view that the `Phrygian and Galatic region' of Acts 16:6 is Phrygia Galatica and the `Galatic region' of Acts 18:23 Lycaonia Galatica. Moffatt admits that this is so: `Luke's usage, it may be retorted, is not decisive for Paul. This is perfectly true, but Paul's use of FaXaiia corresponds to the inferences from Acts40  
4. The evidence of Acts
The issue of the destination of the Epistle to the Galatians is strictly independent of the references to Galatian territory in Acts. Granted that Paul usually adopts Roman provincial nomenclature-as when, for example, he repeatedly refers to Achaia in the Roman sense, as including Corinth, and not in the traditional Greek sense, of a territory in the North-Western Peloponnese, to which Corinth did not belong-it might be argued that Luke prefers the more popular geographical terms and so would use Galatia in the ethnic sense.41   But what are the facts?


There are two relevant passages in Acts. The first is in Acts 16:6, where Paul and Silas, having journeyed on their westward way from Syria and the Cilician Gates through Derbe and Lystra and co-opted Timothy as their travelling companion at the latter place, `went through the Phrygian and Galatic region (trly (Devy(av xal FaXattxr)v Xtupav),42   having been forbidden by the Holy Spirit to speak the word in Asia.' Accordingly, instead of proceeding west to Ephesus, `they came opposite Mysia (xa't:a trly Mvo(av)43   and attempted to go into Bithynia, but the Spirit of Jesus did not allow them, so, passing by Mysia, they came down to Troas'-and from there crossed over to Macedonia. Where, having regard to this fairly detailed itinerary, should we locate the `Phrygian and Galatic region' through which the missionary party passed after receiving the prohibition to evangelize Asia? Ramsay, as we have seen, identified it with Phrygia Galatica-the part of Phrygia included within the province of Galatia, Strabo's `Phrygia towards Pisidia'. Lightfoot's suggestion was that it denoted ethnic Galatia, because that area had once been Phrygian (before the second half of the third century BC) but had subsequently become Galatian.44   But such an antiquarianism is uncharacteristic of Luke. Kirsopp Lake, who in his Earlier Epistles of St. Paul (1911) had followed Ramsay's interpretation,45   reviewed the evidence afresh for his note on `Paul's route in Asia Minor' in Volume V of The Beginnings of Christianity, Part I (1933), and concluded that the most probable explanation was that Paul, instead of going west from Iconium along the Lycus and Maeander valleys,
went north through Phrygia and territory where Galatians were numerous. If this view be accepted 'Phrygian and Galatian country' means territory in which sometimes Phrygian and sometimes Gaelic46   was the language of the villagers. His route may have been through Laodicea, Amorion, and Orkistos (surely a Gaelic place)47   to Nakoleia and perhaps to Dorylaeum. Either Nakoleia or Dorylaeum might be said to be xaia trly Mvolav. He was also on the direct road to Nicaea, and certainly from Nakoleia and probably from Dorylaeum there was a straight road to Troas, 'skirting' Mysia-if that be the meaning of naeEX&bv. In one or the other of these places he was once more prevented by revelation from working as he had intended-this time in Bithynia-and so he turned to the left and went through Mysia to Troas.48  


This route, as Lake remarks, does not differ substantially from that postulated by Ramsay, apart from the interpretation of the 'Phrygian and Galatic region'. But the aspect in which it does differ from Ramsay's comes to grief on the hard facts. The frontier between Galatic Phrygia and ethnic Galatia has been delimited much more precisely than it was in Ramsay's day;49   it ran due west from a point near the northernmost part of Lake Tatta (Tuz G616) to Orkistos (where the Sangarius divided the province of Asia from the province of Galatia)-say from 32° 50' E. and rather north of 39° N. Since Paul's plan, according to Acts 15:36, was to visit all the cities which he and Barnabas had evangelized in South Galatia a year or two earlier, he and his companions probably intended to travel west from Lystra through Iconium and Pisidian Antioch. The prohibition against preaching in Asia was probably communicated at Lystra:50   the Pastoral Epistles contain reminiscences of prophetic utterances given on the occasion when Timothy joined the apostolic company.51   Now they had to follow some other road than that which led to Ephesus, but it was necessary to go on to Iconium in any case. If by this time they thought of Bithynia they could cut out Pisidian Antioch and take the road to Phrygia Paroreios (the territory lying north and south of the range of Sultan Dag), or they could go on to Pisidian Antioch and reach Phrygia Paroreios from there by crossing Sultan Dag. In either case they would arrive at Philomelium. Leaving Philomelium by either of two possible routes for the north-west, they passed at once into Phrygia Asiana: they would not touch ethnic Galatia or pass through any village where the Celtic language would be heard.
The `Phrygian and Galatic region' cannot be understood in the sense suggested by Lake: it can only mean the territory through which Paul and his friends passed after leaving Lystra, the territory in which Iconium and Pisidian Antioch were situated. Even if they by-passed both these cities and made straight for Mysia after receiving the divine monition at Lystra, they would still have crossed from Lycaonia Galatica into Phrygia Galatica and continued in the latter region until they reached the frontier of the province of Asia. To reach a road which would take them through territory where the Phrygian and Celtic tongues would both be heard, they would have had to go straight north from Lystra until they reached the latitude of 39° N. (without hearing a word of Celtic) and then turn west through a series of villages, remote from any contact with city life. There indeed they would have heard Phrygian on their left and Celtic on their right. But why should Paul make a detour to visit such a district `unless he had a prophetic vision of what Lake was going to say in the fulness of time, and some interest in proving him right?"'  


The narrative of Acts 15:41-16:8 is certainly more intelligible if the 'Phrygian and Galatic region' is that part of Phrygia included in the province of Galatia. Although there were naturally lines of communication linking the various regions of the province, the cities of North Galatia were not readily accessible from the road leading from the Cilician Gates through Lystra. Any one proposing to evangelize North Galatia would have been better advised to set out from some other place than Lystra.
The second passage in Acts which is relevant to our subject is 18:23, where Paul, having paid a hasty visit to Palestine after his Corinthian ministry (probably in the summer of AD 52), returned to the west to begin his evangelization of Ephesus and `went from place to place through the Galatic region and Phrygia (r]v I'aXattxrly xtupav xai tpvy(av), strengthening all the disciples'. It may be that by this geographical phrase Luke means much the same as the `Phrygian and Galatic region' of Acts 16:6. Ramsay thought the `Galatic region' of Acts 18:23 was Galatic Lycaonia, in distinction from that part of Lycaonia which belonged to the kingdom of Commagene (Lycaonia Antiochiana),53   but this is uncertain. The `Galatic region' might be Galatic Lycaonia and Galatic Phrygia while `Phrygia' on this occasion could include Asian Phrygia. The reference to Paul's `strengthening all the disciples' indicates that he was not pioneering but retracing his former footsteps. If the expression in Acts 16:6 could cover ethnic Galatia, so could the expression in Acts 18:23; if ethnic Galatia is excluded from the former passage, it is excluded here too. It is simplest to understand Acts 18:23 in the sense of Paul's passing once more through Derbe, Lystra, Iconium and Pisidian Antioch. In Acts 19:1 he is said to have passed through `the upper country' (ta &vwte(Jtxa µi;prl) on his way to Ephesus. More or less any part of inland Asia Minor could have been called `the upper country' in relation to Ephesus: here the reference may be to the road leading due west from Pisidian Antioch, reaching Ephesus by the north side of Mount Messogis, instead of the main road farther south following the Lycus and Maeander valleys.54  
5. Other references
Other NT references to Galatia or the Galatians can be disposed of quickly. The `churches of Galatia' which, according to 1 Corinthians 16:1, had received Paul's instructions about the collection for Jerusalem, are no doubt identical with the `churches of Galatia' addressed in Gal. 1:2. If Paul's companions on his last journey to Jerusalem (Acts 20:4) were the delegates of the contributing churches, it may be relevant that they include two South Galatians, Gaius of Derbess   and Timothy (of Lystra), but no North Galatians; as has been said above, however, the list of companions may not be exhaustive.16  


The 'Galatia' to which Crescens went (2 Tim. 4:10) is not easily identified; its significance is the more complicated because of the variant (but improbable) reading 'Gaul' (I'aWav for FaXat(av).57  
As for `Galatia' in 1 Pet. 1:1, that seems to denote the province in general, as it is named along with other Anatolian provinces-Pontus, Cappadocia, Asia and Bithynia-as an area in which `exiles of the dispersion' (i.e. Christians) lived.58  
6. The present state of the question
The debate on the location of Paul's Galatians does not appear to be carried on today as seriously as it once was. R. M. Grant holds that in general `Acts does not assist us in locating these churches' but suggests that the Spirit's prohibition in Acts 16:6 `may well be a theological expression of one aspect of Paul's illness'59   which, according to Gal. 4:13, occasioned Paul's first visit to Galatia. We have been accustomed to hearing the argument pressed against the South Galatian view that there is no hint in Acts 13:13ff. that Paul was ill when he first visited Pisidian Antioch and the other cities of Galatic Phrygia and Lycaonia, and the answer readily presented itself that equally there is no hint of illness in the record of his passing through the Phrygian and Galatic region of Acts 16:6. But the force of this answer (negative as it was) is now threatened. Even so, Grant's interpretation of the Spirit's prohibition is no more probable than Ramsay's suggestion that Paul went up from the Pamphylian coast to the highlands of Pisidian Antioch (3,600 feet above sea level) because of an attack of malaria (which he identified with the `splinter in the flesh' of 2 Cor. 12:7).60   Grant's understanding of the Spirit's prohibition in the light of Gal. 4:13, along with the unlikelihood that Paul would address as `Galatians' (Gal. 3:1) people who spoke Lycaonian (Acts 14:11),61   leads him to conclude `that the letter was addressed to a group of communities near    Ancyra'62-a conclusion which is sustained with difficulty when the journey of Acts 15:41-16:8 is plotted on the map.
It is disquieting to see how superficially the North Galatian hypothesis is defended by many of its champions nowadays, when we think of the careful arguments adduced by scholars of two and three generations ago-especially disquieting to see how little attention is paid to the relevant data of historical geography. Thus in Willi Marxsen's Introduction to the New Testament we read: `If Paul meant by "Galatia" the Roman province, he could have been in the southern part of the province even on the first missionary journey-although not in the "region of Galatia", as Acts always calls it'63   This implies that the raXaitxilX6)()a-an expression which occurs but twice in Acts (16:6; 18:23)- can refer only to ethnic Galatia; in fact the adjective FaXaztx65 (Latin Galaticus) is well attested for those regions of the province which were not ethnically Galatian,64   and also for the province as a whole,65   but not at this period for ethnic Galatia.66  


Marxsen continues: 'The South Galatian hypothesis, however, is extremely improbable' In support of this statement three arguments are adduced:
1. `The assertion that is often made, that Paul always uses the names of the Roman provinces, is incorrect'67  
If anyone said that Paul always uses the names of the Roman provinces, he would be imprudent; the fact is that Paul normally uses them. There may be deviations from this norm, but they will be recognizable deviations, and the burden of proof lies on those who understand faXa'rla and raMTat in his writings in another than the provincial sense.
2. `Besides, Paul would hardly have been able to say in 1:21, "Then I came into the regions of Syria and Cilicia", for this is the Pauline parallel to the first missionary journey in Acts. According to the South Galatian hypothesis he must have founded the Galatian churches at that time but there is no mention of this'
This argument seems to imply that Paul might have included the churches of Pisidian Antioch, Iconium, Lystra and Derbe in `the regions of Syria and Cilicia'68   (if Acts 13-14 rightly makes him evangelize these cities at this stage), but not those which he calls `the churches of Galatia'; the latter would therefore be different from the four churches of Acts and be located in North Galatia. That Paul would have included the South Galatian churches in `the regions of Syria and Cilicia' is incredible; Gal. 1:21 is parallel, not to the `first missionary journey' of Acts 13-14 but to the interval between Acts 9:31 and 11:30, when Paul was active first in Tarsus and then in Antioch-the two leading cities of the united province of Syria-Cilicia.69  


3. `Finally it seems unlikely that Paul would address the inhabitants of Pisidia and Lycaonia as "Galatians" (3:1: "0 foolish Galatians"). This can only be a racial term and cannot refer to the inhabitants of a Roman administrative district!
This argument, which is sometimes reinforced by the consideration that to address Christians who were not ethnic Galatians as `Galatians' would be psychologically disastrous,70   will hardly stand up to investigation. What comprehensive term could have been used (other than `Galatians') to address Pisidians (or rather Phrygians) and Lycaonians together? We may reflect that the one comprehensive term which is acceptable when Englishmen, Welsh, Cornish and Scots are referred to or addressed together is `British', which `ethnically' is appropriate only to the Welsh and Cornish (and the Bretons, who are part of another political unit). The name Britain, or Great Britain, to denote the whole island, is a political expedient; yet Highland and Lowland Scots would much rather be called British (which they are not `ethnically') than English (which is applicable to them only linguistically, and even so is unacceptable).71  
If Paul's readers found anything objectionable in being called `foolish Galatians', the objection arose from the adjective `foolish' rather than from the substantive `Galatians'. If they were South Galatians, some of them lived in Phrygia and some in Lycaonia, and in addition to Phrygians and Lycaonians they included Jews, Greeks and perhaps Romans (since Pisidian Antioch was a Roman colony). The one political feature which they shared in common was their residence within the frontiers of the province of Galatia; the only political term that could be applied to them all was Galatians. Ramsay's judgment may be quite soundly based: `I can entertain no doubt that about AD 50 the address by which an orator would most please the Iconians, in situations where the term "Iconians" was unsuitable, was lvSprs FaXaiat, "gentlemen of the Galatic province."'72   Even `Phrygians' might not have been very acceptable to the Iconians, because of its currency in a sense practically synonymous with `slaves' or `cowards'73   (and it would have been in every way inapplicable to the people of Lystra and Derbe). As for the people of Pisidian Antioch, they might well have preferred the designation `Galatians' to either `Phrygians' or `Pisidians', for if `Phrygians' was tantamount to `slaves' or `cowards', `Pisidians' (which the people of Antioch were not in any case) would have been little better than `barbarians'.
W.G. Kummel's Introduction to the New Testament, in which the North Galatian destination is upheld, similarly lays weight on the reference to `the regions of Syria and Cilicia' in Gal. 1:21 and the address `0 foolish Galatians' in Gal.3:1;74   but the defence of the North Galatian hypothesis deserves weightier arguments than these.


In fact, more recent statements of the North Galatian case represent no advance on Lightfoot and fall short of the statements of Schmiedel and Moffatt. This may be due in some measure to the fashion of paying more attention to the style of Luke's narrative than to the narrative itself;75   besides, if the narrative is regarded as a partly fictitious and in any case idealized construction by a writer of a later generation, detailed study of its historical geography is not of the first relevance. Against this fashion it must be recognized that Luke's narrative is true to its dramatic date,76   and in this regard the study of its historical geography is of the utmost importance.
In recent years especially there has tended to be a correlation between acceptance of the South Galatian view and a high estimate of the historical reliability of Acts, on the one hand, and between acceptance of the North Galatian view and a more sceptical assessment of Acts on the other. This correlation may be little more than coincidental: it is neither necessary nor deliberate. An exception is provided by R. H. Fuller's Critical Introduction to the New Testament in the Duckworth series. There, as in the identically entitled volume by A. S. Peake which Fuller's work has replaced,77   the South Galatian view is adopted but (in contrast to Peake's treatment) there is a lower estimate of the historical value of Acts. `The motive, conscious or unconscious, behind the North Galatian theory', says Fuller, `seems to be the desire to avoid making Gal. the earliest Pauline letter'.78   This is doubtful, because by no means all South Galatianists make Galatians the earliest Pauline letter: those who infer from the reference to the `former' or `first' visit (to npbtepov) in Gal. 4:13 that Paul had visited the South Galatian churches twice before he wrote to them must date his letter after Acts 16:6. Fuller undertakes to satisfy the North Galatianists' difficulty by taking the first missionary journey of Acts as a duplicate of the second, so that Paul's visit to South Galatia in Acts 16:1-6 was really his first (after the Council of Jerusalem), and the visit of Acts 18:23 was his second. Galatians is then dated during Paul's Ephesian ministry. But this dating of the epistle is independent of Fuller's view of the structure of Acts: it was held, for example, by T. W. Manson, who accepted Luke's narrative of the first and second missionary journeys as it stands and favoured the `South Galatian' theory.79  
The question of the North or South Galatian destination of our epistle is not one in which it is proper to take up partisan attitudes or indulge in dogmatic assertions; and it ill becomes champions of either view to disparage the rival 
view or those who maintain it. The fact that so many competent scholars can 
be cited in support of either position suggests that the evidence for neither is 
absolutely conclusive. But the weight of the evidence, it seems to me, favours 
the South Galatian view. If the Epistle to the Galatians was indeed addressed to 
the churches of Pisidian Antioch, Iconium, Lystra and Derbe, then we have 
important historical, geographical, literary and epigraphic data which will provide material for its better understanding.


 

III
THE GALATIAN PROBLEM
1. The occasion of the letter
The occasion of the letter was Paul's receiving news of people who had 
visited his Galatian mission-field and were persuading his converts there to 
accept a different form of teaching from that which he had given them. He refers 
to these people as `trouble-makers' (Tap&ooovtcs, 1:7; 5:10) or `agitators' (&vaoiaiovvTEs, 5:12). According to the information reaching Paul, they were 
trying to impose on the Galatian Christians some requirements of the Jewish 
law, preeminently circumcision; there is also some word of the observance of 
special days, presumably those of the Jewish sacred calendar (4:10). It might 
have been expected that Jewish food-restrictions would also have figured in the 
new teaching; if so, Paul makes no reference to their doing so, although insistence on those food-restrictions by some Christians is implied in his account of 
Peter's withdrawal from table-fellowship with Gentiles at Antioch (2:11-14).
The new teaching is denounced by Paul as a perversion of the true gospel 
of Christ (1:7), and the Galatian Christians who pay heed to it are warned that 
to submit to it is to turn away from God (1:6), to be severed from Christ, to fall 
from grace (5:4). The trouble-makers are incurring a curse because they substitute a spurious message for gospel truth (1:8f.); they are exposing themselves to 
the certainty of divine judgment (5:10). Even if they demand only a token 
measure of law-keeping from the Galatians, any such demand involves acceptance of the principle of justification by works of the law. This principle is clean 
contrary to the gospel of justification by faith-even if it were practicable, which 
it is not (3:11). Persuasive as the new teaching may be, it does not come from 
God (5:8), as did the original message which brought salvation to the members 
of the Galatian churches (1:6); the two are incompatible.
It is clearly implied, moreover, that the `trouble-makers' tried to gain credence for their teaching among Paul's converts by disparaging him and casting 
doubt on his apostolic credentials. In consequence, the Galatians who lent a 
ready ear to this teaching had a sense of estrangement from Paul, not to speak 
of hostility to him (4:16)-the fruit of an uneasy conscience.


Paul therefore judges it necessary in his letter to dwell at some length on the divine authority of his gospel and of his commission to preach it: he embarks on an autobiographical sketch of the first fourteen or seventeen years of his apostleship with the aim of establishing his independence in particular of the leaders of the Jerusalem church (1:11-2:10).
We do not know how precisely Paul learned of the trouble-makers' activity in Galatia-whether by letter, or by first-hand information brought by a visitor or visitors from there, or at second hand. Our only source of knowledge about their teaching is Paul's letter; if (as some have supposed, without any positive warrant) Paul himself was inadequately informed about it, we have no means of correcting or supplementing his information.'  
What then can be said about this 'other gospel' which the Galatian Christians were disposed to embrace, or about the identity and motives of those who pressed it on them? These questions constitute what has been called 'the singular problem of the Epistle to the Galatians'.'  
2. The early consensus
Why speak of a `singular problem'? To many readers of the letter, from the second century onwards, the nature of the 'other gospel' has been self-evident, and the character of its proponents not greatly in doubt. The second-century Marcionite prologues to the letters of Paula   began with the prologue to Galatians, which runs thus:
The Galatians are Greeks.4   They at first received the word of truth from the apostle, but after his departure they were tempted by false apostles to turn to the law and circumcision. The apostle calls them back to the true faith,s   writing to them from Ephesus.
In this prologue the 'law' to which the Galatians were being tempted to turn was the Jewish law; this is indicated by its collocation with 'circumcision', as well as by the plain meaning of the repeated references to law in the letter itself.
The same understanding of the argument of Galatians recurs throughout the patristic literature. For example, Marius Victorinus, the earliest Latin commentator on the letter, puts it thus:


The sum of the letter is as follows: the Galatians are going astray because they are adding Judaism to the gospel of faith in Christ, observing in a material sense the sabbath and circumcision, together with the other works which they received in accordance with the law. Disturbed by these tendencies Paul writes this letter, wishing to put them right and call them back from Judaism, in order that they may preserve faith in Christ alone, and receive from Christ the hope of salvation and of his promises, because no one is saved by the works of the law. So, in order to show that what they are adding is wrong, he wishes to confirm [the truth of] his gospel.6  
In the Reformation period we find no significant change, except that the Reformers pressed an analogy between the situation with which Paul dealt and that of their own day. Luther begins his preface to the epistle thus:
The Galatians had been brought by St. Paul to right Christian belief, from the law to the gospel. But after his departure there came the false apostles, who were disciples of the true apostles, and turned the Galatians back again to believe that they must attain blessedness through the work of the law, and that they were sinning if they did not hold the work of the law, as according to Acts 15 certain highly-placed people in Jerusalem insisted.7  
This is expanded as follows in his commentary on the epistle:
St. Paul goeth about to establish the doctrine of faith, grace, forgiveness of sins, or Christian righteousness, to the end that we may have a perfect knowledge and difference between Christian righteousness and all other kinds of righteousness. ... For if the article of justification be lost, then is all true Christian doctrine lost....
Christ [says Paul] hath mercifully called you in grace, that ye should be freemen under Christ, and not bondmen under Moses, whose disciples ye are now become again by the means of your false apostles, who by the law of Moses called you not unto grace, but unto wrath, to the hating of God, to sin and death. ...
Hereby it may easily be gathered, that these false apostles had condemned the Gospel of Paul among the Galatians, saying: Paul indeed hath begun well, but to have begun well is not enough, for there remain yet many higher matters; like as they say in the fifteenth chapter of the Acts: It is not enough for you to believe in Christ, or to be baptized, but it behoveth also that ye be circumcised; `for except ye be circumcised after the manner of Moses, ye cannot be saved'. This is as much to say, as that Christ is a good workman, which hath indeed begun a building, but he hath not finished it; for this must Moses do.8  
Luther goes on to draw a parallel with the `fantastical spirits, Anabaptists and others' of his day as well as with the `Papists'.9  
According to John Calvin (1548), Paul
had faithfully instructed them [the Galatians] in the pure gospel, but false apostles had entered in his absence and corrupted the true seed by false and corrupt dogmas. For they taught that the observance of ceremonies was still necessary. This might seem trivial; but Paul fights for it as a fundamental article of the Christian faith. And rightly so, for it is no light evil to quench the brightness of the gospel, lay a snare for consciences and remove the distinction between the old and new covenants. He saw that these errors were also related to an ungodly and destructive opinion on the deserving of righteousness....


The false apostles, who had deceived the Galatians to advance their own claims, pretended that they had received a commission from the apostles. Their method of infiltration was to get it believed that they represented the apostles and delivered a message from them. But they took away from Paul the name and authority of apostle. ... In attacking Paul they were really attacking the truth of the gospel.10  
In other words, the Galatian converts were being urged to observe ceremonies of the OT law as integral to the gospel and to accept a doctrine of justification by personal merit. Since Paul's preaching excluded all this, it must be undermined by an attempt to diminish his status in the eyes of his converts.
This understanding of the situation prevailed into the nineteenth century, when it was taken up by the Tubingen school of F. C. Baur and his associates, who integrated it into their account of primitive Christian history. `What led the Apostle to write this Epistle to the Galatian Churches', wrote Baur, we learn very clearly from the Epistle itself'. The Galatians' falling away from the gospel as Paul preached it
was due to the influence of strange teachers who ... represented to them that, as a first step to the Christian salvation, they must submit to circumcision (v. 2, 11). Here we first meet with those Judaising opponents with whom the Apostle had to maintain so severe a struggle in the churches which he founded, and they appear here quite in the harsh and uncompromising Judaistic character which marks them as opponents of Pauline Christianity. ... In one word, they were Jews or Jewish Christians of the genuine old stamp, who could so little understand the more liberal atmosphere of Pauline Christianity that they would have thought the very ground of their existence was cut from under them if Judaism were no longer to have its absolute power and importance."  
In principle, according to Baur, the declared opponents of Pauline Christianity were in agreement with the leaders of the Jerusalem church; indeed, those leaders `are themselves the opponents against whom the Apostle contends in refuting these principles'.12   But their reluctant recognition, at the Jerusalem conference, that Paul and Barnabas had been entrusted with the gospel for the Gentiles, tied their hands and compelled them to take the position of nonbelligerents. Other members of the Jerusalem church, however, were not so bound, and they were the infiltrators or trouble-makers who endeavoured to subvert Paul's teaching and apostolic authority among his Gentile converts, including the churches of Galatia.
Bishop Lightfoot sums the matter up concisely:
The Epistle to the Galatians is especially distinguished among St. Paul's letters by its unity of purpose. The Galatian apostasy in its double aspect, as a denial of his own authority and a repudiation of the doctrine of grace, is never lost sight of from beginning to end."  


This `apostasy', as he calls it,
was a Judaism of the sharp Pharisaic type, unclouded or unrelieved by any haze of Essene mysticism, such as prevailed a few years later in the neighbouring Colossian Church.14   The necessity of circumcision was strongly insisted upon. Great stress was laid on the observance of 'days and months and seasons and years'. In short, nothing less than submission to the whole ceremonial law seems to have been contemplated by the innovators. At all events, this was the logical consequence of the adoption of the initiatory rite.I-'  
But far from accepting the Tubingen interpretation, Lightfoot regards the Epistle to the Galatians as refuting it most conclusively, `for it shows the true relations existing between St. Paul and the Twelve'.16   Far from agreeing in principle with the judaizing propagandists, the Jerusalem leaders agreed in principle with Paul; if Paul at Antioch charged Peter with `play-acting'"   when he withdrew from table-fellowship with Gentile Christians, it was precisely because Peter on this occasion was acting in a manner at variance with his real principles.
Lightfoot's account of the situation in the Galatian churches calls, in my judgment, for very little modification. But during the present century variant accounts of the situation have been put forward by highly reputable scholars, and these accounts merit serious assessment.
3. Other explanations
In 1919 Wilhelm Lutgert published a monograph with the title Law and Spirit18   in which he argued that in the Galatian situation Paul had to wage war on two fronts simultaneously. Not only had he to deal with the attempt to impose on his converts circumcision and other obligations of the Jewish law; he had also to deal with radicals of the opposite stripe to the Judaizers, with those who wished to sever the gospel from its OT roots and who held that the new life in the Spirit gave them the entree into a realm of knowledge which dismissed the `things of the flesh' as irrelevant and had little regard for those ethical distinctions on which Paul-inconsistently, to their way of thinking-insisted. It was against these people, said Lutgert, and not against the Judaizers, that Paul had to defend his claim to apostolic authority in independence of Jerusalem. By their standards, any one who was dependent on Jerusalem was insufficiently emancipated from the old order of Judaism; hence Paul's emphatic assertion that he had received his commission and his message from no human source-least of all from the Jerusalem `pillars'-but by direct revelation from the exalted Lord. These were the people, too, who needed the warning not to turn their Christian freedom into licence (5:13); the Judaizers, on the contrary, had to be warned not to exchange their freedom for the `yoke of slavery' (5:1).


Lutgert's thesis was elaborated (with modifications) ten years later by James Hardy Ropes, in his monograph entitled The Singular Problem of the Epistle to the Galatians.19   Ropes attempted, by means of a short commentary on Galatians included in his monograph, to show that this thesis illuminated each successive section of the epistle. In Gal. 3:6-29, for example, the radicals who wished to forget the OT antecedents of the gospel had to be reminded that, Gentiles as they were, they were children of Abraham by faith in Christ-children of Abraham in the sense that mattered most.
Ropes also argued that the Galatian Judaizers need not have been influenced by intruding visitors from Judaea; `all that we need suppose is that certain gentile Christians had proved susceptible to the efforts of local synagogue Jews, and had tried to persuade the churches as a whole to accept Jewish rites, including circumcision'.20  
In an article published in 1945 F. R. Crownfield undertook to do justice both to the arguments of Lutgert and Ropes and to those pointing to the traditional identification of the trouble-makers as straightforward Judaizers by representing the trouble-makers as syncretistic Jews, for whom legalism was a means to the end of higher enlightenment.21  
Johannes Munck, Professor of New Testament in Aarhus, Denmark, propounded a novel line in the interpretation of our epistle when in 1954 he maintained that the Judaizers in the churches of Galatia were not Jewish Christians, not visitors from Judaea, not local synagogue Jews, but Gentile Christians, Paul's own converts.22   All that they knew about Jewish Christianity and the Jerusalem church they knew from Paul. `His words about Jerusalem and the Judaean churches were full of sympathy and understanding'.23   Knowing that the Jerusalem Christians were circumcised and kept many of the ordinances observed by the Jews among whom they lived, some of Paul's converts concluded that he had only half-evangelized them and that they should conform to Jerusalem practice. Moreover, Paul taught his converts to use the Greek version of the Hebrew scriptures as their Bible.24   While he was with them he showed them how those scriptures spoke of the salvation of the Gentiles, but when he had left them they read in those same scriptures much that spoke of Abraham and his posterity as the recipients of God's blessing, much that spoke of the glory of Israel and the subjection of the Gentiles, much that spoke of the keeping of the law as a condition of enjoying divine approval. Was it strange, then, that they should draw those practical conclusions which so horrified Paul when he heard of them?
But there are several indications throughout the letter that the trouble-makers in the Galatian churches were incomers, not some of Paul's Gentile converts. He refers to them throughout in the third person, while he addresses his converts in the second person. In his letters to the Corinthians offenders within the church of Corinth are rebuked in the second person, while interlopers from elsewhere are denounced in the third person. So we may conclude that it is outsiders whom Paul has in view when he says to the Galatian Christians. `The persons I have referred to are paying court to you, but not with honest intentions: what they really want is to bar the door to you so that you may pay court to them' (4:17, NEB margin).


Walter Schmithals, in an article published in 1956,25   put forward a simpler account than that of Lutgert and Ropes: Paul was not waging a war on two fronts; the sole target of his attack was a body of Jewish Christian Gnostics such as Schmithals had already identified with the target of Paul's attack in the Corinthian correspondence.26   But Gnosticism has really to be read into the teaching of these people as reflected in Paul's attack on them before it can be read out of it.27   And it is begging the question to argue, as Willi Marxsen does, that this is due to Paul's own failure to understand properly what they were teaching28   (he heard that they were teaching circumcision and assumed too hastily that they were straightforward Judaizers, whereas they were in fact `introducing something new-a Christian-Jewish-Gnostic syncretism'):29   if we cannot determine the nature of their teaching from Paul's refutation of it, we have no other evidence to guide us.
There is nothing improbable perse in Paul's having to defend the gospel on two fronts at once; he certainly had to do so at Corinth.30   But there is no substantial evidence of his having to do so in the churches of Galatia. No doubt he realized the necessity of warning his converts there, as elsewhere, against misinterpreting his message of liberty in an antinomian sense: they must not turn their freedom into licence to indulge in the `works of the flesh', but rather live in mutual love, the first `fruit of the Spirit' (5:13f., 22). But while he reminds them that those who manifest the works of the flesh `will never inherit the kingdom of God' (5:21), this is not the main thrust of his letter. The `work of the flesh' which posed the most deadly threat in the churches of Galatia appears to have been a quarrelsome spirit; hence Paul's warning in 5:15: `But if you go on fighting one another tooth and nail, all you can expect is mutual annihilation'. The course which he recommends to them is a larger measure of that faith which is `active in love' and in that love to `be servants to one another' (5:6, 13).
4. Against whom does Paul defend himself?
Paul's insistence on his independence of Jerusalem is quite intelligible as part of his argument against Judaizers whose main appeal was to the Jerusalem leaders. These Judaizers argued: `The Jerusalem leaders are the only persons 
with authority to say what the true gospel is, and this authority they received 
direct from Christ. Paul has no comparable authority: any commission he exercises was derived by him from the Jerusalem leaders, and if he differs from 
them on the content or implications of the gospel, he is acting and teaching quite 
arbitrarily. In fact', they may have added, `Paul went up to Jerusalem shortly 
after his conversion and spent some time with the apostles there. They instructed 
him in the first principles of the gospel and, seeing that he was a man of 
uncommon intellect, magnanimously wiped out from their minds his record as 
a persecutor and authorized him to preach to others the gospel which he had 
learned from them. But when he left Jerusalem for Syria and Cilicia he began 
to adapt the gospel to make it palatable to Gentiles. The Jerusalem leaders 
practised circumcision and observed the law and the customs, but Paul struck 
out on a line of his own, omitting circumcision and other ancient observances 
from the message he preached, and thus he betrayed his ancestral heritage. This 
law-free gospel has no authority but his own; he certainly did not receive it from 
the apostles, who disapproved of his course of action. Their disapproval was 
publicly shown on one occasion at Antioch, when there was a direct confrontation between Peter and him on the necessity of maintaining the Jewish foodlaws.'


To this Paul replies: `At no time did I derive any commission from the 
Jerusalem leaders. My call to apostleship and the gospel I proclaim were alike 
received by me "through a revelation of Jesus Christ" (1:12). My apostleship 
was to be discharged among the Gentiles; the gospel which I received by revelation was to be preached among the Gentiles, and the Jerusalem leaders recognized this when they "acknowledged that I had been entrusted with the gospel 
for Gentiles as surely as Peter had been entrusted with the gospel for Jews; for 
God, whose action made Peter an apostle to the Jews, also made me an apostle 
to the Gentiles" (2:7f.). If it is a question of defining the content or the implications of the gospel so far as it affects Gentiles, I speak with authority-not 
I indeed, but the Lord, who called and commissioned me. As for the confrontation with Cephas (Peter) at Antioch, that came about because Peter, under 
pressure from visitors from Judaea, went back on his established practice of 
eating at the same table as uncircumcised Gentile Christians. This action of his 
was a virtual denial of the gospel which both he and I preached-the gospel 
which made no distinction between believers in Christ, whether they were Jews 
or Gentiles' (2:11-14).
Paul, indeed, did not differ from the Jerusalem leaders with regard to the 
essential content of the gospel: it was based on the facts of Christ's death, burial 
and resurrection, and these were proclaimed equally by both sides (cf. 1 Cor. 
15:11). But there might well be differences of opinion with regard to the practical 
implications of the gospel in the lives of Gentile believers, and in this sphere 
Paul, commissioned by Christ to be the Gentiles' apostle, would brook no interference from those whose apostolate was to the Jews, and still less from 
people who claimed to speak in their name.
But what of his words in Gal. 5:11: `And I, my friends, if I am still 
advocating circumcision, why is it I am still persecuted'? What was the point 
of charging Paul with advocating circumcision, and what was meant by this charge? The point of the charge was probably this: `Don't listen to Paul when he says you must not be circumcised; he preaches circumcision himself'. This was contrary to the Galatians' experience of Paul's preaching, but if (as was suggested) Paul was a trimmer, adapting his preaching to his environment, then plainly he need not be taken too seriously. That this sort of thing was actually suggested may be implied in Paul's indignant words in 1:10: `Does my language now sound as if I were canvassing for men's support? ... Do you think I am currying favour with men? If I still sought men's favour, I should be no servant of Christ'.31  


But what was meant by the charge that Paul himself advocated circumcision? Was there anything in his teaching or action that lent it colour? We can well imagine how readily such an action as his circumcision of Timothy32   could be appealed to in this way; but perhaps all that was meant was that, true to his policy of living like a Jew among Jews, he did not discountenance the practice of circumcision among Jewish Christians. There is a relevant passage in Acts 21:21, where Paul, on his last visit to Jerusalem, is told by the elders of the mother-church that rumours have reached Jerusalem `that you teach all the Jews in the gentile world to turn their backs on Moses, telling them to give up circumcising their children and following our way of life'. The elders make it plain that they know these rumours to be unfounded, and the narrative goes on to represent Paul as acquiescing in their suggestion that he should give a public demonstration that they were unfounded. There is no need to regard this as an example of Luke's policy of making the gulf between Paul and the Jerusalem church less unbridgeable than, according to the Tubingen tradition, it actually was; there is nothing in Paul's letters which contradicts the picture given of him in Acts 21. Even in Galatians, his most uncompromising deliverance on this subject, his concern is solely with the imposing of circumcision on Gentile Christians; whether Jewish Christians continued to circumcise their children or not was probably a matter of small importance in his eyes, on a par with their continued observance or non-observance of the sabbath and the levitical foodlaws, so long as it was not made a ground of justification before God.
5. The circumcision question
The most certain feature of the false gospel was its insistence on circumcision. In itself circumcision was neither here nor there so far as Paul was concerned: he says so twice in this very letter (5:6; 6:15). What disturbed him was the enforcement or acceptance of circumcision as a legal obligation, as though it were essential to salvation or to membership in the community of the people of God. There is nothing inconsistent with Paul's principles in his circumcision of Timothy, as a matter of expediency, according to the record of Acts 16:333-although   it is easy to appreciate how this action could have been misrepresented or misunderstood. But in the situation which obtained in the churches of Galatia it was a very different matter: 'Mark my words: 1, Paul, say to you that if you receive circumcision Christ will do you no good at all. Once again, you can take it from me that every man who receives circumcision is under obligation to keep the entire law' (Gal. 5:2f.). If circumcision was accepted because it was required by the law of Israel, it was impossible to stop there: every part of that law was of equal obligation. But none of those who were disposed to accept circumcision as a legal obligation, nor any of those who pressed them to do so, contemplated keeping the whole law: as for the latter, says Paul, `they only want you to be circumcised in order to boast of your having submitted to that outward rite' (6:13). Any one who admitted the principle of salvation by keeping the law and did not take seriously the consequent obligation to keep it in its entirety would incur the doom invoked by the law itself: `A curse is on all who do not persevere in doing everything that is written in the book of the law' (3:10, quoting Dt. 27:26). When that curse had been incurred, the only way to be delivered from it was through the redemptive death of Christ: `Christ bought us freedom from the curse of the law by becoming for our sake an accursed thing; for Scripture says, "A curse is on everyone who is hanged on a gibbet". And the purpose of it all was that the blessing of Abraham should in Christ Jesus be extended to the Gentiles, so that we might receive the promised Spirit through faith' (3:13f., quoting Dt. 21:23). It was preposterous for those who had experienced this deliverance to expose themselves to the sanctions of the law all over again by acknowledging a token obligation to keep it-just as preposterous as it would be for people set free from the yoke of slavery to place their necks voluntarily and deliberately under that yoke anew. The gospel of salvation by grace and the doctrine of salvation by law-keeping were mutually exclusive: to accept the latter was to renounce the former. `When you seek to be justified by way of law, your relation with Christ is completely severed: you have fallen out of the dominion of God's grace' (5:4).


It is not certain that in all schools of Jewish thought at this time circumcision was insisted on as a sine qua non for admission into the commonwealth of Israel. Philo seems to know of those who argued that, provided the spiritual significance of circumcision was maintained, it was permissible to dispense with the external rite; and he opposes them: `let us not abolish the law of circumcision on the ground that circumcision signifies the cutting away of pleasure and passions of every sort and the destruction of ungodly conceit'.34   About AD 40 Ananias, the Jewish instructor of King Izates of Adiabene, assured him that he could worship God according to the Jewish law without being circumcised; but later, when Izates was persuaded by another Jew, Eleazar by name, that he could not hope to be a true proselyte and win divine approval without circumcision, he submitted to the rite.35   In debates with the school of Shammai, some members of the school of Hillel maintained that, for Gentiles to become proselytes of Judaism, the initiatory baptism was sufficient apart from circumcision36-but   this is more likely to have been a position defended in debate than a matter of practice. Those Gentiles who went all the way in the direction of Judaism but stopped short of circumcision were treated as God-fearers, still outside the Jewish fellowship, and not admitted as proselytes to membership within it.37  


Paul's line was not that of those Hillelites who argued that circumcision was not essential to a Gentile's becoming a Jew, if he underwent proselyte baptism. He was not concerned to make Gentiles into Jews, but to introduce Jews and Gentiles alike into a new community through faith in Jesus as Lord. In this new community circumcision was irrelevant, and any attempt to treat it as essential was inadmissible. Circumcision, with many other features of the law of Israel-food-restrictions, sacred seasons, and the like-had traditionally kept Jews and Gentiles apart; such things had no place in the `new creation' (6:15) where there was `no such thing as Jew and Greek' (3:28). Any attempt to impose them was to put the clock back to the time before the coming of Christ.
6. The `elements' of the world
Together with circumcision, the Galatians were observing special `days and months and seasons and years' (4:10). And what was wrong with that? In itself, nothing. To Paul, the observance or non-observance of a sacred calendar was religiously indifferent, just as circumcision was. `This man regards one day more highly than another, while that man regards all days alike. On such a point everyone should have reached conviction in his own mind' (Rom. 14:5). According to the record of Acts, Paul regulated his own movements in some measure according to the Jewish calendar, especially in arranging his visits to Jerusalem'38   and this was in complete accord with his settled policy, as set out in I Cor. 9:19ff., to conform to Jewish ways in Jewish company and to Gentile ways in Gentile company, so as to commend the gospel to Jews and Gentiles alike. But to observe sacred occasions as a matter of religious obligation, as though this were of the essence of gospel faith and church membership, was a retrograde step, back from liberty to bondage; it was, in fact, a token of submission to the `elements (or elemental forces) of the world' (Gal. 4:3, 9).
Whatever dictated Paul's choice of the word `elements' (6totxeia) in this context (see pp. 193f.), it is plain that the observance of the Jewish law is here interpreted as submission to them (pp. 203ff.). `During our minority', says Paul, `we were slaves to the stoicheia of the universe' (4:3). If the Galatians accept the Jewish law as a religious obligation, they will be subject to this slavery, but curiously, although the Galatians are Gentiles, Paul says they will revert to this slavery. `Formerly, when you did not acknowledge God, you were the slaves of beings which in their nature are no gods'.39   But now that you do acknowledge God-or rather, now that he has acknowledged you-how can you turn back to the mean and beggarly stoicheia? Why do you propose to enter their service all over again?' (4:8f.). Is Paul equating his own former Judaism and their former paganism as both alike consisting in the service of the stoicheia? Plainly he is.


It is immediately after these words that he reproaches them for keeping special `days and months and seasons and years'. Three of these four terms appear in the Greek version of Gn. 1:14, where it is recorded that the heavenly luminaries were appointed `for signs and for seasons and for days and years'.
Among the objects of pagan worship the deities who shared their names with the planets were particularly prominent. In the faith of Israel such deities were included among the b`'ne "15him, members of the heavenly court of God Most High.40   The Jews did not worship those beings as the Gentiles did. If, in the age before Christ, they regulated their religious life by ordinances imposed through the agency of these beings, that was in keeping with the stage of spiritual infancy through which they were then passing. But for believers who had been emancipated by Christ and attained their spiritual majority through faith in him to revert to such ordinances was little short of apostasy and scarcely to be distinguished from relapsing into pagan worship.
It was in the light of the gospel that these stoicheia were `mean and beggarly': Christ had exposed their bankruptcy. For those who did not live in the good of Christian freedom the stoicheia were `principalities and powers', keeping the souls of men in bondage.41   Their overthrow by Christ on the cross is depicted in the Epistle to the Colossians, the only other writing in the Pauline corpus where the stoicheia figure-and figure in much the same way as they do in Galatians (although the `heresy' which Paul combats in Colossians is apparently a more complex form of syncretism than the `other' gospel which he denounces in Galatians).42  
According to Paul, pagan worship was always culpable because it involved idolatry and the vices which followed from idolatry;43   Jewish worship in the preChristian stage of God's dealings with men was far from being culpable-it was divinely instituted-but it had the character of infancy and immaturity as compared with the coming of age into which men were introduced by faith in Christ. Just as a minor required the direction of tutors, guardians or slave-attendants, so the people of God in the days of their minority were under the control of the stoicheia. But for believers in Christ to put themselves under the control of these stoicheia afresh was not just reverting to infancy; it was tantamount to a declaration that the death of Jesus had no redemptive power: `I will not nullify the grace of God; if righteousness comes by law, then Christ died for nothing' (Gal. 
2:21). Paul could hardly have expressed himself with greater urgency or severity 
had his converts been on the point of relapsing into paganism. We may compare 
the attitude of the writer to the Hebrews towards another group that was in 
danger of giving up its distinctive Christian standing and merging in its former 
Jewish environment: this, he warns, would be downright apostasy, desertion 
from the living God (Heb. 3:12).


7. The preferred solution
The simplest interpretation of Galatians, on the basis of its internal evidence, agrees remarkably with the statement in Acts 15:1 that, some time after the extension of the gospel to Asia Minor, `fierce dissension and controversy' arose in the church of Syrian Antioch because 'certain persons who had come down from Judaea began to teach the brotherhood that those who were not circumcised in accordance with Mosaic practice could not be saved'. If such persons also visited Antioch's daughter-churches in Galatia with this same teaching, and found some acceptance for it there, the stage would be set for the Epistle to the Galatians-whether such a visit was paid about the same time or later.
While the `trouble-makers' were no doubt moved by religious zeal, there are hints of another kind of motivation. Paul charges them with the aim of avoiding persecution `for the cross of Christ' (6:12). Moreover, he implies that if he himself preached circumcision (as some alleged he still did), he would not be persecuted as he was. So far as Paul was concerned, his public proclamation of the law-free gospel must have given offence to Jewish communities wherever he went; but necessity was laid upon him-he had no option but to preach the gospel, the law-free gospel (1 Cor. 9:16). But why should the trouble-makers be so anxious to avoid persecution? Could they not have avoided it by staying at home and minding their own business?
An illuminating suggestion was made by Robert Jewett in an article published in 1971.44   There was a resurgence of `zealot' activity in Judaea under the governors Tiberius Julius Alexander (c.AD46-48), who crucified two insurgent leaders, sons of Judas the Galilaean (Jos., Ant. 20.102), and his successor Ventidius Cumanus (c. 48-52), during whose period of office disorders increased (Ant. 20.105-136; War 2.223-246). Zealot vengeance was liable to be visited on Jews who fraternized with Gentiles, and Jewish Christians who shared table-fellowship with their Gentile brethren were exposed to such reprisals. If Gentile Christians could be persuaded to accept circumcision, this (it was hoped) would protect Jewish Christians against zealot vengeance. The persuasion would be more effective if Gentile believers were assured that circumcision was a condition required by God from all men who wished to be accepted by him45  
This, then, could have been a further motive for those people who visited the churches of Galatia and tried to persuade Paul's Gentile converts there that 
unless they received circumcision and other customs of Jewish religion they 
could not hope to win recognition from the church of Jerusalem and other fellowbelievers of Jewish birth-that in their eyes they would have at most the status 
which Gentile God-fearers had in the eyes of the synagogue. The `full' gospel 
included circumcision as an indispensable requirement; the gospel which they 
had received from Paul was a truncated gospel. To which Paul replied that such 
a `full' gospel, denying as it did the all-sufficiency of Christ, was no gospel at 
all, and in so far as it involved a reversion to legal bondage it undercut the 
message of justification by faith, disallowed the claim that Jesus by his death 
and resurrection had inaugurated the messianic age which superseded the age of 
law and thus in effect disallowed his title to be the Messiah. Far from being a 
gospel in any sense, such teaching was plain apostasy from Christ. Hence, no 
matter who its propagator might be, anathema esto.
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THE TRUTH OF THE GOSPEL
1. Galatians and the primitive message
The letter includes in its opening salutation words which are commonly recognized as drawn from an early Christian confession of faith, which Paul did not formulate although he subscribed to it. The Pauline greeting, `Grace to you and peace from God our Father and the Lord Jesus Christ', is followed by a construction with article and participle (equivalent to an adjective clause) in which Christ is described as the one `who gave himself for our sins, that he might deliver us from the present evil age, according to the will of our God and Father, to whom be the glory for ever and ever. Amen' (Gal.1:4f.). Two pieces of common and primitive Christian belief find expression here: (a) that Christ `gave himself for our sins'-with which we may compare 1 Cor. 15:3, `Christ died for our sins', or Rom. 4:25, `who was delivered up for our trespasses'and (b) that the purpose of his so doing was our deliverance `from the present evil age'. This presents the Christian reinterpretation of the current Jewish doctrine of the two ages, the transition between the present age (the epoch of wickedness, as it is called in the Qumran texts) and the age to come (the age of new life and righteousness) being marked by the Christ-event-historically in his death and resurrection and existentially in the experience of his people when by faith they enter into union with him.'   To these two items should be added one that appears earlier in the salutation, where `God the Father' is qualified by the participial phrase `who raised him [i.e. Jesus] from the dead' (Gal. 1:1), a phrase recurring throughout the NT epistles, as in Rom. 4:24; 8:11; 10:9; 2 Cor. 4:14; 1 Pet. 1:21.
Further extracts from the common stock of primitive Christianity appear in Gal. 4:4, 'When the time had fully come, God sent forth his Son, born of woman'-possibly with the further phrase 'born under law', but the following words, 'to redeem those that were under law, that we might receive adoption as sons' (Gal. 4:5), are characteristically Pauline. Yet when Paul goes on to link this adoption of believers into the family of God with their receiving from God 'the Spirit of his Son', he adduces as a demonstration of this their invocation of God as 'Abba! Father!' (Gal. 4:6). From the earliest times, it appears, Greekspeaking Christians took over from the Aramaic-speaking church the word Abba which Jesus had used in addressing God or speaking about him (cf. Mk. 14:36), adding to it the Greek equivalent o ztatrlp (cf. Rom. 8:15).2   Thus Paul weaves his distinctive teaching around a core of primitive usage.


The same is true of the death of Christ, which evidently played a central part in the message first brought to the Galatians, `before whose eyes Jesus Christ was publicly portrayed as crucified' (Gal. 3:1). Paul's elaboration of the doctrine of Christ's passion is seen in his argument in Gal. 3:10-14 that, by enduring the form of death upon which the divine curse had been pronounced in the law (Dt. 21:23), Christ had redeemed his people from the curse which the law pronounced on those who failed to keep it perfectly (Dt. 27:26).3   A further Pauline insight into the significance of the cross of Christ appears in Gal. 6:14 where, playing on a double meaning of the verb otavpbw, he says that it constitutes a fence separating him from the kosmos.
Baptism was the common sign of initiation into the Christian fellowship; in addition to its primitive association with repentance, cleansing and the remission of sins, Paul views it as the token of incorporation into Christ: 'as many of you as were baptized into Christ have put on Christ' (Gal. 3:27).4   Through membership in Christ, who is Abraham's offspring, they too-even Gentilesbecome Abraham's offspring and heirs of the promises made to the patriarch by God (Gal. 3:29).
The reception of the Spirit in the Galatian churches, as elsewhere in the early apostolic age,5   was attended by mighty works (Gal. 3:5), but Paul elaborates the doctrine of the Spirit along lines of his own, contrasting life under the Spirit's leadership with life under law in terms of freedom as opposed to bondage (Gal. 5:1, 18).
Most of the OT testimonia quoted in Galatians are characteristically Pauline, and some are peculiar to this letter. We shall be cautious, therefore, in assigning them to the common stock of primitive Christian testimonia. C. H. Dodd suggests that two of them may be so assigned: (a) the conflation of Gn. 12:3 and 22:18 in Gal. 3:8, 'in you shall all the nations be blessed' (cf. Acts 3:25 for a different conflation of the same two texts),6   and (b) the statement of Hab. 2:4, quoted in Gal. 3:11 (as in Rom. 1:17) in the sense, 'he who is righteous (justified) by faith will come to life', which (in the light of its different usage in Heb. 10:38) he thinks may have been a testimonium to the coming of Christ even before Galatians was written.?   I should mention two more.


In Gal. 3:13 Paul, as we have seen,8   quotes Dt. 21:23 (LXX), `cursed is everyone who is hanged on a tree' (xpeµaltevos £bti ~vkov) and expounds it along with Dt. 27:26 by means of the rabbinical device of gezerah shawah.9   But it appears that Dt. 21:23 had already been applied to the crucifixion of Christ, if we consider the use of the phrase `hanging him on a tree' (xpettoavzegEJr ~5Xov) in two speeches in Acts (5:30; 10:39) which there is no reason to regard as free Lukan compositions, since each is a summary of primitive kerygmatic motifs.1°   Quite early Jesus' followers came to terms with the fact that their Master died the death on which the law pronounced a curse, although Paul, more suo, relates the fact to Jesus' satisfaction and abrogation of the Torah.
Again, the application of Is. 54:1 in Gal. 4:27, where the `barren one' is interpreted of the Gentile church by contrast with the married woman, here understood as `the present Jerusalem', might well be regarded as original to Paul."   But at least it is taken from one of the most fertile fields of testimonia, Is. 40-66, which appears to have been given an extensive Christian interpretation at an early date. If Is. 54:1 had already received a Christian interpretation, Paul certainly adapts it to his current argument; one may wonder if this text suggested to him his allegorical exegesis of the Genesis story of Hagar and Sarah, with their respective sons, rather than viceversa.
Be that as it may. If we try to summarize the primitive Christian message, proclaimed by Paul and his predecessors alike, as it is presupposed in the letter to the Galatians, the result might be somewhat as follows:
Jesus our Lord, the Son of God, was sent into the world by his Father when the due time came. He was born into the family of Abraham12   and lived under the Jewish law. He was crucified by his enemies, but in his death he gave himself for his people's sins. God raised him from the dead, to be the Saviour of all who believe in him; he has sent his Spirit into their hearts, enabling them to call God `Father' as Jesus did, to exhibit his love in their lives and to look forward confidently to the realization of their hope.
2. The standard of judgment
When Paul charges his Galatian converts with turning away so quickly to follow `a different gospel' which could not properly be called a gospel at all, and anathematizes all who preach any other gospel than that which those converts had received from him (Gal. 1:6-9), was there (we may ask) any objective standard by which judgment could be pronounced between his gospel and the `different gospel'? Can we be as sure as he was that his version was genuine and the other spurious? Certainly, with the benefit of hindsight we can agree that, if Christianity was to become a universal faith, a version like Paul's was more likely to achieve this end than that of his opponents; but how did the situation look when the letter to the Galatians was written? Was there any general consensus regarding the `authentic' gospel in reference to which other self-styled `gospels' might be exposed as false?


We can appreciate how slender Paul's case for the gospel he preached must have appeared if he was the only one who preached it. Paul was a latecomer to the Christian faith, as every one knew. He had not been a companion of Jesus on earth as the original apostles had been; and when he first made contact with the followers of Jesus it was as a persecutor, not as a champion. What reason was there to accept such a man's interpretation of the message of Jesus in preference to that of others?
Paul finds it necessary to answer this question, and the necessity of doing so places him in a delicate situation. He wants to maintain that the leaders of the Jerusalem church recognize the authenticity of the gospel which he preaches; he wants (perhaps even more) to maintain his personal independence of the authority of the Jerusalem leaders. Accordingly, he asserts his independence of their authority before he (after a fashion) appeals to their authority. `In my early zeal for the ancestral traditions of Judaism', he says (if his words may be summarized), `I devastated13   the church, until God (who had designated me from birth for my apostolic service) revealed his Son in me so that I might be his herald among the Gentiles.14   I embarked on this ministry at once, without consulting either the Jerusalem apostles or anyone else. Not until three years had elapsed did I go to Jerusalem to visit Cephas; the only other apostle I met was James, the Lord's brother. That was all the contact I had with Jerusalem in my early Christian days; after two weeks there I went off into Syria and Cilicia to preach the faith I had once endeavoured to overthrow. Not until fourteen years had elapsed did I go up to Jerusalem again' (Gal. 1:13-2:la). This narrative is designed to support his claim that he derived the gospel which he preached from no human intermediary but by the revelation of Jesus Christ granted him at Damascus.
Then comes the account of the conference held in Jerusalem between Paul and Barnabas on the one hand and the Jerusalem leaders on the other (Gal. 2:1-10).15   Paul is still careful to maintain his independence-'those men of repute', he says, `added nothing to me (Gal. 2:6), whether in relation to the content of the gospel or the authority to preach it; but they acknowledged the genuineness of the gospel which I was already preaching.' This acknowledgement on their part is implied in his statement that he `laid before them' the gospel which he preached among the Gentiles (2:2). Far from criticizing it or finding it defective, they agreed that, as they themselves had been commissioned to carry the gospel to the Jews, Paul and Barnabas had been commissioned to carry it to the Gentiles.16   Two separate constituencies are distinguished, but there is no suggestion that there were two distinct versions of the gospel for the respective constituencies. In the light of Paul's solemn imprecations in Gal. 1:8f., it is evident that he would have dismissed the possibility of such a thing as preposterous.17   No doubt the approach and emphasis would differ: a considerable body of background knowledge could be assumed in Jewish audiences which pagan audiences lacked. Without prejudging the nature of the sermons in Acts, we can see that Luke takes this for granted: Paul's address in the synagogue of Pisidian Antioch (Acts 13:16-41) presupposes familiarity with a long stretch of sacred history which would have been unintelligible had it been introduced into his Areopagitica at Athens (17:22-31). Again, the circumcision issue did not arise in the mission to Jews, who were circumcised already. It is conceivable that, when Paul and Barnabas shook hands with the Jerusalem leaders on the demarcation of their respective spheres of activity, too much was taken for granted on both sides, and trouble arose when those unventilated questions came into the open. Paul assumed that Cephas saw eye to eye with him on the status of Gentiles in the church, and indeed his assumption was not unfounded if Cephas, on his first coming to Antioch, practised table-fellowship with Gentiles as Paul assures us he did. All the greater was Paul's sense of disillusionment when Cephas withdrew from this table-fellowship at the instance of one or more who `came from James' (Gal. 2:12) and when subsequent attempts were made by people claiming authorization from Jerusalem to intervene in Paul's missionfield. But worse still in his eyes was the urging of circumcision on his Gentile converts as a religious obligation apart from which they could not become genuine children of Abraham and be admitted into the true covenant-community.


Those who urged circumcision on the churches of Galatia no doubt felt quite sincerely that if this practice went by default, even for Gentile believers, the continuity of the history of salvation was interrupted. If the Jerusalem leaders were disposed to waive the circumcision requirement, that simply stamped them as compromisers. As for Paul, who refused to have his Gentile converts circumcised, it was he who was the heretic and they themselves who were orthodox, for they remained faithful to the terms of the unchangeable covenant, which Paul repudiated. One may say, with Otto Kuss, that `faithfulness in matters of factual detail need not amount to faithfulness in regard to the genuine content of the message'; but this simply brings us back to the question of how the genuine content of the message was to be ascertained.18  
That salvation was to be found in Jesus Christ was a proposition to which Paul and his judaizing opponents would equally have subscribed. They might even have agreed that salvation was to be found in him alone. But on what conditions was the salvation found in Christ alone to be secured? This was the crucial question. No doubt Jesus did sit very loose to the traditions of the elders,19   but when it was a question of the admission of Gentiles to the fellowship of his disciples, could Paul or any one else adduce a single utterance of his which suggested that circumcision could be dispensed with? (Indeed, when we consider the important part played by the circumcision question in the development of the early church, we may be impressed by the absence from our gospel tradition of any attempt to find a dominical ruling to which one side or the other could have appealed.) Paul might have appealed to the spirit of Jesus' teaching, or (as he did) to the logical implication of the gospel,20   but people like his opponents would be satisfied with nothing less than verbatim chapter-and-verse authority; and this was not forthcoming.


3. Paul's gospel and the teaching of Jesus
From the perspective of nineteen centuries' distance, despite our ignorance of many elements in the situation that were well known to the protagonists, we can probably present an objective argument in defence of Paul's claim that the message he preached was the authentic gospel of Christ. It is this: two things on which Paul pre-eminently insisted-that salvation was provided by God's grace and that faith was the means by which men appropriated it-are repeatedly emphasized in the ministry of Jesus, and especially in his parables, regardless of the strata of gospel tradition to which appeal may be made. When we reflect on the complete lack of evidence in Paul's letters that he knew the parables of Jesus, we may wonder how Paul managed to discern so unerringly the heart of his Master's message. We may suspect that this discernment was implicit in the `revelation of Jesus Christ' which, according to him, was the essence of his conversion experience.
The response of faith regularly won the approval of Jesus, sometimes his surprised approval, as when it came from a Gentile,21   and was a sure means of securing his help and blessing; in face of unbelief, on the other hand, he was inhibited from performing works of mercy and power.22   `Faith as a grain of mustard seed'23   was what he desired to see, but too often looked for in vain, even in his own disciples.
As regards the teaching of the parables, the point we are making can be illustrated from two, belonging to two quite distinct lines of tradition-Luke's special material and Matthew's special material.
In the Lukan parable of the Prodigal Son (Lk. 15:11-32), the father might very well have adopted other means for the rehabilitation of his younger son than those described (with approval) by Jesus. When the black sheep of the family came home in disgrace, the father, having a father's heart, might well have consented to give him a second chance. Listening to his carefully rehearsed speech, he might have said, `That's all very well, young man; we have heard fine phrases before. If you really mean what you say, you can buckle to and work as you have never worked before, and if you do so, we may let you work your passage. But first you must prove yourself; we can't let by-gones be bygones as though nothing had happened' Even that would have been generous; it might have done the young man a world of good, and even the elder brother might have been content to let him be put on probation. But for Jesus, and for Paul, divine grace does not operate like that. God does not put repentant sinners on probation to see how they will turn out; he gives them an unrestrained welcome and invests them as his true-born sons. For Jesus, and for Paul, the initiative always rests with the grace of God. He bestows the reconciliation or redemption; men receive it. `Treat me as one of your hired servants', says the prodigal to his father; but the father speaks of him as `this my son'. So, says Paul, `through God you are no longer a slave but a son, and if a son then an heir' (Gal. 4:7).


In the Matthaean parable of the Labourers in the Vineyard (Mt. 20:1-16), the last-hired workmen did not bargain with their employer about their pay. If a denarius was the fair rate for a day's work, those who worked for the last hour only might have expected a small fraction of that, but they accepted his undertaking to give them `whatever is right' and in the event they received a denarius like the others who had worked all day. The grace of God is not to be parcelled out and adjusted to the varieties of individual merit. There was, as T. W. Manson pointed out, a coin worth one-twelfth of a denarius. `It was called a pondion. But there is no such thing as a twelfth part of the love of God'24  
This is completely in line with Paul's understanding of the gospel. If law is the basis of men's acceptance with God, then the details of personal merit and demerit are of the utmost relevance. But the great blessings of the gospel had come to the Galatian Christians, as they knew very well, not by the works of the law but by the response of faith-the faith which works by love.25   And when we speak in terms of love, we are on a plane where law is not at home.
During the ministry, Jesus' action and attitude supplied the parables with a living commentary sufficient to convey their meaning to those who responded in faith; later, the church felt it necessary to supply its own verbal commentary. The eschatological note which sounds in the parables is heard in Paul's teaching about justification by faith.26   `The law was our custodian until Christ came', says Paul, `that we might be justified by faith. But now that faith has come, we are no longer under a custodian; for in Christ Jesus you are all sons of God, through faith' (Gal. 3:24-26). In other words, as he says to the Romans, `Christ is the end of the law, that every one who has faith may be justified' (Rom. 10:4).27   Already, with the coming of Christ and the completion of his redemptive work, the age of law had come to an end for the people of God. They had not reached the absolute end (the end of 1 Cor. 15:24), but they had reached its thresholdthat period `between the times' during which the presence of the Spirit in their lives confirmed to them their status and heritage as sons and daughters of God (Gal. 4:6): `through the Spirit, by faith, we wait for the hope of righteousness' (Gal. 5:5).


When Paul calls Christ `the end of the law' he is expressing a theological insight. But this insight was based on sound historical fact: many of Paul's fellow-Pharisees who engaged in debate with Jesus during his ministry must have felt that, on a practical level, his conduct and teaching involved `the end of the law'-not only because of his rejection of their oral traditions but because of the sovereignty with which he treated such elements of the written law as the sabbath institution and food regulations. True, as we have seen, he does not appear to have made any pronouncement on the circumcision question. But when we consider how he related the law as a whole to the basic requirements of love to God and love to one's neighbour, and insisted on the paramountcy of heartdevotion, `truth in the inward parts', righteousness, mercy and faith'28   the conclusion is inescapable that he would not have included circumcision among the weightier matters of the law. If no word of his on the subject has survived (apart from the incidental ad hominem argument in the course of a sabbath debate in Jn. 7:22f.), it is simply because the issue did not arise in the situation of his ministry. When, later, it did arise in the situation of the Gentile mission, it is difficult to deny that Paul's position was in keeping with Jesus' general attitude to the externalities of religion.
Paul, like Jesus, shocked the guardians of Israel's law by his insistence on treating the law as a means to an end and not as an end in itself, by his refusal to let pious people seek security before God in their own piety, by his breaking down of barriers in the name of the God who `justifies the ungodly' (Rom. 4:5) and by his proclamation of a message of good news for the outsider. In all this Paul saw more clearly than most of his Christian contemporaries into the inwardness of Jesus' teaching.
4. The law of Christ
After the relegation of law to the status of an outmoded order in the main body of the letter, it might strike one as something of a paradox towards the end of the letter when Paul speaks of `the law of Christ'. `If you are led by the Spirit', he has said, `you are not under law' (Gal. 5:18), but now: `Bear one another's burdens, and so you will fulfil the law of Christ' (Gal. 6:2). Yet we have been prepared for this: the law in the form in which Paul served it in his pre-Christian days has been replaced by something better, but the law as interpreted in the teaching and example of Christ is still in force. The difference for Paul was that the law as he previously knew it was a yoke of bondage, whereas the law of Christ was the way of freedom. `You were called to freedom, my brothers', he writes; `only do not use your freedom as an opportunity for the flesh, but through love be servants one of another. For the whole law is fulfilled in one word: "You shall love your neighbour as yourself" ' (Gal. 5:13f.).29   On the law as summarized in this `one word' from Lv. 19:18, together with its twin commandment of love to God in Dt. 6:5, Jesus said the whole law and the prophets depended (Mt. 22:40).30   But the nature of law is radically transformed when it is interpreted in terms of love; and it is this transformation which is involved when, in Paul's language, legal bondage gives way to the freedom of the Spirit.


Paul might have heard in the school of Gamaliel something to the effect that the whole law was comprehended in the commandment of love to one's neighbour-in an earlier generation Hillel had summarized it in the injunction, `Do not to another what is hateful to    yourself'31-but since he speaks of `the law of Christ' it is a reasonable inference that he knew of the use which Christ had made of Lv. 19:18. `Bear one another's burdens' seems to be a generalizing expansion of the particular instance mentioned in Paul's preceding exhortation: `if a man is overtaken in any trespass, you who are spiritual should restore him in a spirit of gentleness' (Gal. 6:1). This is strangely reminiscent of a dominical injunction preserved only in Matthew's special material:32   `If your brother sins133   go and tell him his fault, between you and him alone. If he listens to you, you have gained your brother' (Mt. 18:15).
It is not so clear in Galatians as it is in some of the other letters of Paul that he fills out the details of `the law of Christ' by drawing on a body of ethical catechesis widely used throughout the churches of his day. It has been pointed out that the recurring triad `faith, hope, love', which seems to have been included in this catechesis, appears in Gal. 5:5f.: `For through the Spirit, by faith, we wait for the hope of righteousness. For in Christ Jesus neither circumcision nor uncircumcision is of any avail, but faith working through love'34   But the three members of the triad are so independently integrated into the context here that it is doubtful if the triad would be, or was intended to be, recognized as such. We may observe, however, that this passage contains the only reference to the parousia in Galatians (for `the hope of righteousness'35   is the hope to which the justification of believers points them forward) and the only reference to the role of the Spirit as the guarantee of this hope.36  
As for `faith working through love', Paul held that the faith by which men and women are justified before God finds practical expression in lives which exhibit the law of love. The law of love cannot be enforced by penal sanctions; the fruit of the Spirit, as Paul enumerates its ninefold variety-love, joy, peace, patience, kindness, goodness, faithfulness, gentleness, self-control37-is   not produced by legal enactments but simply because it is the nature of a life controlled by the Spirit to produce such fruit. As Paul says, curiously echoing an Aristotelian remark'38   `There is no law dealing with such things as these' (Gal. 5:23). `The Spirit's law of life in Christ Jesus', as he calls it elsewhere (Rom. 8:2), has little more than the term `law' in common with that from which the gospel has liberated him and (he trusts) his Galatian converts.39  


Galatians is the most `Pauline' of all the Pauline letters-so much so, indeed, that those who derive their understanding of Paulinism exclusively, or even mainly, from this letter are apt to present a lop-sided construction of the apostle's teaching-to become `more Pauline than Paul',40   like Marcion in the second century. Against the danger of such a lop-sided construction Paul himself provides the necessary safeguards in other letters. But even in this most Pauline letter the careful student may discern how much of the essential gospel Paul had in common with those who were apostles before him and, above all, how much he had in common with Jesus himself.


 

V
DATE AND 

RELATED QUESTIONS
It is strange that, while Galatians is the most indubitably authentic of all the 
Pauline letters, it should be so difficult to attain certainty on the identity of the 
addressees and the time at which it was written. It is the most difficult of Paul's 
`capital letters' to date precisely-more difficult even than 2 Cor. 10-13.
Where and when, in the course of Paul's apostolic career, was this letter 
written? One traditional way of handling this question is to ask at what point in 
the record of Acts it should be placed. The better way, however, is to try to 
establish where it stands, chronologically and otherwise, in relation to his other 
letters.
1. Galatians and the record of Acts
The former approach is not to be dismissed as irrelevant. One's estimate of 
its relevance, indeed, will depend on the estimate made of the historical accuracy 
of the record of Acts. If it is a historical romance, or if the author so misunderstood his sources as to envisage two missionary journeys in Central Asia 
Minor (those of Acts 13:13-14:23 and 16:1-6) when there was only one, then 
it is pointless to try to locate Galatians with reference to its narrative. But the 
position adopted here is that the author of Acts wrote with a historical intention, 
and that his evidence deserves to be treated seriously and used critically.
The dating of the letter in the context of Acts will depend partly on whether 
the addressees are regarded as `South Galatians' or `North Galatians'. If they 
were South Galatians, then the letter could conceivably have been written any 
time after the end of the missionary expedition related in Acts 13:4-14:26; if, 
on the other hand, they were North Galatians, it must have been written after 
the journey summarized in Acts 16:6, when Paul `went through the Phrygian 
and Galatic region' (i.e. between the Jerusalem Council and the evangelization 
of Macedonia) and probably after the journey summarized in Acts 18:23, when 
he traversed `the Galatic region and Phrygia' (i.e. between the end of his eighteen months in Corinth and the beginning of his lengthy stay in Ephesus)-that is to say, not earlier than Paul's Ephesian ministry, and probably during that ministry.'  


One remark in the letter which could have a bearing on this problem is Paul's incidental reminder to his readers that `it was because of a bodily ailment that I preached the gospel to you at first' (Gal. 4:13). The phrase `at first' (to npo'cpov) possibly, though not necessarily, implies that by the time he wrote he had paid them at least two visits. Not necessarily, I say, because the words may simply mean `it was bodily illness that originally led to my bringing you the Gospel'. That is how the NEB text has it, although a footnote offers in place of `originally' the alternative renderings `formerly' or `on the first of my two visits'. If Paul's words imply two visits, when were they paid? Proponents of the North Galatian view can point to the two occasions mentioned by Luke when Paul passed through Galatia (Acts 16:6; 18:23).2   On the South Galatian view Paul's first visit was that of Acts 13:14ff., and the implied second one could be his visit to Derbe, Lystra, Iconium and the `Phrygian and Galatic region' (Phrygia Galatica?) recorded in Acts 16:1-6,3   but it could also be taken to refer to Paul and Barnabas's retracing of their steps from Derbe through Lystra and Iconium to Pisidian Antioch at the end of the former visit (Acts 14:21-23).4   In that case it might be possible to date Galatians before the Jerusalem Council of Acts 15:6ff.-i.e. soon after the last event mentioned in the autobiographical outline of Gal. 1:13-2:14. One advantage in this dating is that it would explain why Paul in Galatians does not cut the ground entirely from under the Judaizers' feet by appealing to the Council's ruling that circumcision and all that went with it should not be imposed on Gentile converts.
It is difficult to decide what weight can be given to the phrase `so quickly' (ovt(Os taxEwg) in Gal. 1:6: `I am astonished that you are so quickly deserting him who called you in the grace of Christ and turning to a different gospel.' The point of reference is the Galatians' conversion, and the implication is that no very long time had elapsed since it took place. Naturally those who date Galatians rather early among the epistles of Paul feel that they are doing due justice to the phrase `so quickly'-if the addressees were the South Galatians evangelized by Paul and Barnabas (Acts 13:14ff.) and the letter was written on the eve of the Council of Jerusalem (Acts 15), then a bare year had elapsed. But if they were North Galatians a date (preferably early) in Paul's Ephesian residence is indicated, and in any case those who maintain a later date point out quite rightly that `so quickly' is a relative expression. `I cannot think it strange', wrote Bishop Lightfoot, `that the Apostle, speaking of truths destined to outlive the life of kingdoms and of nations, should complain that his converts had so soon deserted from the faith, even though a whole decade of years might have passed since they were first brought to the knowledge of Christ'-although he adds that `so long a period... is not required on any probable hypothesis as to the date of the epistle'.5   Plainly we cannot use `so quickly' as one of our foundation-stones.


2. Galatians and other Pauline letters: Lightfoot's argument
But we must turn now to consider the place of Galatians among the letters of Paul.
Since Galatians goes traditionally along with 1 and 2 Corinthians and Romans as one of Paul's four `capital' epistles, it is natural that it should have been grouped rather closely with them in date. F. C. Baur, for example, thought that the appearance of these four, in the sequence Galatians, 1 and 2 Corinthians, Romans, at the beginning of Marcion's Apostolikon, was inexplicable unless a chronological order was being followed,6   and he himself accepted this as the chronological order of the four.7  
Lightfoot acknowledged that in his day this chronological order was `the generally received opinion',8   but gave his reasons for departing from it so as to place Galatians after 2 Corinthians and immediately before Romans. This had the advantage of placing Galatians next in date to the two epistles with which he believed it to exhibit the greatest degree of affinity.
The close relationship between Galatians and Romans9   has led many scholars, like Lightfoot, to prefer a date for Galatians not far removed from that of Romans, which can be fixed fairly precisely during the winter preceding Paul's last visit to Jerusalem (cf. Rom. 15:25ff.; Acts 20:2ff.). The insistence on justification by faith, not by legal works, with the citation of Hab. 2:4 in the sense `He who through faith is righteous shall live' (Gal. 3:11; Rom. 1:17) and the appeal to the precedent of Abraham, who `believed God, and it was reckoned to him for righteousness' (Gn. 15:6, quoted in Gal. 3:6; Rom. 4:3), figures prominently in the argument of both letters. So does the interpretation of the promise made to Abraham as fulfilled in the Gentile mission, although the testimonia adduced are different in the two letters-in Gal. 3:8, `In you shall all the nations be blessed' (Gn. 12:3; 18:18); in Rom. 4:17, `I have made you the father of many nations' (Gn. 17:5). The statement in Gal. 5:17, that `the desires of the flesh are against the Spirit, and the desires of the Spirit are against the flesh; for these are opposed to each other, to prevent you from doing what you would', has been thought to be amplified in the picture of inner tension drawn in Rom. 7:14-25,10   while the admonition `Walk by the Spirit, and you will not gratify the desires of the flesh' (Gal. 5:16) might serve as a summary of Rom. 8:1-17. Both letters bring out the close relation between the Christian's freedom from slavery to sin or from legal bondage and his being led by the Spirit (Gal. 5:18; Rom. 8:14), at whose prompting he acknowledges his new status as a son of God and joint-heir with Christ in the invocation `Abba, Father"I   (Gal. 4:6; Rom. 8:15f.). In both letters the law of God is summed up in the single commandment: `Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself'12   (Gal. 5:14; Rom. 13:9).


All this comes to expression in Galatians in a situation of anxiety, indignation and conflict; in Romans it is expounded more dispassionately and in a more logical sequence. Yet we need not suppose that the understanding and presentation of the gospel which we find in Galatians first took shape in Paul's mind under the exigencies of the judaizing controversy which called forth that letter. It is true that in certain areas of Paul's thinking a progression can be traced as we move from his earlier letters to his later ones.13   But on such a fundamental matter as the way of salvation it would be surprising to find a progression sufficiently marked to affect the centre of his thinking. If the evidence clearly demanded this, we should accept it, but the evidence makes no such demand.14  
But at present we must bear in mind the relatively brief interval of time between Paul's earliest letters and those of the Roman captivity-not much, if at all, more than twelve years. (If some or all of the letters traditionally assigned to his Roman captivity were written during an earlier captivity, then the interval is further reduced.) If we leave the letters of the Roman captivity out of our reckoning, and think only of the `capital letters' and the Thessalonian correspondence, they were written within nine years at the outside. Most of the letters would have been written when Paul was in his fifties. He had experienced his revolutionary conversion in (probably) his early thirties; from then on the main features of his belief were sufficiently stable to make it no surprising thing to find him repeating them at an interval of several years when an appropriate occasion arose.
Johannes Weiss is probably right in pointing to Paul's `hidden years', before he joined Barnabas at Antioch, as the most formative in the development of his Christian thought, whereas `in the letters we have to do with the fully matured man'. He is too sweeping in his judgment when he goes on to say that `the "development" which some think they can discern in the period of his lettersten years, at the most-is not worth considering at all';15   but his words provide a salutary corrective to excessive speculation about Paul's inner development. A mind like Paul's does not stop growing at the mid-century point, but it tends to advance along lines whose general direction has been determined during the preceding years. Paul may equally well have reproduced in Romans some of the distinctive positions of Galatians whether Galatians was written one year or ten years before.


The affinity between Galatians and 2 Corinthians, Lightfoot held, was of a different order; it consisted `not so much in words and arguments as in tone and feeling'.16   He quoted Benjamin Jowett to this effect: in both Galatians and 2 Corinthians, said Jowett, `there is a greater display of his own feelings than in any other portion of his writings, a deeper contrast of inward exaltation and outward suffering, more of personal entreaty, a greater readiness to impart him- self'.17   This is indeed true, although I think the resemblance thus described is due to the fact that Paul's emotions were deeply stirred on both occasions rather than to the chronological contiguity of the two letters.
Lightfoot himself, however, added further considerations: e.g. the parallel between Christ's being `made a curse for us' in Gal. 3:13 and his being `made sin for us' in 2 Cor. 5:21; the repetition of the sowing-and-reaping sequence as an ethical figure in Gal. 6:7 and 2 Cor. 9:6; such common phrases as `a different gospel' (Gal. 1:6; 2 Cor. 11:4), `a new creation' (Gal. 6:15; 2 Cor. 5:17), to be `zealously concerned for' people (Gal. 4:17; 2 Cor. 11:2), to `persuade men' (Gal. 1:10; 2 Cor. 5:11). In the lists of vices in 2 Cor. 12:20f., Gal. 5:19-21 and Rom. 1:29f. and 13:13 he was disposed to find the middle term in the Galatians passage.18   More important, however, in his eyes was the progression which he traced from the Corinthian correspondence through Galatians to Romans in respect of Paul's personal history (the `marks of Jesus' in Gal. 6:17 being perhaps the result of the experiences of 1 Cor. 15:30-32; 2 Cor. 1:8-10),19   the development of the Judaic opposition and the increasingly full exposition of the truth of the gospel. The admonition with regard to the restoration of offenders in Gal. 6:1 might have as its background the restoration of the Corinthian offender in 2 Cor. 2:5-11 (cf. 7:1If.); the warning that `God is not mocked' coupled with the admonition to persevere in well-doing (Gal. 6:7-10) might reflect the Galatian churches' slowness in contributing to the Jerusalem fund regarding which they had received instructions from Paul before he wrote 1 Cor. 16:1. Lightfoot's argument is cumulative, but when its several parts are allowed to make their combined impression, then, he says, if the Corinthian correspondence is interposed between Galatians and Romans, `the dislocation is felt at once'.20  
To Lightfoot, 2 Corinthians formed one continuous letter, whereas the majority opinion today is that it is composite-in particular, that chapters 1-9 and 10-13 did not originally belong to the same letter. In adducing evidence from 2 Corinthians suggesting that it was written before Galatians, he adduces it from both parts of the letter as we have it, but especially from chapters 10-13. And the resemblance in tone between 2 Cor. 10-13 and the whole of Galatians is sufficiently obvious to call for no elaboration.


3. Galatians and other Pauline letters: C. H. Buck's argument
A fresh investigation of the relation borne by Galatians to 2 Corinthians on the one hand and to Romans on the other was published in 1951 by C. H. Buck, Jr. in an important article contributed to the Journal of Biblical Literature.21   Ignoring the last four chapters of 2 Corinthians because of uncertainty regarding their date, Buck concentrated on chapters 1-9. He presented a synoptic arrangement of 2 Cor. 3:17; 4:10-5:5 with Gal. 4:1-7; 5:13-25 and Rom. 8:2-25 so as to show that the last passage `reproduces with remarkable fidelity the logical outlines of arguments which also occur in II Corinthians 1-9 and Galatians''22   drawing words and arguments from the two earlier letters, conflating ideas which originally were formally separate in such a way as to reveal that they shared the same underlying thought and application. For example, when Paul speaks in Rom. 8:23 of believers 'who have the first fruits of the Spirit', groaning inwardly as they wait for `adoption as sons, the redemption of our bodies', he combines the idea of `adoption as sons' (vtoOeo(a), which is treated at some length in Galatians, with that of 'the redemption of our bodies', which is the subject of 2 Cor. 4:16-5: 10. (It may be observed, in passing, that the treatment in Romans reflects a further development: in Romans what believers have received here and now is `the spirit of adoption or sonship', enabling them to anticipate the full `adoption as sons' which will be manifested at the parousia, whereas in Galatians they have received their adoption as sons already, thanks to God's sending his Son to redeem them, and because they are sons, God has sent the Spirit of his Son into their hearts.)
This, however, would simply confirm that Romans was later than both 2 Cor. 1-9 and Galatians; Buck believes it possible to go further in the confirmation of Lightfoot's thesis and show that Galatians, while earlier than Romans, was later than 2 Cor. 1-9. He points out that the antithesis Spirit-flesh occurs in 2 Cor. 1-9, Galatians and Romans whereas the antithesis faith-works, which is intimately associated with the former antithesis in Galatians, is absent from 2 Corinthians, even in a `discussion of the identical problem'-the question of Christian freedom. `If Paul had already written Galatians', he asks, `is it conceivable that he could, at some later time, have written II Corinthians 1-9, with its vehement anti-legal position, without once employing the antithesis, faith- works?'23   The only way to give an affirmative answer to this question, he concludes, would be to assume that, having used the faith-works antithesis in Galatians, Paul `then decided to abandon this line of argument and therefore consciously avoided it in II Corinthians 1-9' and `that shortly after the writing of II Corinthians 1-9 Paul again changed his mind and in Romans revived the abandoned argument'. The improbability of this twofold assumption forces him `to the conclusion that Galatians was written not only before Romans but also after II Corinthians 1-9',24   and this conclusion, in the light of his arguments, has commended itself to others as inescapable.25  


But 2 Cor. 1-9 is not concerned with the `identical problem' tackled in Galatians, nor does it take up such a `vehement anti-legal position' as Galatians does. In 2 Cor. 1-9 Paul displays for the most part a relaxed, almost euphoric, frame of mind, in his relief at the good news brought to him by Titus from Corinth; there is none of the intense agitation which marks Galatians. The only passage in 2 Cor. 1-9 which could properly be called `anti-legal' is chapter 3, and there Paul is not, as in Galatians, warning his readers against seeking salvation in works of the law but emphasizing the glory of the new covenant, to the ministry of which he has been called, by contrasting it with the evanescent glory of the old covenant. And the antithesis which he employs in this connection is Spirit-letter (vv 6, 7), not Spirit-flesh; the substantive `flesh' (oOtp~) does not appear in this chapter, and when the adjective `fleshy' (a6extvos) is used, it relates to the new covenant, not to the old: the terms of the new covenant are inscribed not (like those of the old) `on stone tablets' but `on fleshy tablets, i.e. on hearts' (eV rrXa~1v xaQSiats oaexlvats). This, of course, is the literal usage of the word, not Paul's distinctive theological usage, but the theological usage occurs in 2 Cor. 1-9 only in the phrase `after the flesh' (xattx o6 Qx(x, 1:17; 5:16 bis), and if `after the flesh' is in antithesis to `after the Spirit' (xata ,nvsvµa), the antithesis is implied, not expressed. The antithesis Spirit-letter of 2 Cor. 3:6f. is taken up again in Romans (2:29; 7:6), although it is absent from Galatians. One could imagine Buck's rhetorical question being reworded thus: `If Paul had already written 2 Corinthians 1-9, is it conceivable that he could, at some later time, have written Galatians, with its vehement anti-legal position, without once employing the antithesis, Spirit-letter?' If Buck is right, it must be conceivable, because this is what he believes to have happened; but if that is conceivable, it is equally conceivable that Paul, having used the faith-works antithesis in Galatians, because it was so apposite to the Galatian crisis, did not use it in 2 Cor. 1-9, because it was not apposite to the Corinthian situation, but used it again in Romans, together with the antitheses Spirit-flesh (as in Galatians) and Spirit-letter (as in 2 Corinthians), because in Romans he was concerned to give a more comprehensive and systematic exposition of the gospel. Conclusions about relative dating based on considerations like these are not so compelling as Buck suggests.
Much the same might be said about the arguments of C. E. Faw who, writing ten years later,26   dotted the i's and crossed the is of the case made by Lightfoot and Buck for dating Galatians between 2 Corinthians and Romans, and added some emphases of his own regarding the development of Paul's acceptance of death, his employment of death and resurrection in a symbolic sense and his special use of "crucifixion" to denote symbolic death.27  


4. Justification by faith and the date of Galatians
Buck combines his dating of Galatians between 2 Cor. 1-9 and Romans with the view, alluded to above, that the doctrine of justification by faith, `while not necessarily incompatible with Paul's earlier doctrine, was actually formulated and expressed by him for the first time when he found it necessary to answer the arguments of the Judaizers in Galatia'.2S   This view, which is not essential to Buck's dating of Galatians, was in some degree anticipated by William Wrede, according to whom justification by faith is Paul's `polemical doctrine' and `is only made intelligible by the struggle of his life, his controversy with Judaism and Jewish Christianity, and is only intended for this'.29   Buck's statement of this view is indeed much more moderate than Wrede's. For Wrede, `the whole Pauline religion can be expounded without a word being said about this doc   trine'30-an odd assertion, when we reflect that in Paul's own exposition of his gospel, the letter to the Romans, written in a non-polemical situation, he gives justification by faith a cardinal place.31  
It is true that several of Paul's positions took the form they did in response to lines of argument and teaching which he found it necessary to oppose.12   But the essence of justification by faith was more probably implicit in the logic of his conversion. If the former Pharisee no longer hoped for acceptance with God on the ground of his devotion to the Torah, on what ground did his assurance of such acceptance thenceforth rest? It may have been late in his career that Paul wrote of his ambition to `gain Christ and be found in him, not having a righteousness of my own, based on law, but that which is through faith in Christ, the righteousness from God that depends on faith' (Phil. 3:8f.); but there was never a time, from his conversion onward, when he could not have used the same words. When, in Gal. 2:20, he says that `the life which I now live in the flesh33   I live by faith34   in the Son of God', there is no hint that he is using a new form of words which had just taken shape under the exigency of confuting the Judaizers in Galatia. And the argument of Gal. 3:10-14, where Christ, by dying the death which incurred the divine curse, transferred to himself the curse which his people had incurred by breaking the law,35   must have commended itself to Paul sooner rather than later in his Christian career as the solution to the intolerably scandalous problem which he had previously found in the Christian claimthat the Messiah, upon whom, practically by definition, the blessing of God rested uniquely, should nevertheless have suffered the death upon which, according to the law, the curse of God rested explicitly.


The centrality of Paul's doctrine of justification to his whole conception of the gospel, not only in polemical situations, is given proper emphasis by some contemporary German theologians. For example, Gunther Bornkamm, in his monograph on Paul, shows that `Paul's doctrine of justification is to be regarded not as theological theorizing on the primitive gospel, but as its proper development and exposition'.36   Paul's soteriology is the interpretation of his Christology: `to set out the gospel concerning Christ as a gospel of justification, and vice versa, is a decisive concern of his whole theology.'37   And Ernst Kasemann, in his Perspectives on Paul, affirms that `the Pauline doctrine of justification is entirely and solely Christology, a Christology, indeed, won from Jesus' cross and hence an offensive Christology'.38   It is a polemical or `fighting doctrine'39   indeed, but not on that account a subordinate element in Paul's gospel, for the attitudes and presuppositions against which it fights are not simply those of firstcentury Judaism but attitudes and presuppositions which equally require to be opposed in the twentieth century and cannot be effectively opposed except by this `fighting doctrine', which alone is `the break-through to the new creation'.40   Kasemann is no mean fighter himself, and speaks from personal experience as well as from exegetical insight.
5. Other arguments
Some reference should be made to C. H. Dodd's correlation of what he regarded as the probable sequence of Paul's letters with the evidence of development in Paul's thought.41   He believed that the `affliction in Asia' mentioned in 2 Cor. 1:8-10 marked a psychological watershed, if not `a sort of second conversion', in Paul's experience, after which `the traces of fanaticism and intolerance [found in some of his earlier letters] disappear, almost if not quite completely, along with all that insistence on his own dignity'.42   In Dodd's view, such letters as Galatians and 2 Cor. 10-13, in which these features are discernible, were written before this psychological watershed, whereas 2 Cor. 1-9, from which they have practically disappeared, should (at least for the most part)43   self-evidently be dated after it. There is much to be said for Dodd's exposition of 'the mind of Paul', but I cannot go all the way with him, for, while I too recognize in 2 Cor. 10-13 a separate letter from chapters 1-9, I am disposed to date it later, not earlier, than chapters 1-9.44   I am unable therefore to appeal to Dodd's thesis in support of a date for Galatians earlier than that of 2 Cor. 1-9 since, if 2 Cor. 10-13 could have been written after 2 Cor. 1-9, so (theoretically) could Galatians.


T. W. Manson dated Galatians to Paul's Ephesian period (although to him the recipients were the South Galatians).45   Pointing out that Paul devotes twofifths of the letter to defending his apostolic status against a violent attack, and a further two-fifths to a counter-attack against the position of the circumcision party, he observed that `the only time when Paul appears to have had to face an attack of this kind and of this gravity is in the Ephesian period; and the situation revealed in the Philippian and Corinthian letters is, I think, substantially that presupposed by Galatians'.46   I am not so sure, however, that Paul's apostolic status was seriously called in question during one phase only of his apostolic career; those who challenged it were liable to do so whenever an opportunity arose. And the judaizing propaganda of the Corinthian correspondence seems to me to belong to a later stage than that of Galatians. In the Galatian crisis pressure was put upon Paul's Gentile converts to accept circumcision in particular (with other features of Judaism like the sacred calendar); in the Corinthian crisis circumcision does not appear to have figured (it is mentioned incidentally and uncontroversially in 1 Cor. 7:18f.). The reason, I believe, is that after the publication of the apostolic decree of Acts 15:20, 29, it would have been difficult for judaizing preachers invoking the authority of the leaders of the Jerusalem church to impose circumcision on Gentile Christians.41   What they did try to impose on the Corinthian church was the literal force of the food-regulations annexed to the decree, regarding which Paul took a more liberal and enlightened line.48   (The syncretism at Colossae, in which circumcision played a part, was a local Phrygian development, not something imposed by Judaean emissaries, and it is not clear whether the `mutilation party' against which the Philippians are put on their guard comprised Jews or judaizing Christians.)49  
An attractive account of the relation of Galatians to the three other `capital epistles' has been put forward by John Drane.50   The strong libertarian emphasis of Galatians (necessary in dealing with Christians who were being drawn into legalism) was apt to be misapplied by some converts from paganism. This is shown by the enthusiasts in the Corinthian church who (without necessarily having read Galatians) turned the liberty with which Christ had set them free into a gnosticizing type of antinomianism (the very thing against which Paul issues a warning in Gal. 5:13) and adopted the slogan `Everything is permissible' (1 Cor. 6:12; 10:23). In 1 Corinthians Paul counteracts this tendency by laying down limits and guiding-lines which some of his converts might have had difficulty in distinguishing from a new code of rules and regulations. In 2 Corinthians and Romans it is possible to recognize a synthesis of the extremes which find expression in the two earlier letters.


It might be thought that Drane has imposed a Hegelian pattern on the Pauline correspondence, but that is not so: the pattern emerged from his study of the documents. And it was not in the interests of this pattern that he dated Galatians earliest of the four letters; he had accepted that dating on independent grounds before embarking on this particular study.
When the epistles are read in the light of this thesis, several of their features appear in a fresh light. For example, the emphasis on the gospel as `tradition' in 1 Corinthians could be understood as balancing the emphasis on the gospel as `revelation' in Galatians. The rather detailed ethical directives and caveats given in 1 Corinthians ('Everything is permissible, but..:) could be regarded as correctives to false inferences drawn from Paul's insistence on Christian freedom. Even the exhortations to women in 1 Corinthians about public decorum in dress and utterance could be regarded as correctives to an irresponsible exploitation of his principle that in Christ there is `no male and female' (Gal. 3:28), although this is more doubtful.51   Even if Drane's thesis-antithesis-synthesis pattern be accepted, it could not be used as an argument for the early date of Galatians, since it presupposes the early date.
6. Galatians and Thessalonians
Thus far nothing has been said about the relation of Galatians to 1 and 2 Thessalonians, but the earlier Galatians is dated, the more necessary it becomes to consider this relation. Above all, if Galatians is to be dated before the promulgation of the Jerusalem decree of Acts 15:28f., then it is earlier than 1 and 2 Thessalonians. But both in evangelism and in eschatology the Thessalonian letters give the impression of being less developed than Galatians.
So far as evangelism is concerned, the words of 1 Thes. 1:9, `you turned to God from idols, to serve a living and true God', might have been applied to Jewish proselytes from paganism. But such proselytes would have been told that the next stage was an undertaking to keep the law of Moses; this would, among other things, safeguard them on the day of final judgment. The Thessalonian Christians were told, on the other hand, that the corollary to serving the living and true God was waiting for his Son from heaven, Jesus, whom he had raised from the dead; he would safeguard them on the day of final judgment, delivering them from the wrath to come' (1 Thes. 1:10). So far as turning to God from idols is concerned, the Galatians are reminded that they have done just that (Gal. 4:8f.) and are urged not to act in a manner inconsistent with their having done so. But in Galatians, as in the other capital epistles, the content of Christian salvation is expressed in richer terms-of being justified before God through faith in Christ and entering into the enjoyment of all the blessings which flow from justification. There is little enough about this in the Thessalonian correspondence.


So far as eschatology is concerned, Paul's teaching is as clear, though not as detailed, in Galatians as anywhere else in his letters. The coming of Christ has inaugurated a new phase in the history of God's dealings with his people: with his appearance the `fulness of the time' has come (Gal. 4:4); the age of law has been superseded by the age of the Spirit. Believers in Christ have been delivered by his death from `the present evil age' (1:4)-which implies that they have become heirs of the new, resurrection age, whose blessings they enjoy by anticipation through the Spirit. It is through the Spirit that, by faith, they `wait for the hope of righteousness' (Gal. 5:5)-the glory into which they will enter at the consummation. This is the nearest Paul comes in Galatians to speaking of the parousia.52   The contrast between this reticence and the apocalyptic note in 1 and 2 Thessalonians cannot be overlooked.53  
Is it likely that the apostle, whose expectation of an early parousia finds such repeated and vivid expression in 1 and 2 Thessalonians, should refer to the subject so briefly and allusively in a letter written earlier than either of these? If Paul's thought be pictured as maturing from a more apocalyptic to a less apocalyptic conception of things to come, from the outlook of 1 and 2 Thessalonians to that of 2 Corinthians and Romans, then Galatians belongs to the later stage, not to the earlier. Against this it might be argued that it is hazardous to plot the development of Paul's thought on the basis of occasional letters each of which dealt with a situation as it arose, that the apocalyptic note of 1 and 2 Thessalonians represents Paul's reaction to the eschatological excitement in the church of Thessalonica, just as the quite different note of Galatians represents his reaction to the legalism which was infiltrating the churches of Galatia. If the main emphases of Galatians are given at best a secondary place in the Thessalonian correspondence, it might be asked, why should it be surprising that the main emphases of I and 2 Thessalonians receive barely secondary attention in Galatians?
It is apposite to recall F. C. Burkitt's treatment of this problem, as it is for any one who (like him) dates Galatians before the Jerusalem decree. He argued that I and 2 Thessalonians, `while full of genuinely Pauline ideas and expressions', should be taken to be, `as they profess to be, the Letters of Paul and Silvanus and Timothy, and that this means that whoever was the scribe they were drafted by Silvanus'.54   Silvanus, then, might be responsible for those aspects of the Thessalonian letters which present such a contrast to the tone of Galatiansand this, with modification, remains an acceptable thesis.ss  


7. Conclusion
A comparative study of Galatians alongside those Pauline letters which can be more certainly dated is not decisive for the dating of this letter. But nothing in such a comparative study prohibits our giving Galatians a place quite early among the Pauline letters, if an early place appears probable on other grounds. When, as we are told in Acts 15:1, Judaean visitors came to Syrian Antioch and started to teach the Christians there that those who were not circumcised in accordance with the law of Moses could not be saved, it is antecedently probable that others who wished to press the same line visited the recently formed daughter-churches of Antioch, not only in Syria and Cilicia, as the apostolic letter indicates (Acts 15:23), but also in South Galatia. If so, then the letter to the Galatians was written as soon as Paul got news of what was afoot, on the eve of the Jerusalem meeting described in Acts 15:6ff. This, it is suggested, would yield the most satisfactory correlation of the data of Galatians and Acts and the most satisfactory dating of Galatians. It must be conceded that, if this is so, Galatians is the earliest among the extant letters of Paul.56   I know of no evidence to make this conclusion impossible, or even improbable. Even on this early dating, Paul had been a Christian for at least fifteen years, and the main outlines of his understanding of the gospel, which took shape from his Damascus-road experience, would have been as well defined by then as they were ever likely 
to be. Galatians, whatever its date, is a most important document of primitive 
Christianity, but if it is the earliest extant Christian document, its importance is 
enhanced.


 

VI
STRUCTURE
1. SALUTATION (1:1-5)
H. NO OTHER GOSPEL (1:6- 10)
(a) Paul's indignant astonishment (1:6-9)
(b) Paul is no men-pleaser (1:10)
III. AUTOBIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH: PAUL'S INDEPENDENT GOSPEL (1:11-2:14)
(a) Paul's gospel received by revelation (1:11-12)
(b) Paul's earlier career (1:13-14)
(c) Paul becomes an apostle (1:15-17)
(d) Paul meets the Jerusalem church leaders (1:18-20)
(e) Paul in Syria and Cilicia (1:21-24)
(f) Conference in Jerusalem (2:1-10)
(g) Conflict at Antioch (2:11-14)
IV. FAITH RECEIVES THE PROMISE (2:15-5:1)
(a) Both Jews and Gentiles are justified by faith (2:15-21)
(b) The primacy of faith over law (3:1-6)
(c) The blessing of Abraham (3:7-9)
(d) The curse of the law (3:10-14)
(e) The priority and permanence of the promise (3:15-18)
(f) The purpose of the law (3:19-22)
(g) Liberation from the law (3:23-25)
(h) Jews and Gentiles one in Christ (3:26-29)
(i) From slavery to sonship (4:1-7)
(j) No turning back! (4:8-11)
(k) Personal appeal (4:12-20)
(1) A lesson from scripture (4:21-5:1)
V. CHRISTIAN FREEDOM (5:2-12)
(a) The law demands total commitment (5:2-6)
(b) Stern words for the trouble-makers (5:7-12)
Vl. FLESH AND SPIRIT (5:13-26)
(a) The way of love (5:13-15)
(b) Walking by the Spirit (5:16-18)
(c) The works of the flesh (5:19-21)


(d) The fruit of the Spirit (5:22-26)
VII. MUTUAL HELP AND SERVICE (6:1-10)
VIII. CONCLUDING COMMENTS AND FINAL GREETING (6:11-18)
(a) The true ground of boasting (6:11-16)
(b) The marks of Jesus (6:17)
(c) Final greeting (6:18)
This analysis, on which the following commentary is based, may help the reader, as it has helped the commentator, to appreciate the flow of Paul's argument; it is not claimed that it corresponds to Paul's conscious strategy in constructing his argument.
Among suggestions about the structure of the epistle, special mention must be made of the case persuasively presented by Hans Dieter Betz, who recognizes in it an example of the `apologetic letter' genre, constructed according to contemporary rhetorical principles with the following main divisions: (i) epistolary prescript (1:1-5); (ii) exordium (1:6-11); (iii) narratio (1:12-2:14); (iv) propositio (2:15-21); (v) probatio (3:1-4:31); (vi) exhortatio (5:1-6:10); (vii) epistolary postscript or conclusio (6:11-18).'   Betz's analysis corresponds well enough to the development of Paul's argument; one may wonder, however, if in the excitement and urgency of the crisis with which he was suddenly confronted Paul would have been consciously careful to construct his letter according to the canons of the rhetorical schools.
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COMMENTARY
I
SALUTATION
(1:1-5)
Paul greets the churches of Galatia, emphasizing the divine source of his 
apostolic commission.
Paul, an apostle (commissioned) neither by men nor through man, but through 
Jesus Christ and God the Father who raised him from the dead, and all the 
brothers who are with me, to the churches of Galatia: grace and peace be yours 
from God our Father and the Lord Jesus Christ, who gave himself for our sins 
in order to deliver us from the present evil age according to the will of our God 
and Father, to whom be the glory for ever and ever. Amen.
TEXTUAL NOTES
v 1 xaL eeov na'rpos om Mcion (& a&rov pro avzov?)
v 3 r)µwv xat xuptou K A 33 81 al / xat xUetou ylµwv Pae, 51via B D G H byz lat syr 
copra / xat XUQLOU 1877 Pelag Chrys Aug / i.twv xat xugtov 11twv copb° eth
v 4 vneg P51 B H 33 pm TR / nepL p4Gvtd ti" A D G  byz

Letters in Near Eastern antiquity were regularly introduced by the formula: 
`X to Y: greetings'. Cf. 'artahs`ast' melek malekayya' 1e'ezra' kahana' sapar 
data' di-'elah semayya' gemir, `Artaxerxes, king of kings, to Ezra the priest, 
scribe of the law of the God of heaven, greetings' (Ezr. 7:12); Oewv (wvt TU) 
Hate! xai@cLv, `Theon to Theon his father, greetings' (E Oxy. 119.1); M. Cicero 
Q. fratri s[alutem1, `Marcus Cicero to Quintus his brother, health' (Cicero, Ep. 
ad Q. fratrem, i.2). The introductions to the various NT letters exhibit the same 
pattern, including the letters of Paul, one or more of the three elements (the 
author, the addressee, the greetings) being variously amplified as may be appropriate to the occasion.
The three elements are readily recognizable in the introduction to this letter: 
(a) `Paul ... and all the brothers who are with me' (1:1, 2a), (b) `to the 
churches of Galatia' (1:2b), (c) `grace and peace.' (1:3). The first and third 
elements are considerably amplified.


1:1 flctUXog &atootoXos. More often than not Paul introduces himself as 
an apostle. In Rom. 1:1 he calls himself `a slave (bovXog) of Christ Jesus' but 
adds xXitog &3tooToXos in the next phrase (cf. 1 Cor. 1:1); in Phil. 1:1 he 
describes himself and Timothy as `slaves of Christ Jesus'; in Phm. 1 he designates 
himself `a prisoner (Seoµtog) of Christ Jesus'.
An &noazoXos is, in general, `one who is sent' (the word is so used in Jn. 
13:16), but regularly in the NT he is one who has received a special commission 
from Christ. When Paul uses the term of himself, he claims a status not inferior 
to those who, as he says, `were apostles before me' (v 17): if they had been 
commissioned by Christ (which he does not dispute), so had he. Paul knew of 
other apostles who were commissioned by men, like the &noaiokot exxXrlattuv 
to whom he refers in 2 Cor. 8:23-men whose commission was entirely valid, 
but took its character from those by whom they were commissioned. If the NT 
&nboioXog bears some relation to Heb. saluah or saliah (which seems probable), then of the one as of the other it was true that seluho sel 'adam kemoto, 
`a man's delegate is like himself' (m. Ber. 5.5), i.e. the authority of the person 
commissioned is that of the person who commissions him. So, when Paul speaks 
or acts as an apostle of Christ, he does so with Christ's authority (cf. 2 Cor. 
10:8).
There is a voluminous bibliography on apostles and apostleship. See inter alia K. H. 
Rengstorf, TDNT I, 407-447 (s.v. &:tooroXos); H. Riesenfeld, RGG3 I, 497-499 
(s.v. `Apostel'); D. Muller and C. Brown, NIDNTT I, 126-137 (s.v. `Apostle'); E. Kasemann, 
`Die Legitimitat des Apostels', ZNW 41 (1942), 33-71; A. Fridrichsen, The Apostle and 
his Message (Uppsala, 1947); H. von Campenhausen, `Der urchristliche Apostelbegriff', 
ST 1 (1948-49), 96-130; J. Munck, `Paul, the Apostles and the Twelve', ST 3 (1950-51), 
96-110; E. Lohse, `Ursprung and Pragung des chrisdichen Apostolats', TZ 9 (1953), 
259-275; G. Klein, Die zwolf Apostel (Gottingen, 1961); R. Schnackenburg, `Apostles 
before and during Paul's Time', Bruce FS, 287-303; C. K. Barrett, The Signs of an 
Apostle (London, 1970), and `Shaliah and Apostle', Daube FS, 88-102; W. Schmithals, 
The Office of Apostle in the Early Church, ETr (London, 1971); J. H. Schutz, Paul and 
the Anatomy of Apostolic Authority (Cambridge, 1975).
Unlike that of the &nootOXot xxXrlottiv, Paul's apostolic commission 
was not derived `from men' (ovx &n' &v0ewn(ov). It was not even derived 
through a human intermediary (ob& bt' &v0pthtov); it was received immediately `through Jesus Christ'. We should probably be right in inferring from 
Paul's emphatic language that his Galatian converts had been given a different 
account of his apostleship-an account which maintained that he had no commission apart from what he had received from men who had been Christian 
leaders before him, whether the apostles and elders of the Jerusalem church or 
the Christian leaders of Damascus or Antioch: even if his commission could be 
traced back ultimately to Christ, it was transmitted through these leaders. Paul 
denies this: his commission was received directly, without mediation, from the 
risen Christ. The occasion of his receiving it was his Damascus-road experience 
in which, as he says below in vv 15f., `God ... saw fit to reveal his Son in 
me'.
It is strange, then, to find the preposition St&, used to indicate mediation 
in the phrase ob& St' &vOp67tov, repeated before 'Irloov Xetotov. Paul 
hardly means that Jesus Christ was the intermediary through whom he received his apostleship. One could indeed conceive his meaning to be that he received 
it from God the Father through Jesus Christ, but that is excluded in the present 
context because 0£o1U 7Late6g stands under the regimen of 5t& as much as does 
'Irloov XQLOTov (Sta 'Ii1oo6 Xptorov xai OEOV narp6s). Moreover, when 
Paul enlarges on the subject in the course of this letter or elsewhere, he makes 
it plain that he is the commissioned apostle of the risen Lord, to whom he is 
accountable for the discharge of his commission (cf. v 10; 6:17; 1 Cor. 4:1-4; 
9:1f., 14-27; Rom. 15:15-21). It may be concluded, then, that while St& before 
&vOpwatov means `through' in the sense of mediation, it is used in the more 
general sense of agency when it precedes Irloov Xptotoii xai Ocov JTate6s. 
Cf. St' ov Ex)\,i01tc, said of God (1 Cor. 1:9); St' ov Ta it&VTa, also said of 
God (Heb. 2:10); see BDF 223 (2).


Paul enlarges on the unmediated character of his dominical commission in 
the narrative of vv 15ff.
In distinguishing `Jesus Christ and God the Father' from human authority 
or agency Paul sets Christ in a category apart from ordinary men (see note on 
v 12). Now that he is risen and exalted, Christ is naturally thought of and 
mentioned alongside God the Father, at whose right hand he is enthroned, according to the common primitive-Christian application of Ps. 110:1 (cf. Rom. 
8:34). The unselfconscious way in which Paul repeatedly couples God and Christ 
together bears eloquent witness to his understanding of the person and status of 
Christ.
tov syEipavtos avtov ex vexQwv. God the Father is further defined as 
he who raised Christ from the dead. Like other Jews who believed in the resurrection, Paul had been brought up to acclaim God as `the raiser of the dead' 
(mehayyeh hammetim, as he is called in the second of the Eighteen Benedictions; 
cf. Rom. 4:17, OEOV tov l;woatoLovvtos tons vExpovs, and 2 Cor. 1:9, tw 
Oew tw tons vexeovs). But now he had learned that the first stage 
in the expected >yE(Qovtt resurrection had already come with the raising of Christ. The 
raising of Christ, moreover, was specially relevant to Paul's commissioning, for 
it was his Damascus-road experience that simultaneously confronted him with 
the risen Christ, thereby convincing him that God had indeed raised Christ from 
the dead, and brought home to him the call of the risen Christ to be his apostle 
to the Gentile world. The call was Christ's, but it was also God's, for it was 
God who revealed his Son to Paul in that confrontation (vv 15f.).
1:2 xai of ovv eµoi &SeXcpoi. In the initial salutation of several of his 
letters Paul associates with himself by name one or more of his companions who 
are with him at the time of writing (cf. 1 Cor. 1:1; 2 Cor. 1:1; Phil. 1:1; Col. 
1:1; 1 Thes. 1:1; 2 Thes. 1:1; Phm. 1). Here he mentions no one by name, but 
associates with himself `all the brothers who are with me'. Our conclusions about 
the probable identity of those brothers will depend on our view of the provenance and date of the letter. If it was sent from Syrian Antioch, not long after 
Paul and Barnabas returned from their evangelization of the cities of South 
Galatia (cf. Acts 14:26ff.), we should think of the leaders of the Antiochene 
church, including pre-eminently Barnabas (cf. Acts 13:1). In that case it might 
be asked why Barnabas is not singled out by name, since he was Paul's senior 
colleague in the evangelization of South Galatia. R. J. Bauckham (`Barnabas in 
Galatians', JSNT, Issue 2 [1979], 65) suggests that Paul's generalizing phrase `covers his embarrassment in not being able to ask his partner to endorse the 
letter' after the painful incident narrated below in 2:11-13. On the other hand, 
Paul may wish to indicate to the Galatians that he is expressing no merely 
individual viewpoint, but one shared by his colleagues. The phrase of ovv 
&SeX,(po( Etol occurs in the final greetings of Phil. 4:21, where the reference (less 
general than at&vteg of aytoL in the following verse) seems to be to his missionary associates.


tats xxa.tlotaLc tfj Fakattag. The addressees are specified with the 
utmost brevity. `The churches of Galatia' are mentioned again in 1 Cor. 16:1. 
It has been argued above (pp. 5-18) that the churches addressed here are those 
of South Galatia, whose founding by Paul and Barnabas is recorded in Acts 
13:14-14:23.
It was evidently a circular letter, designed to be taken by a messenger to 
one of the Galatian churches, then to the next on his itinerary, and so on until 
each church had heard its contents. If some of the churches wished to make and 
retain a copy, that could no doubt be done. But Paul apparently did not send 
several copies, one for each church; his words in 6:11 imply that each church 
would see the one copy that he sent and take note of the `large letters' that 
characterized his own handwriting.
1:3 x&QLS vµ_Lv xal Ele~v1. The normal word of salutation at the beginning 
of a Greek letter was xa(QELv ('rejoice'); the normal word of salutation at the 
beginning of a Jewish letter was sdlom, Eie1jvq ('peace'). The amplified form 
`mercy and peace' (cf. 6:16) seems to have been current in some Jewish circles 
(cf. 2 Bar. 78:2). The form `grace' xa@L; xal Etpijvrl is characteristically Pauline; both 
and `peace' have their full Christian force. Grace is God's unconditioned 
good will towards mankind which is decisively expressed in the saving work of 
Christ (cf. v 6; 2:21); peace is the state of life-peace with God (Rom. 5:1) and 
peace with one another (Eph. 2:14-18)-enjoyed by those who have effectively 
experienced the divine grace (cf. 5:22; 6:16).
See E. Lohmeyer, `Probleme paulinischer Theologie, I. Briefliche Grussuberschriften', 
ZNW 26 (1927), 158-173 (where it is argued that the formula was primarily liturgical 
and only secondarily epistolary); A. Pujol, 'De salutatione apostolica "gratia vobis et 
pax"', VD 12 (1932), 38-40, 76-82; C. E. B. Cranfield, Romans, 71f.; E. Kasemann, 
Romans, 16.
The Christian force of the grace and peace is emphasized by the added 
words &Jtd 6eov ttatpog i6v xai xve(ov 'Iriaov XQtotov. These added 
words appear, with minor variations, in most of Paul's opening salutations (they 
are missing in 1 Thes. 1:1; xal xvelov 'Iri(3ov XQLatov is missing in Col. 
1:2). As in v 2 `Jesus Christ' and `God the Father' are brought together under 
the common regimen of SL&, so here `God our Father' and `the Lord Jesus 
Christ' are brought together under the common regimen of &ato. Such language 
bespeaks the exalted place which the risen Christ occupies in Paul's thinking. In 
resurrection he wears a heavenly humanity, as `a life-giving spirit' (1 Cor. 
15:45-49), and has been invested by God with the designation xvekoc, `Lord'`the name which is above every name' (Phil. 2:9). God and Christ are completely 
at one in the bestowal of salvation: the grace which lies behind this salvation is 
indiscriminately called `the grace of God' (2:21) and `the grace of Christ' (1:6), and the peace which this salvation produces is indiscriminately called `the peace 
of God' (Phil. 4:7) and `the peace of Christ' (Col. 3:15).


1:4 Tov Sovtos Eavt6v xtX. Exceptionally, the third element in the salutation ('grace and peace ..:) is further amplified here with what appears to 
be part of an early confession of faith or kerygmatic summary, which is reflected 
in several NT contexts. bovvat Eavtov is identical with 6ovvau avtov trly ywxrly 
in Mk. 10:45, except that the latter preserves the Semitic idiom (Aram. 
1`'meheb napseh, where nepes with pronominal suffix does duty for the reflexive pronoun). Cf. 2:20, Tov ... napa66vTos iavt6v vn%p eµ.ov. Paul 
more often uses TtapaSCSwµt than the simple bibwµt in this connexion, but cf. 
1 Tim. 2:6, 6 Sous £avtov &VT(XvTpov veep Jt&vtwv, and Tit. 2:14, os 
98wxev Eavt6v v~tE f.uiv (in a later development of the present formula).
57th TO-)V aµaptuuv 71µw5. vatep is better attested here than the variant 
7Epi. Cf. 1 Cor. 15:3, XptoTOg &te0avev v7tp Twv aµaprtwv tjltwv (also 
in a traditional kerygmatic summary). `For our sins' means `for the forgiveness 
or expiation of our sins' (for the sense cf. Mk. 10:45, 8ovvat t71v Vvxily avtov 
7v5tQov &vTi 71OWOv); the wording possibly owes something to the fourth 
Isaianic servant song (cf. Is. 53:5, 12 LXX, Etpautatlo0rl 8ta tag 
71µw5... atUQTias Sta tas &voµlas anTwy 7a@E860r)); cf. Rom. 4:25, SS 7aeE860rl 
8t6 to 7aea7T6)µaTa tjµwv. The use of 5:E@ with the genitive here rather 
than Mt with the accusative may be influenced by 57tp 71µwv in a similar 
context (cf. 3:13; Rom. 5:8; 8:32; 2 Cor. 5:21; 1 Thes. 5:10; Tit. 2:14; also 
57th etov in Gal. 2:20); but one may compare the use of 57Ep in 3 Ki. (MT 
1 Ki.) 16:18f., &7E0avev 57ip Twv &lta€Ttwv avtov, where v7Ep must mean 
`because of': Zimri died as a penalty for his sins (hardly by way of an atonement 
for them). Cf. Polycarp 1:2, os 57eµEtvev 57th twv &µaettwv tjµwv Eton 
Oav&rov xatavtfoat ('who suffered for our sins even to the point of death').
onws el;EXrJtat fµas. Christ's self-oblation not only procures for his people 
the forgiveness of their past sins; it delivers them from the realm in which sin 
is irresistible into the realm where he himself is Lord. Cf. Rom. 14:9, `to this 
end Christ died and came to life, that he might be Lord both of the dead and 
of the living.'
This is the only occurrence of E~ateeoµat in Paul: he prefers on.)l;w, 
evoµat, eXEVOEpow or (Ei;)ayoe&~w to express the saving act of God in Christ. 
It is common in the LXX in this sense, however (especially to translate the 
hiph'il of nasal), and the LXX usage is followed in Acts-not only in OT 
allusions and quotations (7:10, 34) but elsewhere (12:11; 23:27; 26:17). Paul's 
use of E~atpeoµat here adds weight to the opinion that he is quoting a form of 
words well known to his readers, which summed up the gospel which they had 
received and from which, he feared, they were now departing. See F. Bovon, 
`Une formule prepaulinienne dans l'Epitre aux Galates', in Simon FS, 91-107, 
especially 97-105.
The pattern of this form of words, in which the statement about Christ's 
self-giving is followed by a clause of purpose, is followed closely in Tit. 2:14, 
who gave himself for us, that he might redeem us (Na Avtph"tat rlµas) 
from all iniquity and purify for himself a people of his own (Xabv Jtcetovatov), 
zealous for good works'.
For deliverance from `this present evil age' (ex tov aivos rov fvEOTtcos Jrovr1eov) cf. Sir. 51:11, i;~e(Xov µe Ex xcueov 7tovr1eov. But there xaLpos 
novr1e6s is `an evil plight', some deadly peril from which Ben Sira was delivered 
(so the Hebrew text, teniwaye'mall' be'yom sarah, `and he rescued me in the day 
of trouble'), whereas Paul's akbv Jtov1eos is an age dominated by an ethically 
evil power-one which, far from being `according to the will of our God and 
Father', is totally opposed to it.


Those who accept the gospel are thereby delivered from the godless Zeitgeist: for the missionary setting of such language cf. E. Haenchen (Acts, 184 
n. 8) on Acts 2:40, `Save yourselves from this perverse generation' (an echo of 
the description of the wilderness generation in Dt. 1:35; 32:5). But the designation of the present age (o alwv 6 arvEot(h, Heb. hii'olam hazzeh) as `evil', 
by contrast with the age to come (6 aiwv 6 eexoLevoc, Heb. ha`olam habba'), 
belonged to Paul's background: the gospel sharpened this awareness of the ethical 
distinction between the two ages. A parallel is provided in Qumran literature, 
where the current age is the `epoch of wickedness' (qes haris`ah, e.g. lQpHab 
5:7f.) during which Belial, the power opposed to the will of God, is let loose. 
Another sectarian Jewish outlook is expressed in 4 Ezr. 7:12f.: `The entrances 
of this world (Lat. huius saeculi) are narrow and painful and toilsome; they are 
few and evil, full of dangers and beset by great hardship' (as distinct from the 
broad and safe entrances to `the greater world', which lead to immortality)where, however, the ethical emphasis is played down. Yet another parallel is 
provided by the `Freer logion', where the disciples say, `This age (6 
aibyovtos) of lawlessness and unbelief is subject to Satan' (Mk. 16:14 W).
The deliverance of which Paul speaks is not out of the material world but 
from the evil which dominates it (cf. Jn. 17:15 where xooµos has much the 
same sense as Paul's auwv). Similarly in Rom. 12:2 Paul urges the Roman 
Christians not to be conformed to this age (t4 aWwvt Tovr(p) but to be transformed by inward renewal so as to prove by experience how good (by contrast) 
the will of God is. So here, xata to 6EXr)µa rov 6cov xal Jrateos ijµwv 
may imply not only that believers' deliverance from `the present evil age' is in 
accordance with God's will but that such deliverance enables them to live in 
conformity with God's will.
Here, then, is Paul's `realized eschatology'. Temporally, the age to come, 
the resurrection age, still lies in the future; spiritually, believers in Christ have 
here and now been made partakers of it, because they share the risen life of 
Christ (cf. 2:19f.), who has already entered the resurrection age. They have thus 
been delivered from the control of the powers which dominate the present age. 
As 1 Cor. 7:31 puts it, `the form of this world (to oxiµa tov xooµov tovtov) 
is passing away', and therefore believers in Christ should manifest a spirit of 
detachment from it. The indwelling Spirit not only helps them to look forward 
in confidence to the life of the age to come (cf. 5:5); he enables them to enjoy 
it even while in mortal body they live in the present age. Thanks to the work 
of the Spirit, applying to believers the redemption and victory won by Christ, 
the `not yet' has become for them the `already'. 
It is particularly relevant to the argument of this letter that the law, to which 
the Galatian Christians were being urged to submit, belongs to this present age: 
it is associated with `the elemental powers of the world' (ta otoLXEta Tov xooµov) under which they were enslaved before they came to faith in Christ 
(4:3, 9).


On aUv in Paul see E. D. Burton, Galatians, 426-433. It has much the 
same force as the Johannine xoo sos in the sense of the `godless world' (cf. 
I Jn. 2:15-17); indeed, Paul occasionally uses xooµos as a synonym for auuv 
(cf. 1 Cor. 1:20; 2:12; 3:19; also 7:31, quoted above), denoting not only the 
current era of world history but the way of life that characterizes it.
The appended phrase, `according to the will of our God and Father', may 
have a further significance. It is Christ who `gave himself for our sins that he 
might deliver us...'; the appended phrase reminds us afresh that in this selfgiving and deliverance Christ and God are at one, that `God has reconciled us 
to himself through Christ'-that, in fact, `God was in Christ reconciling the 
world to himself' (2 Cor. 5:18f.).
This is probably the earliest written statement in the NT about the significance of the death of Christ. It relates his death to the supersession of the old 
age by the new. His people accordingly (as other places in the Pauline corpus 
affirm) are those `upon whom the ends of the ages have come' (1 Cor. 10:11; 
cf. similar phraseology in Heb. 1:2; 9:26; 1 Pet. 1:20); they have been delivered 
by God `from the dominion of darkness and transferred... to the kingdom of 
his beloved Son' (Col. 1:13). Moreover, it relates his death to the forgiveness of 
his people's sins. This is not an insight peculiar to Paul; he uses language to the 
same effect in other passages where there is reason to recognize pre-Pauline 
summaries of the Christian faith and message. To the Corinthians as early as 
AD 50 he `delivered', as part of the gospel which he had `received' and which 
he shared with the leaders of the Jerusalem church, `that Christ died for our sins 
in accordance with the scriptures' (1 Cor. 15:3); to the Romans (not as telling 
them something new but using words with which he could presume their acquaintance and agreement) he describes the risen Lord as the one `who was 
delivered up for our trespasses' (Rom. 4:25). (See R. Bultmann, Theology of the 
NT, ETr, I [London, 1952], 46f.) But if this interpretation of the death of Christ 
was widely held among his followers within twenty years after the event, it is 
antecedently probable that he himself gave the impetus to it. The earliest evangelist represents him as accepting his death in this spirit: speaking of himself as 
giving his life as `a ransom for many' (Mk. 10:45), speaking of his `covenant 
blood' as `poured out for many' (Mk. 14:24; the epexegetic e[S &(PEOLV &µaetLcuv in Mt. 26:28 makes explicit what is implicit in Mark's account).
1:5 w 7l Sofia ens tons cdthvas tcuv adwvwv. This addition of a doxology 
to the end of the introductory salutation is unparalleled in Paul's letters (there 
is a NT parallel in Rev. 1:5b, 6). But the doxology may be prompted here by 
the gospel summary of v 4 (cf. the doxology of I Tim. 1:17 following the 
amplified `faithful saying' of vv 15f.). There is the further possibility that the 
doxology here takes the place of the missing thanksgiving (see note on v 6).
The antecedent to the relative w is probably the immediately preceding `our 
God and Father' (cf. Phil. 4:20). The `glory' (Heb. kd¢od) of the God of Israel 
in the OT is primarily the radiance of his presence; when `glory' is ascribed to 
him it denotes the transcendent praise and worship of which he is worthy (cf. 
Pss. 29:2; 96:8, `Ascribe to Yahweh the glory due to his name'). els tons 
akivas tc3v a[Gwwv is a more emphatic variant (cf. Ps. 84:5 [LXX 83:4]) of the commoner Septuagintalism ct; toy atcuva tov akcuvos, meaning `for all 
eternity' in the most unlimited sense. Like the doxologies appended to the first 
four books of the OT psalter (Pss. 41:13; 72:19; 89:52; 106:48), the NT doxologies regularly end with `Amen'. As this letter was read in the churches of 
Galatia, the hearers would add their `Amen' to Paul's at the end of the doxology, 
thus endorsing the ascription of glory to God (cf. 2 Cor. 1:20).


 

II
NO OTHER GOSPEL
(1:6 -10)
Paul expresses his astonishment that the Galatian Christians are turning so 
quickly from the gospel they received from him and accepting a different form of 
teaching which is no gospel at all. He invokes a solemn curse on any one who 
brings a counterfeit gospel, and insists that his concern is to please God, and not 
to trim his message to suit his audience.
(a) Paul's indignant astonishment (1:6-9)
I am astonished that you are removing yourselves so quickly from him who 
called you by [Christ's] grace to another 'gospel'-which is not really 'another 
gospel'; only, there are some people who are confusing you and wish to pervert 
the gospel of Christ. But even if we, or an angel from heaven, preach a gospel 
[to you] other than the one which we preached to you, let him be accursed. As 
we have said before, so now I say again: if any one brings you a gospel other 
than the one which you received, let him be accursed.
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1:6 Oavµa~w xtX. In most of Paul's letters the introductory salutation is 
followed by words of thanksgiving to God for some feature of the recipients' 
life or faith, usually with EvXa(JLOtEW-`I (we) thank God ..: (Rom. 1:4; 
1 Cor. 1:4; Phil. 1:3; Col. 1:3; 1 Thes. 1:2; 2 Thes. 1:3, 'we are bound to thank 
God'; Phm. 4; cf. 2 Tim. 1:3)-and twice with the verbal adjective 
eXoyrJtoc, `Blessed be God ..: (2 Cor. 1:3; Eph. 1:3). Galatians is the solitary exception; 
it plunges at once into words of remonstrance.


See P. Schubert, Form and Function of the Pauline Thanksgivings (Berlin, 1939); P. T. 
O'Brien, Introductory Thanksgivings in the Letters of Paul (Leiden, 1977); also G. P. 
Wiles, Paul's Intercessory Prayers (Cambridge, 1974).
If Galatians is indeed Paul's first extant letter, it might be said that it was 
written before he had established his practice of following his salutation with an 
expression of thanks to God. But the thanksgiving formula after the salutation 
was common form in Greek letter-writing, although Paul developed it in his 
own distinctive way. The most probable account of the omission of any thanksgiving here is that Paul was impelled by a sense of overmastering urgency to 
come straight to the point. Evidently he had just received the news of his Galatian 
converts' abandonment of the gospel of free grace which he had preached to 
them, and he reacts to that news on the spot. The replacement of words of 
gratitude or joy by an expression of astonishment or indignation at news just 
received (or at the addressee's failure to send news), often introduced by Oauµa~w, 
is amply paralleled in the papyri (cf. J.L. White, The Body of the Greek Letter 
[Missoula, 1972], 18f., 49f.). Paul wishes he were present with his Galatian 
friends, to have the matter out with them face to face (4:20), but as this cannot 
be, he sends them this letter.
P. T. O'Brien points out that, just as no thanksgiving period in the other 
Pauline letters omits a reference to the gospel, so in Gal. 1:6-9 the theme of 
the gospel is raised in the expression of astonishment which here replaces the 
normal thanksgiving. `Because the Galatians have departed from the gospel of 
Christ there can be no thanksgiving; instead, a curse is pronounced on anyone 
who brings another message' (Introductory Thanksgivings, 141 n. 1).
ovtws taXtwg. This expression does not afford any precise indication of 
the interval between the Galatians' conversion and Paul's reception of the disquieting news about them; he is emphasizing his astonishment, but the shorter 
the interval, the more pointed would his `so soon' be.
µEtaTLOEoO. The passive of ltEtat(OTlµt is used (inter alia) of a change 
of position-either geographically, as in the removal of the patriarchs' bones 
from Egypt to Shechem (Acts 7:16) or Enoch's translation from earth (Heb. 
11:5), or in religious belief and practice, as here (cf. 2 Macc. 7:24, µEta6EµEvov 
&it0 tcuv natp(wv, `turning from the ways of one's fathers').
&Jro toy xaXeoavtos vµas, i.e. from God (cf. 5:8). The verb xaX>rw is 
part of Paul's vocabulary for emphasizing the divine initiative in salvation (cf. 
5:13; Rom. 8:30; 9:11; 1 Cor. 1:9). What he says of the Galatian believers here 
he says of himself in v 15, where xaXeoas is followed by Eta tf1 Xa@Lto; 
avtov as toy xaX> oavtog vµas is followed by Ev XaetTt [Xetotov] here. In 
v 15 the grace is God's, and so it may be here (the textual evidence is rather 
evenly divided between the addition or absence of the genitive Xptotov).
Whatever the reading may be, the grace of which Paul speaks is not simply 
a benevolent attitude on the part of God or Christ (see on v 3); it is demonstrated 
in God's saving act in the death of Christ, by which the undeserving, the 'ungodly' (Rom. 5:6), are redeemed, justified and reconciled. Grace and law are 
mutually exclusive as means of justification (cf. 5:4): `if it is by grace, it is no 
longer on the basis of [legal] works; otherwise grace would no longer be grace' 
(Rom. 11:6). Cf. J. Moffatt, Grace in the NT (London, 1931).
1:6f. e[s eTepov e,ayyeXtov, 8 ovx :otty &XXo. Here the conventional distinction between EtEQoc (of a different kind) and 6,XXoc (another of the same 
kind) may be recognized; see R. C. Trench, Synonyms of the NT (London, 
['j1876] 1961), § xiv, 334-337; E. D. Burton, Galatians, 420-422. On the other 
hand, BDF 306 (4) sees no essential distinction: `a?Xo is used pleonastically to 
a certain extent in order to introduce Ei µrl ... (cf. nihil aliud nisi) "not that 
there is any other, except that .... '


The message which the Galatian Christians are disposed to accept in place 
of that which they received from Paul is so different from Paul's message that 
it constitutes £tE(JOV Evay?XLov, `a different "gospel" '-and therefore, in 
fact, no gospel at all, since there can be no `other gospel' (6.?J,o 6ayy9kLov) 
in the proper sense of the word `gospel' than the proclamation of justification by 
faith, apart from works of the law.
Probably Paul did not maintain a rigid distinction between ihEpos and 
kkoc: in 2 Cor. 11:4 he speaks of interlopers in the Corinthian church who 
proclaim 6.XXov 'Irloovv... rvgvµa etEpov... EvayyEXtov ihEeov, where 
6kkov seems to be used synonymously with i tEeov, perhaps because it is used 
with 'Irloovv, for in the nature of things no `other Jesus' can be proclaimed as 
Saviour than the Jesus who died for his people's sins and was raised from the 
dead: any 6kkos 'ITlaovs must inevitably be Etceos 'Irlaovs.
In the NT the Evayyel,,Lov is (a) the proclamation by Jesus that the kingdom 
of God has drawn near; (b) the proclamation by the disciples that in Jesus the 
kingdom of God is fully manifested, that he by his humiliation and exaltation is 
set forth as Messiah, Lord, Son of God. The second phase of the EvayyEXLov 
arises necessarily out of the first: the passion and triumph of Jesus, which formed 
the basis of the apostolic preaching, crowned his ministry and embodied and 
confirmed all that he had taught about the kingdom of God. 0. A. Piper has 
distinguished `two patterns in which the good news is presented, namely the 
Kingdom type and the Resurrection type'. The difference between them lies `in 
perspective rather than in substance' ('Change of Perspective', Int. 16 [1962], 
402-417, especially 416f.).
The background of the substantive Evayye7,,tov and its related verb 
Evayyekt'ioµat, as used in the NT, must be sought here and there in Is. 40-66. 
The good news of Zion's liberation and restoration, celebrated in Is. 40:9, 6 
EvayyFkLl6µevoc Eetty, `O thou that tellest good tidings to Zion' (cf. Is. 60:6 
LXX, to owtrlptov xupiou EuayyEXtovvtat), is interpreted in the NT as 
adumbrating the good news of a greater liberation and restoration-the salvation 
procured by Christ. The words of Is. 52:7, Cog noSEg EvayyE7`tl;oµevou axoily 
EIQiVgc, caws EvayyEX1?6µEvos &ya0a, are applied by Paul in Rom. 10:15 to 
preachers of the Christian gospel. In Is. 40-66 it is Yahweh himself who is 
ultimately proclaimed in the good news: the herald is told to `say to the cities 
of Judah, "Behold your God!" ' (Is. 40:9). So in the NT the bearers of the 
gospel summarize their commission in words such as these: `what we preach is 
not ourselves, but Jesus Christ as Lord' (2 Cor. 4:5). This comes close to the 
Hellenistic usage of the word-group, which has to do with `the God-Emperor 
who is venerated in the cult and the Euayy>Xtov which proclaims him' 
(J. Schniewind, Euangelion, II [Giitersloh, 1931], 183).
Most important of all texts in Is. 40-66 for the NT usage is Is. 61:1, where 
an unnamed speaker introduces himself by saying, `The Spirit of the Lord Yahweh is upon me, because Yahweh has anointed me to bring good tidings to 
the poor' (LXX evayyEX(oaoOat ATwxois). In Lk. 4:17-19 Jesus is depicted 
as reading this scripture in the Nazareth synagogue and applying it to himselfnewly anointed, `made Messiah', for the proclamation of this gospel. Not only 
so, but in the earlier `Q' incident of Jesus' reply to John the Baptist's message 
from prison (Lk. 7:22; Mt. 11:5) the fact that `the poor have good news preached 
to them' (wtrwxoi EvayyE),,i~ovtat) is emphasized as the conclusive proof that 
Jesus is indeed the `coming one' to whom John had pointed forward.


1:7 d µrl here has the sense of nkily otL (cf. Acts 20:23), `except that'. 
No one would think of calling this substitute message a `gospel', Paul implies, 
except with the intention of confusing the minds of believers. Gospel it is not; 
it is a message of bondage, not of freedom. It is a form of the doctrine of 
salvation by law-keeping from which Paul himself had been liberated by the true 
gospel which he received on the Damascus road `by revelation of Jesus Christ' 
(v 12). That was the gospel which he preached to others, including the Galatians, 
and there could be no other. It might be expressed in a variety of ways: its 
presentation to Jews no doubt differed from its presentation to Gentiles (cf. 2:7), 
but its touchstone was the proclamation of salvation and life through the grace 
of God, to be appropriated by `the hearing of faith' (cf. 3:2, 5).
The preachers of this substitute message are called of Tap&ooovtEg, `the 
disturbers' of the peace which the true gospel had brought to the Galatians. Far 
from bearing any positive relation to the true gospel, their message is a counterfeit, calculated `to pervert (tetaoteeWat) the gospel of Christ.' With 
tae&ooovtes here may be compared the even stronger participle &vaotatovvteg 
in 5:12. The nature of their Tapaxr) or &vaOT&Twotg appears more clearly in 
the sequel: among other things, they were pressing the necessity of circumcision 
on the male converts in the Galatian churches: circumcision, they maintained, 
was an indispensable condition for justification before God. The identity of these 
trouble-makers is not immediately apparent: since Paul always refers to them in 
the third person, while he addresses his Galatian converts in the second person, 
it is unlikely that they emerged within the Galatian churches (as was argued by 
J. Munck, Paul and the Salvation of Mankind, ETr [London, 1959], 87ff.). They 
themselves may have been subject to pressures which can only be guessed at; 
Paul says nothing about this. What is clear is that he understood their insistence 
on circumcision-a rite which in itself, he held, was of no moment (5:6; 6:15)- 
to involve a retrogression from justification by grace to justification by lawkeeping, a retrogression from the liberty of the Spirit to religious slavery. Such 
an insistence undermined the authentic gospel, substituting a false foundation 
for that which God had laid (cf. 1 Cor. 3:11).
Paul himself had for long sought justification before God by his observance 
of the Jewish law, until his Damascus-road experience taught him the fruitlessness of such a quest and the bankruptcy of the way of law-keeping as a means 
of getting right with God. The assurance of ultimate acceptance by God, which 
could never be his while he lived under law, he received on the spot when he 
yielded submission to the risen Christ. On the spot, too, he realized that the law, 
to which he had devoted all his gifts and resources, had not been able to prevent 
him from pursuing the sinful course (as he now knew it to be) of persecuting 
the church of God (cf. v 13); the law had not even been able to show him that the course was sinful. The law, he says later, `was added because of transgressions' (3:19), i.e. to bring transgressions into the open and even to stimulate 
their commission; and in his personal experience this was true in a special sense: 
it was his devotion to the law that led him into the sin of sins-persecuting the 
followers of Christ. He himself knew the joyful sense of release from legal 
bondage when he placed his faith in Christ, and he desired the same release for 
his fellow-Jews; but that Gentiles, who had come to faith in Christ and experienced his saving grace without ever having lived under Jewish law, should now 
wish to assume the yoke of that law was a perversion of all reasonable order.


1:8 &XXi xal eav 1jiE XT?. It is the message, not the messenger, that 
ultimately matters. The gospel preached by Paul is not the true gospel because 
it is Paul who preaches it; it is the true gospel because the risen Christ gave it 
to Paul to preach. If Paul himself, or any other apostle, or even an angel were 
to bring a different message from that which had proved its saving power to the 
Galatians when they heard and believed it, both the messenger and his counterfeit 
message should be rejected. The authority and character of the preacher are 
important, no doubt, but their importance is secondary: more important is the 
content of what is preached. Luther expressed the idea in his own paradoxical 
style: `That which does not teach Christ is not apostolic, even if Peter and Paul 
be the teachers. On the other hand, that which does teach Christ is apostolic, 
even if Judas, Annas, Pilate or Herod should propound it' (Preface to Epistle of 
James, WA, Die deutsche Bibel, 7.384f.). By `teaching Christ' Luther meant 
nothing other than preaching the gospel of justification by faith alone.
nae' 6 (also in v 9), `beyond that which', `other than' (cf. 1 Cor. 3:11, 
naQ& iov xe(µevov, `other than that which has been laid down').
&va9Eµa iatw (also in v 9). This is a more solemn formula than the 
imprecation of Rev. 22:18f. (echoing Dt. 4:2; 29:19f.) on amplifying or diminishing the text of the Apocalypse. &va9Eµa is the regular LXX rendering of 
Heb. herem, `ban'. In a holy war the herem involved in practice the destruction 
of everyone and everything that fell under it. In theory whatever was under the 
herem was completely devoted to Yahweh-that is why it was sacrilege for 
Achan to take for himself some of the spoils of Jericho (Jos. 7:1, 20f.). But 
while that was the original sense of herem and of &v68Eµa (a derivative of 
&vat(Atlµu, `dedicate'), it is not the sense here. The sense here is, `May the 
divine curse rest on him' (cf. Rom. 9:3, where Paul says he could pray to be 
himself &v66Eto... &Tt0 tov Xptatov, `accursed from Christ', if his Jewish 
kinsfolk could be saved thereby).
But why should he express himself so vehemently against those who preached 
a different message from his own? Partly because he held the preaching of 
salvation by law-keeping to be a snare and a delusion, which put the souls of 
men and women in jeopardy; partly, also, because of its adverse implications 
for the authenticity of Christ. In Paul's eyes, the acknowledgement of Jesus as 
Messiah logically implied the abrogation of the law (see note on 3:19 below). 
If Christ displaced the law as the activating centre of Paul's own life, he equally 
displaced the law in the economy of God, in the ordering of salvation-history. 
Therefore, if the law was still in force as the way of salvation and life, the 
messianic age had not yet dawned, and Jesus accordingly was not the Messiah. 
In that case Jesus had been rightly convicted and sentenced because his messianic claims were false. Any teaching which logically led to such a conclusion was, 
for Paul, self-evidently perverse: any one who implied by such teaching that 
Jesus was anathema (cf. 1 Cor. 12:3) was himself anathema.


1:9 So seriously does Paul mean this that, after the rather rhetorical language of v 8, he repeats it more soberly (etti;...) but none the less emphatically. 

(bs neoetpijxaµev probably refers to his having said so in v 8. He repeats it in order to impress it the more forcibly on his readers' minds. It is less likely 
that he had found it necessary to give them this warning by word of mouth when 
he was with them (so W. Schmithals, Paul and the Gnostics, ETr [Nashville/New 
York, 1972], 18f.); the issue of legalism had not arisen then. With JL6X6v 4Y(0 
cf. 5:3, µaptvpoµat SE 7t6EXiv.
JtceXa(3ete, `you received'. In this kind of context JtaeaXaµ.(3avw (like 
Heb. gibbel) is the correlative of Jtapa6(Swµu (like Heb. masar), `deliver'; the 
two words are used of the receiving and handing on of tradition. The Galatians 
`received' from Paul the gospel which he in turn had received directly `by revelation of Jesus Christ', as he claims in v 12 (see note ad loc.).
(b) Paul is no men-pleaser (1:10)
Is it human beings or God that I am trying to persuade now? Or am I seeking 
to please human beings? If 1 were still pleasing human beings, I should not be 
Christ's bondslave.
1:10 'Ari...EZL...; it appears from the content of these two questions, 
especially from the force of the temporal adverbs &QTL ('now') and Eti (`still'), 
that Paul's consistency had been called in question. Whatever he might do or 
teach now, it was suggested, he had acted and taught differently at one time. He 
was suspected, in fact, of adapting his practice and preaching to please his 
changing company from one time or place to another.
One can well understand how Paul, whose settled policy it was to `become 
all things to all men' (1 Cor. 9:22), was charged with vacillation. It was easier 
for some people to take note of his changing conduct-exercising his liberty at 
one time and voluntarily restricting it at another-without appreciating his 
overriding consistency: `I do it all for the sake of the gospel' (1 Cor. 9:23). (See 
H. Chadwick, `All Things to All Men', NTS 1 [1954-55], 261-275; D. Daube, 
The NT and Rabbinic Judaism [London, 1956], 336-361.)
Persuading men and women was Paul's constant business, according to the 
only other occurrence of the transitive nEiOw in his writings: &v0p6tnovs 
1tEC0otcv (2 Cor. 5:11). The content of this persuasion is summed up in the 
same context: `Be reconciled to God' (2 Cor. 5:20)-an appeal entrusted to Paul 
in his role as ambassador for Christ. Pleasing men and women was not what he 
was called to do. He was called to serve Christ: he could not make that his 
business, and aim to please his hearers at the same time. Thus in 1 Cor. 4:3f. 
he is not concerned about other people's assessment of him: `it is the Lord who 
judges me', he says, so he makes it his business to please the Lord. 'Menpleasers' (av0pw3T6t9EOxoL) were opportunists, rendering 'eye-service' (Col. 3:22; Eph. 6:6). As for his own apostolic duty, `we speak', he said, `not to 
please men, but to please God, who tests our hearts. For', he adds, `we never 
used words of flattery.'.. (1 Thes. 2:4f.)-which men-pleasers would naturally do. (If, in 1 Cor. 10:33, he speaks of his endeavour `to please all men in 
everything I do', the context makes it plain that it is a question of subordinating 
his own interests to the interests of others, with a view to their salvation. Similarly in Rom. 15:1-3 he insists, with an appeal to the example of Christ, that 
it is the duty of each Christian, and especially of one who is `strong', to `please 
his neighbour for his good, to edify him', instead of pleasing oneself.)


The implied answer to the question, `Is it human beings or God that I am 
trying to persuade now?' seems therefore to be `Human beings'. Persuading God 
was a concept entirely foreign to Paul's mind: it was the kind of thing that 
religious charlatans and practitioners of magic thought they could do. It was a 
common superstition, denounced by Hebrew prophets and by the higher paganism alike, that the deity could be persuaded by gifts: bCoQa 9covs ateI6et (Hesiod, quoted in Plato, Rep. 3.390E); ateiOcLv &upa xal Oeovg Xoyos (Eur. 
Medea 964). The present relevance of `persuading God' may lie in the anathema 
which Paul has just pronounced: it was all very well for him to anathematize 
the trouble-makers, but his anathema would be ineffective, it was implied, unless 
he could persuade God to endorse it.
W. Schmithals (Paul and the Gnostics, 56-58) takes the emphasis in the 
former question to lie on ie(9w-`Am I persuading men?' Paul's opponents, he 
suggests, charged him with making converts by the use of rhetorical devices, 
such as would be appropriate to teaching which was xata &v0pwrov but not to 
the communication of spiritual truth (cf. 1 Cor. 2:1-13). But according to 
Schmithals, Paul's repudiation of the charge that he used such persuasion implies 
that he understood it (wrongly) in the sense of dishonest methods, whereas later 
he understood it better and countered it with the claim that he used the persuasion 
of sober reasoning (2 Cor. 5:11-15). There is no good reason to suppose that 
Paul misunderstood the charge: he was frequently obliged to rebut the insinuation 
that he used underhand methods (2 Cor. 2:17; 4:1-3; 1 Thes. 2:9-12). Schmithals further suggests that Paul's alleged misunderstanding is responsible for the 
addition of rl T6V OE6v-which, says W. Bousset, `one would prefer to dispense 
with entirely' (Galater, 34)-Paul, by this account, replies to the charge by 
saying that he uses persuasion on no one at all, neither men nor God. It is much 
more satisfactory to take him to mean that he persuades men, not God, and 
pleases God, not men; indeed, he pleases God by persuading men. Cf. 
R. Bultmann's second thoughts in TDNT VI, 2 (s.v. nE(O(o): `hence &v0pwnots 
oxcLv&ps is materially identical with 'toy OEOV (7te(OELV)'-the implied charge 
being that, by preaching a law-free gospel, Paul was pleasing men by making 
the way of salvation easier for them and trying to persuade God to accept them 
on less arduous terms than those laid down in the law.
The question of pleasing men might have more specific reference to his 
care to preserve good relations with the Jerusalem church leaders on the one 
hand while asserting his independence of them on the other, or to his countenancing circumcision on some occasions (cf. 5:11) and prohibiting it on others 
(cf. 5:2). C. H. Talbert sees the indirect occasion of the letter in Acts 16:1-4, 
which presents two instances of Paul's so-called `men-pleasing'-his circumci sion of Timothy and his delivery of the Jerusalem decree to the recently planted 
churches of South Galatia ('Again: Paul's Visits to Jerusalem', NovT 9 [1967], 
26-40). These incidents do at least illustrate what some of Paul's friends saw 
as his disconcerting adaptability. See also J. Jeremias, Abba (Gottingen, 1966), 
285f.; H. Schlier, Galater, 41f.; P. Richardson, `Pauline Inconsistency', NTS 26 
(1979-80), 347-362, especially 358-360.


There may be an echo of the charge of men-pleasing in Clem. Hom. 18.10, 
where Peter accuses Simon Magus (often a Clementine disguise for Paul) of 
speaking aeEoxoviws TOIg 3Taeovow ox?otc, `so as to please the multitudes 
who are present'.
EL ETL ... ovx &v rlµrly, a good example of the classical unfulfilled condition, referring to the present. Paul repeatedly calls himself a `slave' 
(Soiog) of Christ (Rom. 1:1, etc.), implying that he was unreservedly at Christ's disposal; 
for Christ's sake he is also the slave of others (2 Cor. 4:5), implying that he is 
unreservedly at their disposal in the service of Christ. But a slave cannot afford 
to aim at pleasing any one other than his master. (For EL eiL... cf. 5: 11, EL 
nepttoµrly ErL xrlpvoow, which would indeed be an example of `pleasing 
men'.)


 

III
AUTOBIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH: 

PAUL'S INDEPENDENT GOSPEL
(1:11-2:14)
Emphasizing afresh that he received his gospel when Christ was revealed to 
him on the Damascus road, Paul reviews his early training in Judaism, his persecution of the church, the radical change wrought in him by the revelation of the 
Son of God, and his immediate obedience to the commission then laid on him to 
preach Christ in the Gentile world. He insists that he had begun this work before 
ever he met the leaders of the Jerusalem church, and that on the two occasions 
when he did meet them, separated by many years, they conferred no authority on 
him but acknowledged the validity of the commission which he was already discharging. They agreed that this commission was to Gentiles, as theirs was to 
Jews, and the only charge they gave him was a plea to remember the poor of the 
Jerusalem church.
When, not long afterwards, there was a confrontation at Antioch between 
Cephas (Peter) and himself, it was because a temporizing course of action on the 
part of Cephas threatened to compromise the gospel principle that justification 
before God, for Jews and Gentiles alike, comes only through faith in Christ.
(a) Paul's gospel received by revelation (1:11-12)
Let me assure you, brothers, that the gospel which was preached by me is 
no gospel according to man. It was from no human being that I received it, or 
learned it; it was by a revelation of Jesus Christ.
TEXTUAL NOTES
v 11 yae B D* G pc lat cops / Se P46 tt* A byz syr coph°
v 12 mute (before EBLSaXOrly) P96 B byz / ovbE K A D* G q 33 81 at
Paul here begins an autobiographical summary which continues to 2:14; it 
occupies nearly one-fifth of the whole letter. It therefore constitutes a substantial part of his argument, and should help the modern reader to reconstruct at least 
one element in the situation to which Paul addresses himself. That element took 
the form of a denial of Paul's independent standing as an apostle. He is at pains, 
therefore, to rebut that denial, and to emphasize, with all the solemnity of which 
he is capable, that the gospel which he preaches, together with his commission 
to preach it, was received by him directly from the risen Christ, without any 
intermediary.


[image: ]
1:11 What Paul calls here to EvayyEXtov T6 EvayyEXtoOev iit' ~tov (cf. 
to EvayyeXtov tov, Rom. 2:16) is elsewhere called `the gospel of God' (1 Thes. 
2:8f.; 2 Cor. 11:7), because God is its author, `the gospel of Christ' (1 Thes. 
3:2; 2 Cor. 2:12; Rom. 15:9), because Christ is its subject-matter, or, more 
comprehensively, `the gospel of God concerning his Son' (Rom. 1:1-3). Other 
words or phrases used as the object of EvayyEX(l;oµat, or of its near-synonyms 
xr1etioow and xatayy,r),Xw (Paul usually treats EvayyE),.l~oµat as intransitive 
except with its cognate accusative EvayyEXtov), indicate the content or substance 
of the gospel: `Christ' (cf. avtOv, v 16), `Christ crucified' (1 Cor. 1:23), `Christ 
Jesus our Lord' (2 Cor. 4:5), `the faith', i.e. the message of salvation by faith 
(v 23), `peace' (Eph. 2:17), `the unsearchable riches of Christ' (Eph. 3:8).
But the gospel preached by Paul was the law-free gospel, the gospel to 
which anything like the obligation to be circumcised was completely alien. And 
this law-free gospel, he insists, is the gospel which he received by divine revelation on the Damascus road and which he was commissioned to make known 
among the Gentiles. It was no gospel xa'ra avOpwJiov, for no earthly authority 
had imparted it to him, neither was it the product of his own reasoning.
1:12 ov8>r yap Eyw ataea &vOewltov JtaQEXa(30v avtb. There may seem 
to be a formal contradiction between this assertion and other statements in which 
Paul uses naeakaµ(3&vw and naea&6(0[tt of himself according to the usual 
terminology of transmission-receiving (from predecessors) and delivering (to 
successors), as in 1 Cor. 11:23 (with regard to the actions and words of Jesus 
at the Last Supper) and 15:3 (with regard to the saving events of Christ's death, 
burial, resurrection and subsequent appearances). But there is no material contradiction. Paul was indebted for his gospel to no human being-not even to 
those who were `in Christ' before him. His language (cf. v 1) should not be 
pressed to imply that he denied &vOewnotr)S to the risen Christ; his readers 
knew quite well what he meant in denying all human origin or basis to his 
gospel. Paul's gospel-Jesus Christ is the Son of God; Jesus Christ is the risen 
Lord-was revealed to him on the Damascus road. No doubt he had heard such 
claims made for Jesus in the days of his persecuting zeal, but it was not the 
witness of the persecuted disciples that convinced him. He rejected their witness 
as blasphemous until he learned the truth by unmediated disclosure from heaven. 
On the other hand, facts about the life and teaching of Jesus, about his death, 
burial and resurrection appearances, were imparted to him after his conversion 
by those who had prior knowledge of them (see on vv 18f.).
J. D. G. Dunn suggests convincingly that `Paul regarded the kerygmatic 
tradition' which he received from the Jerusalem leaders as confirming his own 
convictions about Jesus which stemmed immediately from his conversion and 
commissioning on the Damascus road, and also as providing an invaluable way of expressing what was his gospel anyway, because it was a widely accepted 
formulation and not just his own idiosyncratic mode of expression' (Unity, 66).


W. Schmithals infers from Paul's language that his opponents claimed immediate divine revelation as the authority for their version of the gospel; he 
takes Paul to mean: `If they did not receive their gospel from man, as they claim, 
but by revelation, then neither did I receive mine from man, but by revelation 
of Jesus Christ' (Paul and the Gnostics, 20, 103f.). But they more probably 
claimed to have received the gospel in its purity from those who themselves 
received it directly from the Lord.
ovTE ML6d)Orly, sc. Hasa av0p6o7[ov. There is little difference here 
between 1taeActoov and iS&S&x011v (cf. Phil 4:9, & xai %RdOETE xai 
napeXBETE ...). Paul himself taught the Christian way to others (cf. 1 Cor. 
4:17), but his only teacher was the Lord by the Spirit.
&Xk&86' &noxakvipEws 'ITioov XpLozov. That 'IrIoov X@Loiov here is 
an objective genitive is rendered most probable by the wording of vv 15f.: God 
`was pleased to reveal his Son (&noxaXl5aLibv vidv avzov) in me'. That is 
to say, God the Father was the revealer; it was Jesus Christ who was revealed, 
and in that revelation Paul received his gospel, together with the command to 
make it known in the Gentile world. The gospel and the risen Christ were 
inseparable; both were revealed to Paul in the same moment. To preach the 
gospel (v 11) was to preach Christ (v 16).
It is plain throughout Paul's letters (cf. Phil. 3:7-10) that what happened 
on the Damascus road was no isolated mystical experience, no mere `flash of 
insight or intellectual conviction, but a personal encounter, the beginning of a 
personal relationship which became the dominating passion of his life... . 
Religious experience for Paul is basically experience of union with Christ' 
(J. D. G. Dunn, Unity, 190, 195).
See P. H. Menoud, `Revelation and Tradition: The Influence of Paul's Conversion on his 
Theology', Int. 7 (1953), 131-141; J. Dupont, `The Conversion of Paul and its Influence 
on his Understanding of Salvation by Faith', Bruce FS, 176-194; G. Bornkamm, `The 
Revelation of Christ to Paul on the Damascus Road and Paul's Doctrine of Justification 
and Reconciliation', Morris FS, 90-103; S. Kim, The Origin of Paul's Gospel (Tubingen, 1981).
It has been suggested that the criticisms of Paul's gospel, to which he makes 
reference in vv 11- 12, have controlled the structure of most of the letter. In 
v 11 his gospel is accused of being xai& dv0pw3Tov, while in v 12 it is said 
to be derived napes &v806nov. Both these criticisms, it is suggested, are now 
to receive detailed rebuttal, but in reverse order: in 1:13-2:21 Paul shows that 
his gospel was not derived napes &vOQ6)nov, and in 3:1-6:10 he argues that 
it is not xata dtvOpwnov. The bulk of the letter could then be viewed as an 
elaborate chiasmus (see BDF 477 [2] summarizing J. Jeremias, `Chiasmus in 
den Paulusbriefen', ZNW 49 [1958], 145-156, especially 152f.).
(b) Paul's earlier career (1:13-14)
You have heard about my former course of life in Judaism, how beyond all 
measure I persecuted the church of God and laid it waste. I forged ahead in Judaism beyond many contemporaries in my nation, being more exceedingly zealous for my ancestral traditions.


1:13 'Hxovoate. Paul's converts might have heard something about his 
former career as a persecutor from his own lips, but it is plain from the sequel 
that others were circulating reports about him-reports which he regards as 
deliberately disparaging and which he rebuts from his own first-hand testimony. 
While he himself might speak of his persecuting career in order to magnify the 
grace of God which rescued him from it, others might draw attention to it in 
order to insinuate that Paul was a doubtful character who could not be fully 
trusted. See v 20.
&vavtpocp~, conduct, course of life, occurs in this sense elsewhere in the 
Pauline corpus in Eph. 4:22 and I Tim. 4:12 (there are six occurrences in 
1 Peter). The verb &vaotpecpoµaL (middle) is similarly used ('behave', `conduct 
oneself') in 2 Cor. 1:12; Eph. 2:3; 1 Tim. 3:15.
'Ioubcio[Og occurs in the NT only here and in v 14. The verb iovbailw, 
of which it is a derivative, is found in 2:14, but there it is used of Gentiles 
`judaizing', living like Jews (loubaixcugt~v), as in Est. 8:17 LXX; Josephus, 
War 2.454, 463. Here 'Iou&aiaµos means simply `Judaism', Jewish faith and 
life (as in 2 Macc. 2:21; 8:1; 14:38; 4 Macc. 4:26). xa0' vnEp(3oXrly, 'excessively', `beyond all measure'. Paul is the only NT writer to use this (quite 
classical) phrase (cf. Rom. 7:13; 1 Cor. 12:31; 2 Cor. 1:8; 4:17).
>Stwxov rrly ExxXTla(av tov OEov. Paul refers to his persecuting activity 
in much the same language in Phil. 3:6 where, as here, it is the outstanding 
token of his one-time zeal for the law (xat& ~r1Xo5 SLwxwv Trio exxX11o(av); 
1 Cor. 15:9, where it should have disqualified him, even after his conversion, 
from being an apostle, but for the divine grace which nevertheless commissioned 
him (cf. 1 Tim. 1:13). He does not explicitly say that he carried on his persecuting activity in Jerusalem, but where else would he have found `the church 
of God' at that early date? To be sure, he `persecuted them even to foreign cities' 
(Acts 26:11), but Jerusalem was the disciples' main centre; it would have been 
pointless to persecute them elsewhere and leave their headquarters unscathed 
(see note on v 22). In this respect the evidence of Acts (8:3; 26:10) is in no way 
contrary to that of Paul's letters. Reading between the lines of Acts one may 
conclude that, among the disciples, the Hellenists were the principal targets for 
his attack, but Paul makes no distinction between `Hebrews' and `Hellenists' 
when he speaks of `persecuting the church'. Even so, if the Hellenists who were 
associated with Stephen not only maintained that Jesus was the Messiah but also 
proclaimed the abrogation of the customs delivered by Moses (Acts 6:14), they 
might well have incurred Paul's double detestation.
Luke expressly represents the apostles as remaining in Jerusalem during the 
persecution, from which, because of the popular good will they enjoyed, they 
may well have been exempt (nkivtcuv &nooto?,(ov, Acts 8:1), by contrast with 
the later persecution under Herod Agrippa I, after Peter had begun to fraternize 
with Gentiles; then the attack was directed particularly against the apostles (Acts 
12:1-4). Perhaps in the earlier persecution `local Hebrew Christians still loyal 
to temple and law would be relatively secure' (Dunn, Unity, 274). Paul adds EJt6p0ovv as a stronger synonym of Eblwxov. The verb nop0ew, used of the 
sacking of cities (cf. v 23), was an apt one to use in the light of Luke's fuller 
description in Acts 8:3.


1:14 The verb Jtgox6Jttw ('advance', `increase') is used of Jesus' 'advancing' in wisdom, stature and grace in Luke 2:52. Josephus (Life, 8) describes how 
as a boy he `made great progress in education' (dg [tEy6Xtiv JtatSEias 
Jt(Joxosttov EJr(Sootv); this is a common Hellenistic use of the word (cf. 
G. Stahlin, TDNT VI, 705f., 709ff., s.v. 3tpox6Jttw).
avvriXtxtwiag, a Hellenistic term fora member of the same age-group 
(h7,,txia, `age').
Ev ttn yEvEi .tov. For yevos ('class', `race', `family') in reference to the 
Jewish nation cf. 2 Cor. 11:26; Phil. 3:5 (also Acts 7:19; 13:26).
7tE(JLoootE(JwS, `more exceedingly', `more abundantly' (cf. 2 Cor. 1:12; 
7:13, 15; 12:15), used by Paul in the sense of v7tEp(3aXX6vtwg (2 Cor. 11:23).
It is best to give ~r)),,wt~s the general sense of `zealous' here. The word 
appears in a specialized sense of the party of the Zealots who emerge by that 
name in AD 66, perpetuating the ideals of Judas the Galilaean and his `fourth 
philosophy' (Jos., War 2.441, 651; 4.160f.). This may be the force of the sobriquet of Simon the Zealot (Lk. 6:15; Acts 1:13; cf. `Cananaean', from Aram. 
gan'ana', in Mk. 3:18; Mt. 10:4), but we do not know enough to be certain 
about this. Elsewhere in the NT the word has the more general force, as when 
James and his fellow-elders speak of the thousands of `zealots for the law' in 
the Jerusalem church (Acts 21:20; cf. Acts 22:3; 1 Cor. 14:12; Tit. 2:14; 1 Pet. 
3:13). Paul's `zeal' was shown pre-eminently in his attempt to exterminate the 
church: to use language which he employs in another connexion in Rom. 10:2, 
it was a religious zeal (~~Xog9Eov) but an uninstructed zeal (ov xar' >?n(yv(Oatv). 
There is an ambivalence about lkog-it may be good or bad, not only in 
respect of its object but also in respect of the spirit in which it is cherished (see 
on 5:20, where it is listed as a `work of the flesh'). The Corinthians' zeal for the 
Jerusalem relief fund is praised in 2 Cor. 9:2, but in 2 Cor. 12:20 ~i1Xog (the 
same word) stands in a list of vices against which they are warned.
The `ancestral traditions' (Jtatptxai JtapaS6oEts; cf the compound adjective JtateoJtaeOSotog used of the former idolatrous practices of Gentile 
converts in 1 Pet. 1:18) comprise the ancestral tenets and customs to which Paul 
had been brought up in his father's house and in the school which he attendedaccording to Acts 22:3, the school of Gamaliel I in Jerusalem, where he was 
trained according to the exactitude of `the ancestral law' (tov Jtatp(bov v6µov), 
`being a zealot for God' (~riXwtils vJtaexwv tov 9Eov). His claim is amplified 
in Phil. 3:5f., where he describes himself as `a Hebrew born of Hebrews, as to 
the law a Pharisee,... as to righteousness under the law blameless' (cf. Acts 
23:6; 26:5). The `traditions' would be more particularly those enshrined in the 
oral law (torah se-be`al peh) or halakhah handed down in Pharisaic schools.
(c) Paul becomes an apostle (1:15-17)
But when he who set me apart while I was as yet unborn and called me by 
his grace saw fit to reveal his Son in me, that I should make his good news known among the Gentiles, immediately-without conferring with any human being, or 
going up to Jerusalem to those who were apostles before me-I set out for Arabia, 
and came back again to Damascus.


TEXTUAL NOTES
v 15 ethoxrloev Pas B G 629 pc lat syr"~h IrenlAl Euseb / add o Oro; iZ A D IF byz 
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1:15 `God' [6 9E6S] was probably added to the text for the sake of explicitness: `he who set me apart... and called me by his grace' is, of course, God, 
the implied subject of Ev86xr1oev ('was well pleased', `resolved', `saw fit').
wpop(oac, in the same sense as in Rom. 1:1, where Paul speaks of himself 
as `set apart (&(Poweto.thvos) for the gospel of God'. It is just conceivable that 
Paul has at the back of his mind the basic sense of `Pharisee' (Heb. pdrus, 
Aram. pens, `separated'): now he is, so to speak, a `separated person' in quite 
a different sense from formerly. But such a play on words, even if it was present 
to Paul's own mind, would not have been appreciated by his readers. ex xoiXias 
µrltpos .tov, a Septuagintalism (Heb. mibbeten 'immi), lit. `from my mother's 
womb' (cf. Jdg. 13:5; Ps. 22 [LXX 21]:10; 58 [LXX 57]:3; 71 [LXX 70]:6); it 
may mean either `since my birth' or `since before my birth' (here the latter would 
be apposite). Before ever he was born, Paul means, God had his eye on him 
and set him apart for his apostolic ministry.
This language is strongly reminiscent of that in which some of the OT 
prophets relate their calls. Cf. Je. 1:5, `Before I formed you in the womb (ev 
xoLXia) I knew you, and before you were born I consecrated you; I appointed 
you a prophet to the nations (Eis 96vr1)'; Is. 49:1-6, where the Servant says, 
`Yahweh called me from the womb (>rx xoLXias ll?Itrc tov ExaXEoE), from 
the body of my mother he named my name', not only to minister to Israel but 
to be `a light to the nations ((pcus eOvcuv), that my salvation may reach to the 
end of the earth.' It is not by chance that in Acts 13:47 these last words are 
quoted by Paul and Barnabas in the synagogue of Pisidian Antioch as their 
authority for taking the gospel to the Gentiles. In Paul's view, it was for others 
to take up the Servant's mission to Israel, but he knew himself called to fulfil 
that part of the Servant's vocation which involved the spreading of God's saving 
light among the Gentiles, near and far, as he indicates in the words which follow.
See J. Munck, Paul, 24ff.
xai xaXeoac 8u tf; X6QITos aviov. Cf. v 5, where God is the one 
`who called you in grace'. There the general call of God to all his people is in 
view; here that is included, but it involves also the special call of God to Paul 
for his personal life-work. For `grace' in this connexion cf. Rom. 1:5.
1:16 &toxaXpat tov vlov avtov Ev ito(. This is the &nox&A.uWts 
'ITloov Xptotov mentioned above in v 12. The reference is to Paul's Damascusroad experience in which, as he puts it elsewhere, `I have seen Jesus our Lord' 
(1 Cor. 9:1), `last of all he appeared [in resurrection] also to me' (1 Cor. 15:8), `I was apprehended by Christ Jesus' (Phil. 3:12). The prepositional phrase iv 
£to( could be a substitute for the simple dative (cf. cpavepov iotiv eV avtot;, 
Rom. 1:19; iv tots &JTOkkUµevots Eotiv xexakvµµevov, 2 Cor. 4:3), but here 
it probably points to the inwardness of the experience. For Paul the outward 
vision and the inward illumination coincided: Jesus, whom he persecuted, was 
revealed as the Son of God, and the revelation was the act of God himself.


See BDF 220 (1); A. Fridrichsen, Apostle, 12, 22 n. 23.
When Paul speaks in 2 Cor. 4:4 of `seeing the light of the gospel of the 
glory of Christ, who is the image of God', and goes on to say that God `has 
shone in our hearts to give the light of the knowledge of the glory of God in the 
face of Christ' (2 Cor. 4:6), his choice of language is most probably based on 
his Damascus-road vision. If so, he saw `Jesus our Lord' then in a form which 
identified him not only as the Son of God but also as the image of God, the 
reflexion of the divine glory.
We may compare the experience of Isaiah, who was both cleansed and 
commissioned in the course of his vision of the glory of God (Is. 6:1-9a), or 
of Ezekiel, whose call came in the course of a similar vision (Ezk. 1:4-3:11). 
For Ezekiel the divine glory was perceptible in `a likeness as it were of a human 
form' (Ezk. 1:26); for Paul the human form manifested the lineaments of a 
particular person: `the face of Christ'. The appearance of the risen Christ to him 
was an objective experience, in which Christ took the initiative: the repeated 
c;xpOrl of 1 Cor. 15:5-8 ('he let himself be seen') means that the appearance of 
the risen Christ to him was as real as his earlier appearances to Peter, James and 
others, not that their experiences were as `visionary' as Paul's.
Attempts which have been made, since C.Holsten, `Die Christus-Vision 
des Paulus and die Genesis des paulinischen Evangeliums', ZWT 4 (1861), 
223-284, to present a psychological analysis of Paul's experience have failed to 
account for all the data.
Perhaps Paul's making toy viov aviov the object of attoxaX,vpat implies 
that it was specifically as the Son of God that the risen Christ appeared to him. 
Luke may preserve a reminiscence of this when he summarizes Paul's first 
preaching of Christ in the words: `He is the Son of God' (Acts 9:20).
See S. Kim, The Origin of Paul's Gospel, 100-233. On `the Son of God' see O. Cullmann, 
Christology, 270-305; W. Kramer, Christ, Lord, Son of God, 108-128, 183-194; 
G. Bornkamm, paid, 249; M. Hengel, The Son of God; C. F. D. Moule, Christology, 
22-31; 1. H. Marshall, Christology, 111-123; W. G. Kammel, Theology, 151-154, 
160-165.
Na evayye7,,i~wtat avtov Ev Wig E6veoiv. The purpose of the revelation, 
that Paul should proclaim the gospel of Christ among the Gentiles, was part of 
the revelation itself: conversion and commission came together. It was then that 
he received from the risen Lord `grace and apostleship [perhaps a hendiadys for 
`grace of apostleship'], to bring about the obedience of faith for the sake of his 
name among all the nations' (Rom. 1:5). Indeed, the logic of `the gospel according to Paul' was implicit in his Damascus-road experience. Paul grasped 
this in essence there and then, although the fuller implications of the experience 
became plain to him more gradually. But the bankruptcy of the law and the all sufficiency of Christ came home to him at once. Knowledge of the law was the 
prerogative of Jews, but if salvation was bestowed by grace (as it was now 
bestowed on Paul) and not on the ground of law-keeping, then it was accessible 
to Gentiles equally with Jews. There is no good reason to hold with A. Fridrichsen 
(Apostle, 13, 23 n. 26) that this element in the revelation was first imparted to 
Paul in a subsequent vision (cf. Acts 22:21, together with O. Betz, `Die Vision 
des Paulus im Tempel von Jerusalem', Stahlin FS, 113-123). See further on 
Gal. 2:7.


Neither can it necessarily be inferred from Paul's language here that before 
his conversion he was engaged in a proselytizing mission among the Gentiles, 
however probable this may be on other grounds (see further on 5:11).
The adverb Ev0s wg modifies not so much the two immediately following 
negative clauses (ov rrpooavEOeµrly... ovSE &vfX0ov...) as the affirmative 
clause to which they lead up (&],X' &JriXOov ... 
ovjtpoaavaOetrlv, `I did not consult'. In 2:16 the same verb has the sense 
`contribute', `confer'; see also &ve6>µrly, `I laid before', in 2:2.
oapxi xai aisatL, `flesh and blood', i.e. mortal humanity; cf. Mt. 16:17, 
`flesh and blood has not revealed (&ncx&XuEv) this to you', i.e. `no human 
being has told you this'; 1 Cor. 15:50, `flesh and blood [i.e. the mortal body] 
cannot inherit the kingdom of God'. For the reverse order atµa xai o&p~ cf. 
Eph. 6:12; Heb. 2:14. Similar phrases occur in Euripides, frag. 687.If.; Polyaenus, Strategica 3.11.1 (aiµa xai o&pxas); Wis. 12:5 xai 
adsatos); (oapxwv... Sir. 14:18 (oapxos xai atµatos, rendering Heb. 17:31. bdsdr wadam); 
Heb. basar waddm occurs passim in rabbinical literature.
1:17 oiSE &vfOov els `IeQoooXvµa. In the NT one regularly `goes up' 
to Jerusalem, more or less as in England one `goes up to town' (i.e. to London). 
The verb used is commonly &vctci(vo) (almost a technical term for going up 
to Jerusalem; see J. Schneider, TDNT I, 519, s.v. (3aivw), as in 2:1 (cf. Mk. 
10:32f.; Lk. 2:42; in. 2:13; 5:1; Acts 21:15; also 2 Sa. [LXX 2 Ki.] 8:7; 1 Esd. 
2:5; Ezr. 1:3; 7:7; 1 Macc. 4:36f.; 3 Macc. 3:16). Here and in v 18 Paul uses 
&vrXOov, which is synonymous with &v>43rly (2:1); it should not be rendered 
`I went back', `I returned' (for which the appropriate compound would be 
E3tavi17,,0ov; cf. Lk. 10:35; 19:15). Cf. Jn. 6:3, &vi1X0ev els to opos ('he went 
up into the hill country').
Only in vv 17f. and 2:1 does Paul use the hellenized neuter plural 
`IEpoooXvµa for Jerusalem; in the seven other places where he refers to the city 
by name (including Gal. 4:25f; see p. 220) he uses the Septuagintal 'IEpovoaX7[L.
epos tovs Jt(JO Eµov &atoatOXovs, among whom (pace Schmithals) he 
includes not only Peter and, presumably, the eleven, but also (most probably) 
James the Lord's brother (cf v 19) and possibly others. Apostleship for Paul is 
mission, with the implication of direct commissioning. npo E tov is temporal; 
it does not denote precedence in status.
In 1 Cor. 9:1 Paul's claim to be an apostle is closely bound up with his 
claim to have `seen Jesus our Lord'-i.e. in resurrection. It seems to follow that 
others to whom the risen Lord appeared should similarly be recognized as apostles-the twelve as a whole (including Cephas/Peter) as well as James and `all 
the apostles' (1 Cor. 15:5, 7). It may well have been to their seeing the risen 
Lord that James and 'all the apostles' of I Cor. 15:7 owed their apostolic title. If the five hundred of 1 Cor. 15:6 should be included, then the apostles were a 
numerous body indeed. Probably, however, there is the additional implication of 
special commissioning by the risen Lord. This might cover such 6n60toXot as 
Andronicus and Junia(s) (Rom. 16:7).


W. Schmithals (Office of Apostle, 1971) introduced a new hypothesis into 
the long debate about apostleship. The NT use of the term, he argued, is gnostic 
in origin. Evidence for gnostic &ltootoXot at a later date is provided, perhaps, 
by Rev. 2:2 (&7too't6Xovs... pEvbris) and more certainly by Tert. De praesc. 
30.13 (probent se nouos apostolos esse); cf. Heges. ap. Euseb. HE 4.22.6 (ipEVbantoaTo?.ot), Dion. Cor. ap. Euseb. HE 4.23.12 (ol tov bta(36xov &ttb(jtoa,ot); 
but their existence in Paul's day is not proven (the VEu6aat6otokot of 2 Cor. 
11:13, [tEtaoxYjµatt~oµevot EIS &atocroXoug Xetatov, are not obviously 
gnostics). According to Schmithals the twelve (a post-Easter conception read 
back into the pre-Easter situation) were not originally apostles; it is Luke who 
makes this equation and indeed confines the apostolate to the twelve. Paul, he 
holds, does not refer to the twelve as apostles; even Peter is not counted an 
apostle in 1 Cor. 9:5; 15:5, although the designation is conceded to him in Gal. 
1:18f. (by implication) and 2:8 (Eig &3rootoM1v rug JTcQL'to tfs).
But whatever be the textual status of the clause ovg xa'L 6noat6?.ous 
wv6taoev 67tOOTekew referring to the twelve in Mk. 3:14, they are the objects of Christ's 
(cf. Mk. 6:7); and it is from their first being sent out No Svo in 
the course of the Galilaean ministry that they were originally called 6at6otokoL, 
even if they had to be re-established and re-commissioned by their Lord after he 
rose again. The twelve must have been pre-eminent among those in Jerusalem 
who were `apostles' already at the time of Paul's conversion.
In emphasizing his independence of the Jerusalem leaders, Paul has regard 
to the demands of his present apologia. As appears in 2:2, he was well aware 
of the importance of maintaining fellowship with those leaders if his own apostolic ministry was to be effective. Elsewhere he insists that his gospel was 
based on the same saving events as theirs, since the risen Lord who appeared 
to him had already appeared to them: `whether therefore it was I or they, so we 
preach, and so you believed' (1 Cor. 15:11). But here he is rebutting the account 
which had evidently won wide circulation, that the Jerusalem leaders instructed 
him soon after his conversion in the principles of the gospel (including, it may 
have been said, the continuing requirement of circumcision), but that he broke 
loose from their tutelage and pursued a line of his own with his circumcisionfree gospel-a line which lacked any recognizable authority. Paul has already 
denied this account of the matter in v 12; now he says in effect: `That is impossible, for I had begun to preach the gospel in response to the Lord's Damascus-road commission before ever I met the leaders of the Jerusalem church; and 
when at last I did meet them, it was for too short a time for them to impart 
much in the way of instruction. Many more years elapsed, in fact, before I had 
an opportunity of setting my law-free gospel before them, and when I did so 
they acknowledged it to be the valid gospel for the Gentiles, to whom I had been 
manifestly sent to preach it.'
6nfiX6ov elc 'Apa(3iav-a reference, probably, to the Nabataean kingdom, founded in the 2nd century BC with its capital at Petra; at this time it 
stretched from the neighbourhood of Damascus south into the Hijaz. The Na bataean king at the time of Paul's conversion was Aretas IV (9 BC - AD 40), 
at present embroiled with his western neighbour Herod Antipas, tetrarch of 
Galilee and Peraea (4 BC - AD 39), because of the insult offered to his family 
some years earlier when Antipas divorced Aretas's daughter so as to be free to 
marry Herodias (Jos., Ant. 18.109-115).


It is possible that in `Arabia' Paul communed with God in the wilderness 
where Moses and Elijah had communed with him centuries before; but in the 
present context the primary purpose of his Arabian visit appears to have been 
the immediate fulfilment of his commission to preach the Son of God `among 
the Gentiles'. There were Gentiles in abundance in the Nabataean realm, both 
settled population and Bedouin. Nothing is said of the planting of any church, 
but a beginning in preaching the gospel is indicated. Paul's argument at this 
point is: `As soon as I was converted, I began my apostolic service, and had 
been thus engaged for three years before ever I saw the leaders of the Jerusalem 
church' That his visit to `Arabia' was not undertaken solely for the purpose of 
a contemplative retreat in the desert is confirmed by the incident which he recalls 
in 2 Cor. 11:32f.: `In Damascus the ethnarch of King Aretas was guarding the 
city of the Damascenes to arrest me, and I was let down through a window in 
a basket and escaped his hands.' He had evidently done something to attract the 
hostile attention of the Nabataean authorities if the Nabataean king's representative in Damascus attempted to kidnap him as he left the city. His attempt, and 
Paul's escape, presumably took place after Paul `returned to Damascus', as he 
says here.
The mention of his return to Damascus (xal JT&Xiv 'U7LEOTQEVa Eis Aaµaoxov) confirms the record of Acts (9:3; 22:6; 26:12f.) that it was at or near 
Damascus that he was confronted by the risen Christ.
Damascus, one of the oldest continuously-inhabited cities in the world (cf. 
Gn. 14:5; 15:2), was an Amorite centre in patriarchal times, but later became 
the capital of an Aramaean kingdom. It was captured and annexed by the Assyrians in 732 BC and was thereafter controlled by the successive empires which 
dominated that part of the Near East. In 66 BC it fell into the hands of the 
Romans, in whose power it thereafter remained (apart from a brief occupation by 
the Parthians in 40-39 BC) as one of the cities of the Decapolis, under the 
general supervision of the imperial legate of Syria. Under the Seleucids Damascus had become hellenized and rebuilt on the grid pattern, with the various 
installations characteristic of a Hellenistic city. Arguments that it was controlled 
by the Nabataean kings from AD 37 to 61 (based on the absence of Roman coins 
from its coin record between those years) are not conclusive (see Schiirer, HJP, 
I, 581f.). R. Jewett, Dating Paul's Life (London, 1979), 30-33, suggests that 
the principate of Gaius (AD 37-41), who re-established a system of client-kings 
in that part of the world, provides a setting in which Aretas could have acquired 
control of Damascus; this is possible, but a change of government in Damascus 
need not be postulated on the basis of 2 Cor. 11:32f. alone. However, the Nabataean territory certainly adjoined the environs of Damascus closely on the 
southeast, and there was doubtless a considerable Nabataean community in the 
city, whose interests were looked after by the king's ethnarch. The Jewish community in Damascus was also large, even if its numbers did not come up to 
Josephus's estimate of 10,500 (War 2.561) or 18,000 (War 7.368).


We cannot be sure if the disciples of Jesus within the Jewish community 
of Damascus had any links with the `covenanters' of Damascus attested in the 
Zadokite Work (if indeed we are right in putting a literal interpretation on 'Damascus' in that work). Nor is there any cogency in E. Lohmeyer's theory that 
members of the family of Jesus had settled in Damascus because they expected 
to witness the parousia there (Galilaa, 54ff.; cf. H.-J. Schoeps, Judenchristentum, 270ff.). In any case, while it was with the disciples in Damascus that Paul 
first enjoyed Christian fellowship, it was not from them that he derived his gospel 
(see Bruce, Paul, 76-82).
(d) Paul meets the Jerusalem church leaders (1:18-20)
Next, after three years I went up to Jerusalem to get to know Cephas, and 
stayed with him for fifteen days. But I saw none of the other apostles, except 
James, the Lord's brother. Look: in what I am writing to you, as God is my 
witness, I am telling no lie.
TEXTUAL NOTES
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1:18 "EncLta, `then', `next'. This is the first of three successive occurrences 
of E7tE6ta (cf. v 21; 2:1). The force of Paul's argument here depends on his 
giving a consecutive account of his career since his conversion, with special 
reference to his visits to Jerusalem. His case would be weakened if his readers 
were given reason to suspect that he had omitted any material detail-it would 
be particularly suspicious if he omitted a visit to Jerusalem.
pETa tpta etrl, perhaps by inclusive reckoning; if so, we should say `in 
the third year' (cf. the explanation of µEta tQEts iithas in Mk. 8:31; 10:34 as 
try tp(trl ~µepa or t itµgPt t(Jtt~ in the parallel passages Lk. 9:22; 18:33). 
But Paul emphasizes the interval which elapsed between his conversion and his 
first subsequent visit to Jerusalem, implying that in this interval he had already 
begun his apostolic ministry without any authorization or even recognition on 
the part of the Jerusalem leaders.
&vfj,Oov E[S `IEpoooXvµa. Cf. v 17, with notes ad loc. Despite disparities 
between the two accounts (see note on v 20), this must be the visit of Acts 
9:26-30 (pace P. Parker, `Once More, Acts and Galatians', JBL 86 [1967], 
175ff., who denies that the visit of Acts 9:26-30 took place and equates this 
visit with that of Acts 11:30).
iatop7loat KiIcpav. Krlcpac is Aram. kepd' ('rock', `stone') supplied 
with a Greek case-ending. By this form Paul regularly designates the apostle 
who is more commonly called Peter (IIstpos), the Greek rendering of the 
Aramaic term. Outside Paul's letters, K1I(pag occurs (with the explanation S 
EeLvcVEtat H t(?ns) only in Jn. 1:42, where Jesus hails Simon, Andrew's 
brother, thus. Paul uses the Greek form Ilftpos only in Gal. 2:7f. (see note ad 
be, for a possible explanation).
Aram. kepd' should no doubt be discerned behind both HI teoc and netpa in Mt. 16:18 where Jesus says, `You are Peter (HItpog), and on this 
rock (1t9TQa) I will build my church.' Like Heb. kep (Jb. 30:6; Je. 4:29), the 
Aramaic word means `rock'. In IIQtgJob it is used twice (Jb. 39:1, 28) as the 
rendering of Heb. seta` ('crag'), and it seems to have the same sense in several 
places in 4QEnaram (e.g. 1 Enoch 4; 89:29, 32). It appears once as a personal 
name in the Elephantine papyri of the 5th century BC; cf. E. G. Kraeling, The 
Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri (New Haven, 1953), 227 (text 8, line 10). 
See J. A. Fitzmyer, `Aramaic Kepha' and Peter's Name in the NT', Black FS 
(2), 121-132.


If iotoe7loat is used here with its classical force, it means that Paul went 
up to Jerusalem to interview Cephas, to make inquiry of him. We may be sure 
in any case that this is what Paul did. But there is substantial evidence in 
Hellenistic usage for iotopaw in the sense of `making someone's acquaintance' 
(cf. Jos., War 6.81; Plut., Theseus 30, Pompey 40, Lucullus 2, De curiositate 
2; Epict., Diss. 2.14.28; 3.7.1), and this may be the sense in which Paul uses 
it here. (The verb occurs three times in the LXX-in 1 Esd. 1:33 bis, 42-but 
with the sense `record', `report', which is irrelevant to the present instance.) It 
was important for Paul to get to know the leader of the original apostles, who 
was also at this time the unchallenged leader of the Jerusalem church. That 
Cephas could at the same time give him information which it was important for 
him to know-first-hand information about Jesus' life and teaching, death and 
resurrection-appearances-should go without saying, were it not that it has 
seemed to some scholars to be ruled out of court by Paul's disclaimer in v 12 
and his expressed resolution in 2 Cor. 5:16 not `to know Christ after the flesh' 
(cf. R. Bultmann, `The Significance of the Historical Jesus for the Theology of 
Paul' [1929], ETr in Faith and Understanding, I [London, 1966], 241; H.-J. 
Schoeps, Paul, 52, 72, 79). But to know Christ `after the flesh' (xat& o&pxa) 
is to make a worldly and negative assessment of him, by contrast with that 
acquaintance with him through the Spirit which began for Paul on the Damascus 
road; it does not exclude an interest in the `historical' Jesus-in what Jesus did 
and said during his Palestinian ministry.
One piece of information which he most probably received during this visit 
was that Jesus, having been raised from death on the third day, `appeared to 
Cephas' (1 Cor. 15:5). That Jesus in resurrection appeared personally to Simon 
Peter is attested independently in Lk. 24:34 and may be implied elsewhere in 
the resurrection narratives of the Gospels (cf. R. H. Fuller, The Formation of 
the Resurrection Narratives [London, 1972], 34f.). It may also have been from 
Cephas that Paul learned how, after his appearance to Cephas, Jesus appeared 
`then to the twelve, then... to more than five hundred brethren at one time' 
(the further statement, at the end of I Cor. 15:6, that most of these brethren 
were still alive is Paul's addition, twenty years after he originally received the 
information).
xal euEsriva Jtp6g avtbv iµepas 8Ex6E7tEVtE. Fifteen days would Paul give 
ample opportunity to learn as much of the story of Jesus as Cephas could 
tell him. The preposition ,npos in the sense of `with' (as in Mk. 6:3) is probably 
a colloquial Hellenistic usage (in Jn. l:lf. it is taken up and applied to the 
relation of the Logos with God; cf. 1 Jn. 1:2). But whatever took place between 
Paul and Cephas during these two weeks, nothing took place which could modify the absoluteness of Paul's affirmation that he received his gospel direct from the 
risen Christ, through no intermediary. That affirmation (v 12) is the major premise of the argument implicit in the whole autobiographical outline which follows 
it. `A late catechumenate and a crash course in missionary work with Peter are 
thus ruled out' (G. Bornkamm, Paul, 28).


1:19 EtEpov SE uuv &rooroXwv ovx etSov. Precisely whom Paul reckoned among the apostles at that time (cf. v 17) may be uncertain, but 
W. Schmithal's argument, noted above, that they did not include the `twelve' 
(apart from Cephas, so far as our present context is concerned) is quite unacceptable. If Paul's language here leaves open the possibility that he did see others 
of the `twelve' in addition to Cephas-if, in fact, `it is hardly believable that 
during a fourteen-day stay in Jerusalem Paul could remain unknown to the 
restricted number of the "Twelve"' (Schmithals, Paul and the Gnostics, 22 
n. 26)-those against whom he is arguing would have seized on what they 
recognized as a damaging admission, inadequately camouflaged by his failure 
to make explicit mention of the rest of the `twelve'.
EL µi) 'I6xcu(3ov toy &&upov tov xvp(ov. Paul was anxious both then 
and throughout his apostolic career to establish and maintain bonds of fellowship 
with the Jerusalem church and its leaders. There was another of those leaders 
in Jerusalem at this time whom he made a point of meeting-James, the Lord's 
brother. He should in all probability be identified with the James who is named 
as the first of four brothers of Jesus in Mk. 6:3 (cf. Mt. 13:55) in a context 
which suggests that they, with an unspecified number of unnamed sisters, were, 
like Jesus himself, children of Mary. The Lord's `brothers' are mentioned by 
Paul in 1 Cor. 9:5 as well-known Christian figures in the mid-fifties.
There is disagreement among early Christian writers about the exact relation 
which those `brothers' bore to Jesus. Tertullian (Adv. Marc. 4.19; De Car. 7) 
appears to have regarded them as uterine brothers, the sons of Joseph and Mary; 
others, like the author of the Protevangelium of James (9:2), took them to be 
sons of Joseph by a previous marriage. This latter view was defended by Epiphanius in a letter subsequently incorporated in Haer. 78. The view that they 
were uterine brothers was explicitly affirmed about AD 380 by Helvidius of 
Rome, who disapproved of the prevalent tendency to exalt virginity above marriage and child-rearing. Helvidius was answered in 383 by Jerome (Adversus 
Helvidium de perpetua virginitate beatae Mariae), who propounded a third viewthat the Lord's &SEXcpot were actually his first cousins, the sons of Alphaeus by 
`Mary of Clopas', whom he inferred from Jn. 19:25 to be the Virgin's sister (cf. 
Mk. 15:40). This view, as Jerome claimed, safeguarded the perpetual virginity 
not only of Mary but also of Joseph. It is plain that the controversy was occasioned rather by considerations of theological propriety than by a concern for 
historical fact. J. B. Lightfoot conveniently distinguishes the three principal 
views just listed as the Epiphanian, the Helvidian and the Hieronymian ('The 
Brethren of the Lord', Galatians, 252-291). See also R. E. Brown, K. P. Donfried, J. A. Fitzmyer, J. Reumann (ed.), Mary in the NT (London, 1978), 65-72, 
270-278.
James was perhaps already the leader of one group in the Jerusalem church. 
About nine years later 'James and the brethren' seem to form a distinct group 
from those associated with Peter (Acts 12:17). James's influence was destined 
to increase rapidly until he became the acknowledged leader of the Jerusalem church as a whole, taking precedence even over Cephas/Peter (see 2:9, 12 below, 
with notes ad loc.). This is the more remarkable because the references to Jesus' 
family in the gospel tradition (both Markan and Johannine) imply that they were 
far from being followers of his during his ministry. `Even his brothers', says the 
fourth Evangelist, `did not believe in him' (Jn. 7:5), and we should gather as 
much from Mk. 3:21, 31-35. But according to Paul (1 Cor. 9:5) and Luke (Acts 
1:14) they had a distinct place among his followers from the early postresurrection period onwards. If it be asked how this change in their attitude came 
about, at a time when Jesus' shameful death might well have confirmed in their 
minds the misgivings which they had felt about him all along, Paul's statement 
in 1 Cor. 15:7, that Christ in resurrection `appeared to James', points to the 
answer.


A. Harnack, `Die Verklarungsgeschichte Jesu, der Bericht des Paulus (I Kor 
15, 3ff.) and die beiden Christusvisionen des Petrus' (SAB, phil.-hist. Kl., 1922, 
62-80), argued that the accounts of the resurrection appearances to Cephas and 
James were originally rival accounts, derived from two separate groups-the 
Petrine and the Jacobean. The Petrine ('he appeared to Cephas, then to the 
twelve, then... to more than five hundred brethren at one time') was the earlier, 
but was displaced by a later one in which the first appearance was granted to 
James ('he appeared to James, then to all the apostles'). Paul in that case would 
have put the two rival accounts together in sequence, with his repeated E3Tetta 
or $Lta, giving priority to the Petrine one, so that both accounts led up to the 
later appearance granted to himself.
On the other hand, Paul is our only near-contemporary authority for the 
appearance to James, and he explicitly dates it later (iJtELta) than the appearance 
to Cephas. Moreover, here in Gal. 1:18f. he provides evidence of an occasion, 
early in his Christian career, when he had an opportunity to hear both accounts 
direct from the principals themselves, and presumably to conclude which of the 
two saw the risen Christ first. That is to say, if it was during Paul's present visit 
to Jerusalem that he learned of the risen Lord's appearance to Cephas, it was no 
doubt during the same visit that he learned of his subsequent (ErrEiTa) appearance to James, while he himself would be able to add his personal testimony: 
`Last of all... he appeared also to me' (1 Cor. 15:8). The appearance of the 
risen Christ evidently produced in James a revolutionary effect comparable to 
that which it later produced in Paul.
There is no other canonical mention of the appearance to James (as there 
is of the appearance to Cephas); an imaginatively embellished account from 
Gos. Heb. is quoted by Jerome, De viris illustribus 2: `Now when the Lord had 
given his linen garment to the priest's servant, he went to James and appeared 
to him. For James had sworn that he would eat no bread from that hour when 
he had drunk the cup of the Lord until he saw him rising from the dead. [And 
again, a little later:] "Bring a table and bread", said the Lord; [and immediately 
it continues:] He took bread and gave thanks and broke it, and thereafter he gave 
it to James the Just and said to him, "My brother, eat your bread, because the 
Son of Man has risen from those who sleep".'
The most natural way to understand Paul's construction ... itrpov ovx 
 ElbovE'lµrl... is: `The only other apostle I saw [apart from Cephas] was James 
the Lord's brother.' It is less natural to take it to mean `I saw none of the other apostles, but I did see James the Lord's brother' (cf. J. G. Machen, Galatians, 
76-80). It would be difficult to improve on J. B. Lightfoot's observation that El 
Rfl has (as always) exceptive force, the question here being `whether the exception refers to the whole clause or to the verb alone'. In the present construction 
`the sense of 1TEpov naturally links it with El µ7l, from which it cannot be 
separated without harshness, and ETE(JOV carries T6V &7toot6Xwv with it' (Galatians, 84f.). L. P. Trudinger, `Heteron de ton apostolon ouk eidon, ei me Ia- 
kobon...: A Note on Galatians i. 19', NovT 17 (1975), 200-202, argues for 
the rendering: `Apart from the apostles I saw no one but James, the Lord's 
brother'. But, as was pointed out in a reply to him by G. Howard, `Was James 
an Apostle? A Reflection on a New Proposal for Gal i 19', NovT 19 (1977), 
63f., if Paul had wished to say this, he would have expressed himself differently, 
saying perhaps > tEpov (rl tons &noat6Xovc ... (or ttae& tovs &toat6l,.ovc 
... or Extoc Twv &7toot6Xwv ...). Trudinger's rendering provides a closer 
harmonization with Acts 9:27, where Barnabas is said to have used his good 
offices and brought Paul atpbs Tovc &rtoar6Xovc ('to the apostles'). But it is 
best to take tovc &JnooT6Xovc in Acts 9:27 as an instance of the generalizing 
plural.


A good parallel to the present construction, with the pronoun in the negative 
clause qualified by a genitive, is I Cor. 1:14, oTSEVa vµcuv £(3aatttoa ei A 
Kpioatov xal Fafov, `I baptized none of you but Crispus and Gaius' (where 
Crispus and Gaius are included in iuv). Where the exception relates to the 
negatived verb only, this is made plain by the context, as in 2:16, ov StxaLOfJTaL 
av8pwatos >;~ Epywv voµov el µ7l WC at(cTewg..., `one is not justified by 
legal works but [one is justified] through faith'. There is nothing in the present 
context to suggest that here the exception relates to ovx dSov only.
Probably few would have questioned the rendering here preferred but for 
misgivings about the designation of James as an apostle. But there is nothing 
anomalous in the designation, so far as Paul's usage of &jt6otoXos is concerned. 
He clearly did not restrict the designation to the twelve. If, in the summary of 
resurrection appearances in 1 Cor. 15:5-7 he links the appearance to Cephas 
with a following appearance to `the twelve' (to whose number Cephas belonged), 
his linking of the appearance to James with a following appearance to `all the 
apostles' suggests that he included James among `all the apostles'.
According to C. Marius Victorinus Afer, In epistulam Pauli ad Galatas 
... (on 1:19), the Symmachians (Ebionites) regarded this James as the twelfth 
apostle (ed. A. Locher [Leipzig, 1972], 14).
At any rate, during that first post-conversion visit to Jerusalem, Paul had 
only a limited opportunity of conferring with `flesh and blood'; should any one 
suppose that he met the whole apostolic college at that time, he would be 
mistaken, as Paul asserts most solemnly.
1:20 tSov iV6)JTLOV Tov 6eov ott ov ytev8otat. Paul's oath that he is 
telling the truth may be based on (Roman) judicial procedure. He is defending 
himself against the charge that he proclaims a man-made, second-hand gospel 
and that his commission to proclaim it was derived from men. There may be the 
further implied charge that he has not been faithful even to that human commission-that he has abridged or adulterated the message which was delivered 
to him by others.
To this compound accusation Paul replies with a twofold line of defence: (i) his gospel was not derived from mortal man but from God; it was part and 
parcel of that `revelation of Jesus Christ' which God imparted to him; (ii) even 
if this claim of his were (per impossibile) disproved, then, wherever his gospel 
came from, it could not have come from Jerusalem. J. P. Sampley, ` "Before 
God, I do not lie" (Gal. 1.20: Paul's Self-Defence in the Light of Roman Legal 
Praxis', NTS 23 (1976-77), 477-482, points out that the proffering of oaths in 
court was generally discouraged, `unless it is absolutely necessary' (Quintilian, 
Institutio oratoria 9.2.98). Paul did consider it absolutely necessary at this point, 
where the independence of his gospel and of his apostleship was at stake. His 
readers might find it unlikely that he met only two men of apostolic standing 
during the two weeks of this Jerusalem visit, and these two, perhaps, the leaders 
of distinct groups in the mother-church. It might have been expected that more 
of the apostles would have been present in Jerusalem; possibly Paul himself had 
expected to meet more of them, but in the event he could congratulate himself 
(for the sake of his present defence) that he had met so few.


The vehement solemnity with which Paul calls God to witness that he is 
not lying implies that another account of the matter was current and might have 
reached his Galatian converts-an account which represented him as having 
gone to Jerusalem to receive from those who were apostles before him the 
authority to exercise his own ministry.
0. Linton, `The Third Aspect: A Neglected Point of View', ST 3 (1949), 
79-95, has argued that this variant account is the one on which Luke drew for 
the narrative of Acts 9:1-30. But although Luke has Paul meeting more church 
leaders and engaging in more public activity on this first visit to Jerusalem 
than Paul's present account allows, he does not imply Paul's indebtedness to the 
Jerusalem apostles for his gospel or his commission to preach it: on the contrary, 
according to Luke, `immediately' upon Paul's baptism (three days after his conversion) he was proclaiming Jesus in Damascus as `the Son of God', with no 
commission save that of the risen Lord (Acts 9:20). (The risen Lord may have 
used Ananias of Damascus as his mouthpiece, as reported in Acts 22:12-16, 
but Ananias had self-evidently no commissioning authority in his own right.)
(e) Paul in Syria and Cilicia (1:21-24)
Then I came into the territories of Syria and Cilicia. I remained unknown 
by face to the churches of Judaea which are in Christ; they only kept on hearing, 
'Our former persecutor is now preaching the faith which he once laid waste', and 
they glorified God on my account.
1:21 EJ[ELta jX6ov E(S to xX(µara tfs Zvp(as xal r7 KLALx(as. Paul 
continues, by means of a further 9JLE6ta, to assure his readers that no suspicious 
gaps are left in his narrative. Between the two Jerusalem visits of 1:18f. and 
2:1-10 he had no opportunity for contact with the mother-church and its leaders, 
for after the former visit he set off at once for Syria and Cilicia, and remained 
in those parts for several years.
x?rata, sometimes used by geographers in the sense of `latitudes', has no technical sense here. W. M. Ramsay, in a discussion of its present context 
(Galatians, 278-280), deprecates the rendering `regions', preferring to keep 
`region' as the rendering of xwpa when it is used with the precise force of Lat. 
regio, the administrative subdivision of a province (as in Acts 16:6; 18:23). Paul 
uses the word again in 2 Cor. 11:10 (>;v rots xxtµa(Jly rrls 'Axatac) and Rom. 
15:23 (Ev rots xXisaoL rovroLs), in the same general sense as here ('territories', 
`districts').


At this time Syria and Eastern Cilicia (Cilicia Pedias) constituted one Roman province. Both areas had been reduced to provincial status under PompeyCilicia after his victory over the pirates in 67 BC and Syria after his victory 
over Mithridates in 64 BC. From c. 25 BC Eastern Cilicia (including Tarsus) 
was united administratively with Syria to form one imperial province (SyriaCilicia), governed by a legatus pro praetore with his headquarters in Syrian 
Antioch. This arrangement lasted until AD 72, when Eastern Cilicia was detached from Syria and united with Western Cilicia (Cilicia Tracheia) to form the 
province of Cilicia.
Paul's brief statement here is in agreement with the narrative of Acts 9:30; 
11:25f., according to which his Jerusalem friends took him down to Caesarea 
and put him on board a ship bound for Tarsus, from which he was fetched by 
Barnabas some years later to join him in caring for the church in Antioch. It is 
probably implied that Paul's apostolic work during this period in Syria and Cilicia 
was more fruitful than his witness in Nabataean Arabia had been; at any rate 
enough was happening for news of Paul's activity to get back to Judaea.
1:22 7jµrjv Se &yvoovµevos. This periphrastic construction of the imperfect tense of 6[d with the present participle emphasizes the continuity of the 
state or action indicated by the main verb; cf. &xovovieg rloav, v 23. See G. 
Bjorck, HN DIAAEKQN: Die periphrastischen Konstruktionen im Griechischen 
(Uppsala, 1940).
rats ExxXT1otaLs ris 'IouSatas rats eV XOLarc3. The `churches of Judaea' comprised groups of believers who had been forced to leave Jerusalem in 
the persecution that followed Stephen's death, together with others which had 
been formed through the evangelistic outreach of Jerusalem disciples even before 
that. If, as the record of Acts implies, the `disciples at Damascus' at the time of 
Paul's conversion included Damascene residents as well as refugees from the 
persecution in Judaea (rove exEtoE ovras, Acts 22:5), the same situation could 
have been found in Palestine itself.
These churches are here described in terms remarkably similar to those of 
1 Thes. 2:14, where `the churches of God which are in Judaea in Christ Jesus' 
are said to have suffered persecution at the hands of their fellow-countrymen. 
At the time when both epistles were written, the Roman province of Judaea 
included Galilee as well as Judaea (in the narrower sense) and Samaria (as it 
had done since the death of Herod Agrippa I in AD 44); `Judaea' may then 
denote here the whole of Palestine. If so, `the churches of Judaea which are in 
Christ' would be identical with `the church throughout all Judaea and Galilee 
and Samaria' (Acts 9:31). Paul regularly speaks of the `church' (singular) in a 
city but the `churches' (plural) in a province or more extensive area. When he 
recalls his persecution of `the church of God' (v 13) he means, in the first 
instance, the church in Jerusalem; thanks to the scattering of its members in the 
persecution, that church had now become `the churches of Judaea'. Neither here nor in 1 Thes. 2:14 can the Judaean churches be exclusive of the Jerusalem 
church. That is to say, Paul does not mean: `I was known, of course, by face 
to the church of Jerusalem but not to the Judaean churches outside Jerusalem' 
(as is maintained in A. Ehrhardt, Acts, 63). The whole thrust of his present 
argument emphasizes the fewness of his contacts with the Jerusalem church in 
particular, and only then with the Judaean churches in general. There would 
have been little value in his insisting that he remained unknown by face to the 
churches of Judaea if his readers had been free to infer that he was known to 
the Jerusalem church at large: that was the very impression which he was concerned to remove.


It may be, indeed, that at the time of Paul's first post-conversion visit to 
Jerusalem most of the believers had left the city because of the recent persecution 
and had not yet begun to return. Luke says that in the first intensity of the 
persecution `they were all scattered throughout the region of Judaea and Samaria, 
except the apostles' (Acts 8:1), no distinction being made between `Hebrews' 
and Hellenists. It took some time for the dispersed church to reconstitute itself 
in Jerusalem. After some years it had done so, in greater numbers than before, 
but when Paul visited the city about AD 35 even the apostles appear to have 
been absent for the most part-at least Paul saw none but Cephas and James.
But if `the churches of Judaea' consisted in large degree of refugees from 
Jerusalem, driven from the city by a persecution in which Paul played a leading 
part, is it likely that he was `unknown by face' to so many of them? Does not 
this statement of his support the argument that Jerusalem was not the centre of 
his persecuting activity? (Cf., e.g., E. Haenchen, Acts, 297ff., for the view that 
the persecution was carried on in and around Damascus.) It is possible that, as 
a leader, he had underlings to do the day-to-day and house-to-house harrying of 
believers for him, so that he had no direct dealings with the rank and file. But 
here he is speaking of himself as a Christian: in this new role he remained 
`unknown by face', or `unknown personally' (t6 A00067M) to the churches of 
Judaea, who nevertheless knew of him as their `former persecutor' (v 23).
The phrase Ev Xpt(rtcu, by which the churches of Judaea are qualified (cf. 
av XptatciO 'Irloov, 1 Thes. 2:14; also Phil. 1:1), is an `incorporative' locution, 
characteristically Pauline, denoting the people of Christ as members of his 
`body', sharers in his risen life. Its full incorporative force is apparent in 3:26-28 
(see notes ad loc.), but sometimes it is used more generally, much as we use 
the adjective `Christian' (Gk. XQLarLavos is used in the NT only by non-Christians, directly or by implication; cf. its three occurrences: Acts 11:26; 26:28; 
1 Pet. 4:16). Thus the NEB renders the present instance `Christ's congregations 
in Judaea', whereas Ev Xetotw 'Irlaov in 2:4 is rendered `in the fellowship of 
Christ Jesus'. C. F. D. Moule includes our text among a few passages where 
`Christ (or the Lord) seems to be the "place", the locus, where believers are 
found' (Christology, 56).
1:23 µovov SE &xovovtes vlaav, `Only they kept on hearing'-as in v 22 
the periphrastic construction emphasizes the continuous (or repeated) character 
of the action. The participle refers back to tail ExxXrlalats (v 22); the masculine &xovovtes (instead of the feminine &xovovaat) is a construction ad 
sensum, implying that it was the members of those churches that heard the 
reports.


ott is recitativum; the words which it introduces do not convey the direct 
speech of those from whom the reports ultimately emanated, but the direct 
speech of those in Judaea who received and disseminated the reports. It was not 
the new converts in Syria and Cilicia that referred to Paul as `our former persecutor'; it was the Judaean churches. As some of the members of those churches 
received the news, they would pass it on to others: 'Have you heard? Our former 
persecutor (o 6L6XWv i sµ g 7toTE) is preaching the gospel which he once tried 
to destroy.'
vvv evayyeX(l;eiaL t71v Jrioiw. Jr(otLg is here practically synonymous 
with £vayyEXLov (the gospel of salvation by faith). `It is striking proof of the 
large space occupied by "faith" in the mind of the infant Church, that it should 
so soon have passed into a synonym for the Gospel.... Here its meaning seems 
to hover between the Gospel and the Church' (J. B. Lightfoot, Galatians, 86). 
On `faith' see further on 2:16; 3:6-9, 23-26. For constructions with evayyeVfoµat see note on v 11.
71v tote en6QOEi, the same verb as was used in v 13. There the object 
was `the church of God'; here it is the faith which the church professed and the 
message in which that faith was proclaimed.
No account is made of any difference in emphasis or content between the 
gospel as Paul was proclaiming it and the gospel as the Judaeans understood it. 
They probably knew nothing of any such difference: what they knew was that 
Paul was now proclaiming the same faith in Christ as they themselves had 
embraced-the faith for which they had once been persecuted by him.
1:24 xai WSa~ov Ev Eµol tov OEOv, 'they glorified God on my account'-every time they heard such news (imperfect tense)-because of the 
transforming grace that had been manifested 'in me'. J. B. Lightfoot compares 
Is. 49:3 LXX: s?v ool Ev8o~ao0tiioosai (Galatians, 86).
E. Bammel, `Galater 1, 23', ZNW 59 (1968), 108-112, sees features of a 
martyr aretalogy in vv 23, 24. But whereas such aretalogies frequently portray 
the miserable end of the persecutor (e.g. Antiochus IV in 2 Macc. 9:5-12, 28; 
Galerius in Euseb., HE 8.16.3-5; cf. Lactantius, De mortibus persecutorum), 
here it is the conversion and apostolic witness of the persecutor that brings glory 
and praise to God. The agitators may have denounced Paul to the Galatian 
churches as one who (whether they knew it or not) formerly persecuted the 
saints; the reply to such denunciations is to tell how the persecuted saints came 
to glorify God for what he had wrought in and through the former persecutor.
Thus, during the years which followed Paul's brief visit to Jerusalem, as 
in the shorter interval which preceded it, he was actively engaged in preaching 
the gospel, without requiring or receiving any authorization to do so from the 
leaders of the mother-church.
(f) Conference in Jerusalem (2:1-10)
Then, after the lapse of fourteen years, I went up to Jerusalem again, together 
with Barnabas, and I took Titus along too. I went up in accordance with revelation, and I set before them the gospel which I preach among the Gentilesprivately, I mean, before the 'men of repute', lest perchance I should prove to be running, or to have run, in vain. (But not even Titus, who was with me, was 
compelled to be circumcised, Greek though he was. It was because of the false 
brethren who had been smuggled in [that this question later arose]. They infiltrated into our company to spy out the freedom which we have in Christ Jesus, 
in order to bring us into bondage. But to them we made no submission, not even 
for an hour.- our purpose was that the truth of the gospel should remain unimpaired 
with you.) But as for the 'men of some repute'-it makes no difference to me 
what sort of people they once were, for God has no favourites-those 'men of 
repute', I say, conferred no additional authority on me. On the contrary, they saw 
that I had been entrusted with the gospel for the uncircumcision, just as Peter 
had been entrusted with it for the circumcisionfor the same Lord who had 
empowered Peter for his apostleship among the circumcised had also empowered 
me for my apostleship to the Gentiles. So then, James, Cephas and John, the men 
of repute as `pillars' among them, recognized the grace that had been bestowed 
on me, and they shook hands with Barnabas and me as a token of fellowship, 
agreeing that we should [go] to the Gentiles and they themselves to the circumcision. `Only', they said, `continue to remember the "poor"'-alai in fact I had 
taken the initiative in attending to this very matter.
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2:1 "Enetza, `then', `next', as in 1:18, 21, implies that Paul is omitting 
nothing material to his argument-in particular, that he is omitting no visit to 
Jerusalem or other contact with the church there or its leaders. Had he been 
suspected of leaving out (however innocently) any such visit or contact, the 
question would have been asked: `But what happened on that occasion which 
you have suppressed?' The conference which he is about to describe was his first 
meeting with the Jerusalem leaders after the end of the fifteen days of 1:18f. 
Many interesting and important events had no doubt taken place during that 
interval, but nothing relevant to his present argument.
&t 8exateoo6tewv ittuv. For this temporal use of bta with the genitive 
cf. Mk. 2:1 (St' flµeetwv, `in the course of some days'); Acts 24:17 (St' Ettuv 
... nXetovwv, `after the lapse of several years'); 27:5 v.1. 
(St'ht6Exa3EVtE,iv `in the course of fifteen days'). The variation of preposition here from 1:18 
(µeta 9tt1 te(a) may be purely stylistic; it cannot in itself decide the question 
whether the fourteen years are to be reckoned from the preceding Jerusalem visit or (like that visit) from Paul's conversion. For the latter interpretation see 
G. Ogg, Chronology, 56f.; for the former, R. Jewett, Dating, 52-54.


The relation between the time-note here and 2 Cor. 12:2 (`fourteen years 
ago') is fortuitous. J. Knox, `Fourteen Years Later', JR 16 (1936), 341-349; 
`The Pauline Chronology', JBL 58 (1939), 15-30, argued that the two notes 
referred to the same interval, and that the experience of 2 Cor. 12:1ff. was 
coincident with Paul's conversion, but later, in view of `objections from many 
critics' and `after no little vacillation', he abandoned this view (Chapters, 78 
n. 3). There is this to be said about the two notes: the experience which took 
place fourteen years before Paul wrote 2 Cor. 12:1ff. probably took place within 
the fourteen years of Gal. 2:1, during his ministry in Syria and Cilicia.
Jt&Xiv &ve4i1v eis `IEpoookvµa. Here at&~ty, if it is part of the original 
text (H. Lietzmann, An die Galater, 9, thought not), means `a second time', 
whereas in 1:17 (n&Xiv vTEatpe1a Els Aaµaoxov) it means 'back'. Paul does 
not name the starting-point of this second journey to Jerusalem, but it was 
evidently from 'the territories of Syria and Cilicia' (1:21) and most probably 
from Antioch. On &va(3a(vw see note on 1:17.
seta Bagva(3a. Barnabas, according to Acts 11:25f., was Paul's senior 
colleague in the leadership of the church of Antioch, from which they both 
visited Jerusalem together on the occasions mentioned in Acts 11:27-30 (cf. 
12:25) and 15:1-5. Paul mentions Barnabas in Gal. 2:1-13 and again in 1 Cor. 
9:6 in terms which mark the two men out as close associates. The references to 
Barnabas in Acts and in the Pauline letters supplement and confirm each other.
According to Luke, Barnabas was a Levite from Cyprus whose personal 
name was Joseph. He was an associate of the twelve in the early days of the 
Jerusalem church, and it was they who gave him the sobriquet Barnabas, explained as meaning `son of encouragement' (vies AapaxXi)oews, Acts 4:36). 
When Paul paid his first post-conversion visit to Jerusalem, it was Barnabas, 
says Luke, who first introduced him to 'the apostles' (described on p. 101 above 
as a generalizing plural) and presumably vouched for his bona fides (Acts 9:27). 
Later, when Gentile evangelization began in Antioch, it was Barnabas who was 
sent there by the church of Jerusalem to supervise and direct the work; he fetched 
Paul from Tarsus to join him in this ministry, and he and Paul were sent to 
Jerusalem by the Antiochene Christians a year or two later with financial aid for 
the mother-church (Acts 11:22-30).
See R. J. Bauckham, 'Barnabas in Galatians', JSNT, Issue 2 (1979), 61-70.
ovsnapaXa(36)v xai T(TOV. Titus, a Gentile Christian (v 3), evidently 
from Antioch, had already manifested qualities which prompted Paul to take him 
along with him and give him some experience in responsible negotiations. These 
qualities later commended him to Paul as a reliable and acceptable representative 
in his delicate dealings with the Corinthian church, both in the matter of Paul's 
personal relationship with that church (2 Cor. 2:12f.; 7:5-16) and in that of the 
Jerusalem relief fund (2 Cor. 8:6-24; 9:3-5; 12:18). Titus later appears as addressee of one of the Pastoral Letters; it is doubtless on the basis of Tit. 1:5 that 
he is traditionally claimed as the first bishop of the Cretan church.
The singular participle ovµrtapaXa(36v (for this verb cf. Acts 15:37f.) 
may imply that Paul took the initiative in bringing Titus along. Luther suggested that Paul regarded Titus as a test case: `he took him along then, in order to prove 
that grace was equally sufficient for Gentiles and Jews, whether in circumcision 
or without circumcision' (Vorlesung, ad be., quoted by H. Schlier, Galater, 65 
n. 5).


The absence of Titus's name from Acts is a problem with no certain solution. It was suggested by W. M. Ramsay that he was Luke's brother, and that 
the absence of his name is on a par with the absence of Luke's (Luke being 
identified with the author of Acts); cf. SPT, 390; A. Souter, `A Suggested Relationship between Titus and Luke', Exp Tim 18 (1906-7), 285; `The Relationship between Titus and Luke', ibid., 335f. See also T. Zahn, Urausgabe der 
Apostelgeschichte des Lucas (Leipzig, 1916), 146, for the text of an African 
compendium of biblical prophecy (early 4th century) which includes in the names 
of Acts 13:1 Lucius Cirenensis, qui manet usque adhuc, et Ticius conlactaneus- 
were the compilers thinking of Luke the physician and Titus? (Zahn found this 
work helpful for his reconstruction of the Western text of Acts.) C. K. Barrett 
points out that, in view of the very guarded allusion to the Jerusalem relief fund 
in Acts (cf. Acts 24:17), Titus's close association with that fund could be considered as a reason for the omission of his name from Acts ('Titus', Black FS 
[1], 2).
2:2 &va3rly Se xaia &JLOX&XUWLV. We may have no other reference to 
this `revelation'. Some have related it to the prophecy of Agabus (Acts 11:27-30), 
in pursuance of which the Christians of Antioch contributed a sum of money to 
help their Jerusalem brethren in time of famine, and sent it to them by the hand 
of Barnabas and Paul: so W. M. Ramsay, SPT, 57; C. W. Emmet, Galatians, 
13, and BC, 1.2, 279; cf. also S. G. Wilson, Gentiles, 183. But Paul's language 
suggests rather a revelation received by himself, from which he gathered that he 
should visit Jerusalem. Perhaps Barnabas was going there in any case, and the 
revelation persuaded Paul that he should go with him. T. W. Manson was disposed to identify the `revelation' with the Spirit's command to the five leading 
teachers of the Antiochene church (one of whom was Paul) that Barnabas and 
Paul should be released for missionary service farther afield (Acts 13: if.); a visit 
to Jerusalem on the eve of such a `big new missionary enterprise' he judged to 
be eminently suitable, even if it is not recorded in Acts (Studies, 177). (Cf. 
W. Schmithals, Paul and James, 52.) If the famine-relief visit of Acts 11:30 
took place before this, as Manson accepted, we are faced with the difficulty that 
Paul omitted one Jerusalem visit from his present narrative of events.
Is this visit identical with one of Paul's Jerusalem visits mentioned in Acts 
or is it (as Manson suggested) a visit passed over in silence by Luke? Two visits 
to Jerusalem by Barnabas and Paul together are recorded by Luke-the faminerelief visit of Acts 11:30 (12:25) and the visit to the Council of Jerusalem in 
Acts 15:2ff. It has been held that these two were originally variant accounts, 
drawn from two separate sources, of one and the same visit, of which Gal. 
2:1-10 presents a first-hand account: so J. Welihausen, `Noten zur Apostelgeschichte', Nachrichten von der koniglichen Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften zu 
Gottingen, phil.-hist. Kl. (1907), 1ff.; E. Schwartz, `Zur Chronologie des 
Paulus', ibid., 263ff.; K. Lake, BC, 1.5, 199ff. Otherwise the majority view 
is that the visit of Gal. 2:1-10 is identical with that of Acts 15:2ff. The view 
taken here is that it is to be identified with the visit of Acts 11:30, in the fourteenth year after Paul's conversion. Yet others (e.g. J. Knox, Chapters, 68f.; 
J. van Bruggen, `Na Veertien Jaren' [Kampen, 1973], 40-43, 223-225) have 
identified it with Paul's Jerusalem visit briefly mentioned in Acts 18:22.


xal &ve6Eµrly avrol,s. The only other NT occurrence of &vat(Orlµr, also 
in the 2nd aorist middle, is in Acts 25:14, where Festus `communicated' (&vE6eto) 
to the younger Agrippa the facts of Paul's case; cf. 2 Macc. 3:9, where Heliodorus `communicated' (&veOeto) to the high priest the information he had received about the wealth stored in the temple treasury; also Mi. 7:5 LXX: `beware 
of communicating (&vaOeoOaL) anything to your wife.' This meaning, though 
not classical, is well attested in Hellenistic Greek. MM (38) cite a papyrus of 
AD 233 for the sense `communicate with a view to consultation'. It is most 
unlikely that Paul would have modified his gospel had the Jerusalem leaders not 
approved of it-he had higher authority than theirs for maintaining it unchanged, 
and `no one is likely to want the independence of his gospel to be confirmed' 
(W. Schmithals, Paul and James, 43). But the approval of those leaders made 
his task less difficult and (as here) could serve his apologetic purpose. At the 
beginning of his apostolic career Paul did not communicate or submit his gospel 
to any one (ov npooave6Eµrjv) before proceeding to preach it forthwith (1:16); 
now the time had come to share it with the Jerusalem leaders, and indeed 
direction to do so may have been the substance of the revelation in accordance 
with which he paid his present visit.
io EvayyEXLov o xrlpvoow av Wig i0veoty has already been mentioned 
in 1:llf., 16. The burden of this gospel is Christ crucified and risen, presented 
to Gentiles (as well as to Jews) as the object of their faith (cf. v 16).
xat' tS(av SE tots Soxovow. Those to whom (avtots) Paul communicated the terms of his Gentile kerygma are more specifically defined as tots 
SoxovcLv, `the men of repute'. Later in the paragraph the expression is amplified: TwV Soxovvtwv chat TL (v 6a), of Soxovvteg GTUOL e$vaL (v 9). Their 
identity is stated in v 9: James, Cephas and John. But whether of Soxovvtes 
is amplified or stands alone (as here and in v 6b), it carries no insinuation of 
sarcasm or irony, as though they only seemed to be leaders but were not really 
so. Josephus uses of npovxerv Soxovvtes (literally, `those who seemed to 
excel') of the men highly (and properly) esteemed in a community (cf. War 
3.453; 4.141, 159).
If Paul meant that he submitted his gospel to these leaders for their authorization, he would be going far to undermine his preceding argument, with 
its claim that he was independent of Jerusalem. He set it before them: `this', he 
said, `is what I preach among the Gentiles' (the present tense of xrJpvoa(o 
implies that he was still preaching it at the time he sent this letter). In the light 
of v 7 we may conclude that he gave them an account of his gospel ministry to 
date (cf. Acts 15:12). The Jerusalem leaders could see that it was basically the 
same gospel as they themselves preached among the Jews-the gospel summarized in 1 Cor. 15:3-7, of which Paul could say a few years later, `Whether 
then it was I or they [Cephas, James, etc.], so we preach and so you believed' 
(1 Cor. 15:11). The circumcision-free emphasis in Paul's proclamation of it to 
the Gentiles had naturally no counterpart in its proclamation to Jews, who were 
already circumcised.
Paul mentions that he communicated his gospel not to the Jerusalem church as a whole but privately (xat' [S(av) to its leaders. Against the view that this 
was a private session convened to reach an agreement which could then be set 
before a larger body (the rXf0os of Acts 15:12) W. L. Knox's remark is apposite: `We have no reason for supposing that the Church had by this date 
reached that stage of democracy in which the public meeting registers its assent 
to a decision reached in advance by its leading members' (The Acts of the Apostles 
[Cambridge, 1948], 42).


A. S. Geyser suggests that the meeting was held in private because the 
leaders were in hiding on account of the persecution under Herod Agrippa I 
('Paul, the Apostolic Decree and the Liberals in Corinth', De Zwaan FS, 131). 
But on any dating of this visit, Agrippa's death (AD 44) must have taken place 
some time before it, and the implication of Acts 12:17 is that James the Lord's 
brother was not affected by the persecution (he had not forfeited public good 
will by fraternizing with Gentiles, as Peter had done).
It is more likely that Paul and Barnabas met the Jerusalem leaders privately 
in the first instance because they might hope to get a more sympathetic hearing 
from them, away from the pressure of the rank and file, than they might have 
received had they communicated the law-free gospel to a general meeting of the 
mother-church.
Had Paul not communicated his gospel to Cephas and James on his previous 
visit? `Can it be assumed that during Paul's first visit to Jerusalem (Gal. 1: WE) 
the question of the relation of the Pauline mission to the Jews and the Jewish 
Christians had remained unanswered or had actually not been discussed? Impossible!' (W. Schmithals, Paul and James, 50). The impossibility is not so great 
as Schmithals supposes. It may well be, indeed, that the subject was ventilated 
on that earlier occasion. But whereas now the main purpose of Paul's visit 
appears to have been to communicate his gospel to the Jerusalem leaders, then 
the main purpose of his visit had been to get to know Cephas. Now, with 
fourteen years' experience of Gentile evangelization, he could adduce solid evidence to the effectiveness of his preaching.
G. Howard (Crisis, 21ff.) argues that this second visit was absolutely the 
first occasion on which Paul told the Jerusalem leaders of the uniqueness of his 
apostolic call and law-free message. In his view, the `revelation' in accordance 
with which Paul now went up to Jerusalem was his inaugural Damascus-road 
`revelation of Jesus Christ' (cf. xata anoxaXuWLv in Rom. 16:25; Eph. 3:3). 
The delay between the revelation and the visit could be explained by Paul's 
resolve to wait until `his apostolic position and his Gentile mission had grown 
strong enough to convince them of his divine approval' (ibid., 39).
[01 nws rig xEVOV tpexw r1 ibpaµov, `lest I should run (present tive), subjuncor should [prove to] have run (aorist indicative), in vain'. For the construction cf. 4:11 below and 1 Thes. 3:5, µr1 nwg EJLE(QaoEV vµas o oatavag xad 
rig xcvov yarvrltai o xotog 7jµwv, `lest Satan should [prove to] have tempted 
(aorist indicative) you and our labour should become (aorist subjunctive) fruitless'. For the sense cf. Phil. 2:16, where Paul will rejoice on `the day of Christ' 
if his converts maintain their faithful testimony, for then he will have the evidence 
that he has not `run in vain or laboured in vain' (oie ovx rig xevov i•Spaµov 
ovb% rig xcvov xexott(axa). The last clause in Phil. 2:16 recalls Is. 49:4, where the Servant says, `I have laboured in vain (xevc;)s £xo c(a(Ya), I have 
spent my strength for nothing and vanity'-and the same LXX passage may 
underlie Paul's thought here and elsewhere. Athletic imagery came readily to 
Paul's mind.


But his language gives one pause. On the face of it, the meaning seems to 
be that, in default of a recognition by the Jerusalem leaders that his message 
was the authentic gospel, his apostolic service would have been, and would 
continue to be, fruitless. The substance of his gospel, indeed, was not to be 
changed out of deference to any earthly authority, not even the authority of those 
who were apostles before him. What Paul was concerned about was not the 
validity of his gospel (of which he had divine assurance) but its practicability. 
His commission was not derived from Jerusalem, but it could not be executed 
effectively except in fellowship with Jerusalem. A cleavage between his Gentile 
mission and the mother-church would be disastrous: Christ would be divided, 
and all the energy which Paul had devoted, and hoped to devote, to the evangelizing of the Gentile world would be frustrated.
On Paul's attitude to the Jerusalem church see B. Gerhardsson, Memory 
and Manuscript (Lund, 1961), 274-280.
2:3 &XX' ovbe Tiros 6 ovv £µoi, "E7Xivthy, r'lvayx&oOrl itepLrµrrOrlvat. 
The account of Paul's laying his gospel before the men of repute is taken up 
again in v 6; vv 3-5 form a digression in his narrative; see BDF 448 (6), where 
&XX' o,6& Tiros xtX is said to be `probably an afterthought'. The reference to 
Titus reminds Paul of something to which, perhaps, no importance was attached 
at the time but which provided a helpful precedent in the light of later events. 
"EXXrly in the NT always means a Greek of Gentile origin-it can indeed be 
used over against 'Iov&aios in the sense of `Gentile' (cf. Rom. 1:16; 2:9f.)- 
whereas `EXXrlvLorrjs usually means a Greek-speaking Jew. The antithesis 
Jew/Greek for a hellenized Jew like Paul corresponded to the antithesis 
Jew/Aramaean in Mishnaic Hebrew and Jewish Aramaic. In the Old Syriac 
Gospels, in Christian Palestinian Syriac and in the Peshitta (as here) "E?JTIv in 
this sense is rendered 'arami, `Aramaean'.
E. H. Askwith, Galatians, 117, takes °EXX1iv 6v closely with 6 avv 
Eto(, ,not even Titus, who was accompanying me as a Greek, was compelled to be 
circumcised' This would imply that Paul deliberately took this Gentile Christian 
along with him (cf. the quotation from Luther on p. 108 above). Titus was a 
Gentile Christian, not only one of Paul's converts but his chosen and trusted 
`partner and fellow-worker' (2 Cor. 8:23). If any one was disposed to argue that 
Gentile converts should be circumcised, Titus was a test case. Probably Paul 
did not take him along to be a test case-the circumcision of Gentile converts 
had not become an issue at that time, we gather-but in retrospect Titus could 
be cited as a test case.
To us, Paul's statement that `not even Titus was compelled to be circumcised' is formally ambiguous. It was presumably not ambiguous to the Galatians, 
who would have been informed already if Titus had actually been circumcised; 
but Paul could presuppose knowledge on their part which his modern readers 
do not share. The meaning of the statement might be:


(i) Far from their requiring the circumcision of Gentile believers, not even 
Titus was compelled to be circumcised; or
(ii) Not even Titus was compelled to be circumcised; he was circumcised 
indeed, but on his own initiative (or on Paul's).
As the sentence stands, the placing of `not even' (o) before `Titus' 
imports an emphasis which is more appropriate to the former than to the latter 
alternative. But the sentence is to be taken closely with the following words of 
vv 4 and 5, and a decision about its meaning cannot be reached except in relation 
to them-although their text, construction and significance are themselves so 
ambiguous that complete certainty is unattainable.
2:4 Sta SE tons naQEtaaxtovc VEuba&kgovc. One important question 
is whether these `false brothers' intruded into the conference which Paul has 
begun to describe or into some Gentile Christian circle at a later date. The 
definite article tons suggests that the Galatians knew of them. These 
VEVS&bEkcpoc, as in 2 Cor. 11:26, `were at least persons who passed as Christians'(C. K. Barrett, `WEYDAIIOITOAOI [2 Cor. 11.13]', Rigaux FS, 379), 
and in the eyes of some, perhaps most, Jewish Christians they were genuine 
believers. Paul, however, does not acknowledge them as genuine believers; in 
his eyes they are counterfeits, for whom true gospel liberty means nothing. 
Their purpose is to bring believers-more particularly, preachers and converts 
of the Gentile mission-`into bondage', and in the context of this letter `into 
bondage' means `under law'. Whoever they were, their outlook and aims were 
the same as those of the people who were now trying to impose a legal yoke on 
the churches of Galatia.
The verb 7tapELoayw, with transitive force, appears in 2 Pet. 2:1 in reference to `false teachers (pEV6o618&axaXot) who will secretly bring in (naeEto&covoLv) destructive heresies'. As with itaeEtof)X6ov in the following clause 
and several other compounds of 3taQELa-, there is a sense of furtive or at least 
intrusive action. The passive force of the verbal adjective itaeEioaxzos should 
not be pressed to the point where it could be said (as by T. Zahn, Galater, 85) 
that more blame attaches to those who smuggled these intruders in than to the 
intruders themselves. Paul does not encourage us to ask who smuggled them in; 
his language suggests that the initiative and the responsibility were their own, 
when he goes on to say that `they infiltrated (naeELafXeov) into our company 
to spy out the freedom (EXEVOEQ(a) which we have in Christ Jesus'. This freedom characterizes the life which springs from the gospel of free grace; in this 
atmosphere of freedom a Gentile believer can associate with Jewish believers, 
even in Jerusalem, without any one's raising the question of circumcision: Jewish 
and Gentile believers can enjoy table-fellowship together without any mention 
of restrictive food-laws. The freedom which we have `in Christ Jesus'-'in the 
fellowship of Christ Jesus' (NEB); see notes on 3:26-28-is the freedom with 
which `Christ has set us free' (5:1).
With ra@EtafkOov we may compare Rom. 5:19, `law intruded' (na(?ELa71X6Ev), i.e. came on to the main highway of salvation-history by a side road. 
See note on 3:19 below.
The `spying' (xazaoxorioaL) of the false brothers had no friendly purpose, in Paul's judgment: they wished to put an end to this freedom, to make 
those who enjoyed it exchange it for bondage. More particularly, those who now lived in a fellowship where `neither circumcision counts for anything, nor 
uncircumcision' (6:15; cf. 5:6) were to be compelled to accept circumcision. It 
may be that the WeuSaEXcpor claimed the right to exercise `supervision' 
(entoxonrl), but Paul defines their activity not as authorized intoxon~ but as 
unauthorized xataoxonij, `spying' (see E. Fuchs, s.v. xataoxon£w, TDNT 
VII, 417 with n. 1).


We have to consider the relation, if any, between the WEVSMSeXcpoL mentioned here and certain other groups who are met elsewhere in the NT. It is 
possible that these people were associated, if not identical, with the visitors from 
Jerusalem who, according to Acts 15:1, taught the `disciples' (i.e. the Gentile 
Christians) at Antioch that they could not be saved unless they were circumcised. 
`The opponents of Paul whom we meet in Gal. 2, II Cor. 10-13 and Acts 21 
are in the end of the day not easy to differentiate from the later Ebionites' 
(J. D. G. Dunn, Unity, 263). The Ebionites probably did perpetuate in later 
generations the attitudes of the more legally minded Jewish Christians whom we 
come across here and there in the apostolic writings. The Ebionites opposed the 
sacrificial cultus, but there is no evidence that the `Judaizers' of the apostolic 
age were at all attached to it. (The discharge of a Nazirite vow, of the kind 
mentioned in Acts 21:23f., was not part of the regular cultus.) The Ebionites' 
attitude, however, was probably a development (aided perhaps by Essene influence) after the fall of the temple in AD 70 had come to be recognized as God's 
judgment on the building and everything associated with it. See H.-J. Schoeps, 
Judenchristentum, passim.
tva rlµas xataSouXtuoovoty. As the gospel of grace liberates (cf. 4:26; 
5:1a), so legalism (see note on v 16) enslaves (cf. 4:24f.; 5:1b, 3). The textual 
variation between xatatovXtuoovaty (future indicative) and xataSovXcbowoty 
(aorist subjunctive) makes no difference to the meaning. The weaker variant 
xatatovXwowvtat (aorist subjunctive middle, a classicism) suggests that the 
false brothers wished to bring them into bondage to themselves.
The clause beginning 86a Se tows JnaeeLo6xtous VeuSaSEXcpous is not 
completed by a principal verb (unless we adopt the Western reading of v 5); it 
may be easier to supply one when the significance of v 5 has been considered.
2:5 ors ovSi epos wpav Ef aµev tf vnotayf, `to whom we did not 
yield in submission even for an hour.' The Western text omits ots o,&, and thus 
presents the opposite sense: `but because of the false brethren who had been 
smuggled in,... we yielded in submission for an hour' (i.e. for a short time). 
The Western omission of the negative ovSe might be accidental, but more probably it reflects the understanding of v 3 according to which Titus was circumcised-not by compulsion but on his own initiative (cf. A. D. Nock, St. 
Paul [London, 1938], 109) or else as a concession on Paul's part (on the principle, 
presumably, of reculer pour mieux sauter). But it is difficult to see a logical 
connexion between this reading of the situation and the following statement of 
purpose: `in order that the truth of the gospel might remain [unimpaired] with 
you'. How the circumcision of a Gentile Christian could have been supposed by 
any one, especially by Paul, to help to maintain the gospel of free grace for 
Gentile Christians in general, passes understanding. F. C. Burkitt might ask, 
`who can doubt that it was the knife which really did circumcise Titus that has 
cut the syntax of Galatians ii.3-5 to pieces?' (Christian Beginnings [London, 1924], 118); but there are many who can and do doubt it, and with good reason. 
`If he was circumcised, the fact would be well advertised in Galatia by Paul's 
opponents, and the involved and stumbling verbiage of these verses would be 
worse than useless as a camouflage for that nasty fact' (T. W. Manson, Studies, 
175f.).


The Western reading, with its omission of the negative, is attested and 
accepted by Irenaeus (Haer. 3.13.3) and Tertullian (Adv. Marc. 5.3.3). Tertullian indeed knows and quotes the negative form, but cannot approve of it, and 
charges Marcion with this `falsification of scripture'. (Marcion, of course, could 
not have tolerated the idea that Paul submitted to any kind of Jewish-Christian 
authority, `even for an hour'.) Paul and his associates, says Tertullian, `did yield 
because there were people on whose behalf it was expedient to yield', and he 
adduces as examples of such yielding not the circumcision of Titus (he takes 
Paul to mean that Titus was not circumcised) but Paul's circumcision of Timothy 
(Acts 16:3) and his later association with Nazirites in the temple (Acts 
21:23ff.). These Tertullian takes to be instances of Paul's policy of accommodating himself `to those under law... as one under law' (1 Cor. 9:20). Marius 
Victorinus (In Gal., ad loc.) endeavours to reconcile the two readings-the 
negative reading indicating Paul's regular policy, as when he refused to have 
Titus circumcised, the Western reading indicating those occasions when he compromised from expediency, as in the circumcision of Timothy. Ambrosiaster (In 
Gal., ad loc.) takes a similar line to Tertullian: Paul denies that Titus was 
circumcised; `but lest it should be cast up to him that he himself had circumcised 
Timothy, he sets forth his reasons for doing what he said should not be done: 
"It was because of the false brethren who had been smuggled in that we yielded 
in submission for an hour":
It may be interpolated here that there may have been good cause, in Paul's 
eyes, why Titus, a Gentile ("EXXrly cub), should not be circumcised, whereas 
Timothy, the son of a Jewish mother (to this day a primary criterion of Jewishness), should be circumcised (cf. H. D. Betz, Galatians, 89). The study of the 
contrast between Sta iobs 'IouScdov; tobs ovtas t;v tots t6nots ixE(vots 
(Acts 16:3) and Sta... tons Jtct ctoaxtovs VEU8a eXcpovs (in our present 
context) would be illuminating, but belongs more to the exegesis of Acts than 
to that of Galatians.
Jerome knows both readings (the Vulgate renders o'Ls ov& by quibus 
neque): `Either', he says, `we should read, according to the Greek codices, "to 
whom we did not yield in submission even for an hour", in order that the 
following clause, "that the truth of the gospel might remain with you", can be 
understood; or, if we are to trust a certain Latin copy, we should accept the 
sense to be that the yielding in submission was not the circumcising of Titus but 
the going to Jerusalem' (In Gal., ad loc.). But there is too great a distance 
between & 43rly Eig `IEgoo&u[ta (v 1) and Et~aµev (v 5) for this exegesis of 
the Western reading to be at all credible.
If the omission of ots took place independently of the omission of obbE, 
it was probably an attempt to improve the style by producing a coherent sentence: 
Sta S£ tons 7tapEtaaxtovs VEVbaSEXcpovs ... [oboe] n(?os cupav 
Eri%LEv. ... But on the principle praestat lectio ardua the relative oLs should be retained, 
and the verb to be understood with Sta SE robs 7rapcta6Extovs pEVSaSEXcpovs should be inferred from the context. Let the discussion of the textual problem 
be concluded with the reminder that the negative reading (ots ovU ...) is 
attested by all Greek witnesses except the first hand in D.


Not rl 6tk,OEta 'tov Evayye?(ov btate(v-q apos vµas. Had Paul and his 
colleagues given way on this issue, even temporarily, the `truth' or integrity of 
the gospel would have been compromised. The true gospel proclaimed that 
justification and the reception of the Spirit were gifts of God's grace, bestowed 
on all who believed in Jesus, Jews and Gentiles alike, regardless of legal requirements. To have yielded an inch to those who were demanding the circumcision of Gentile converts would have denied the law-free character of the Paul gospel. 
was determined then to preserve the law-free gospel for his Gentile converts, to resist those who in effect were requiring that they should become Jews 
in order to become Christians; and he was determined now that the law-free 
gospel should remain unimpaired for his Gentile converts in Galatia (7tp6s 
vt&g).
The phrase, `the truth of the gospel', is repeated below in v 14, where those 
who, in Paul's judgment, were compromising on a similar matter of principle 
at a somewhat later date are charged with not `pursuing a straight course in 
accordance with the truth of the gospel'. D. W. B. Robinson, `The Circumcision 
of Titus, and Paul's "Liberty" ', ABR 12 (1964), 24-42, points out the relation 
of `the truth of the gospel' and the verb avuyxal;co in both contexts: in the 
former the truth of the gospel would have been subverted if Titus had been 
compelled to be circumcised; in the latter it was being subverted because of 
those who were `compelling Gentiles to live like Jews'. (Robinson, however, 
holds that Paul did circumcise Titus-not under compulsion but in the exercise 
of his Christian liberty.)
We may now survey vv 3-5 and ask when the infiltration of the `false 
brethren' took place. The majority view is that it took place during the Jerusalem 
visit that is described in vv 1-10. That is to say, while Paul and Barnabas were 
engaged in discussions with the `men of repute' in the Jerusalem church, those 
intruders wormed their way into the discussions and demanded that Gentile 
converts-in particular Titus, who was present-should be circumcised.
But this infiltration, `to spy out the freedom which we have in Christ Jesus', 
may have taken place elsewhere, and on another occasion. Paul's language suggests that the `false brethren' intruded into the headquarters of the Gentile mission-and where else but in Antioch? If it was indeed to Antioch that they 
came, we are bound to think of the arrival in Antioch of men from Judaea who, 
according to Luke, insisted on the circumcision of Gentile converts, but without 
any mandate from the leaders of the Jerusalem church (Acts 15:1, 24). The 
identification of the VevbaSEXcpot with those Judaeans who came down to 
Antioch has been supported by J. Weiss, Earliest Christianity, I, 263ff.; 
H. Lietzmann, An die Galater, 11; H. Schlier, Galater, 39; A. Oepke, Galaterbrief, 47; F. Hahn, Mission in the NT (London, 1963), 78. These scholars, 
identifying the present conference in Jerusalem with that of Acts 15:2ff., supposed that Paul was referring to an infiltration that had taken place (at Antioch) 
before he and Barnabas paid this visit to Jerusalem.
But if this visit to Jerusalem took place some time before that of Acts 15:2ff., then it may have preceded the infiltration. In that case Paul implies that 
the question of requiring the circumcision of Gentile converts was not even 
raised during the Jerusalem conference which he is here describing. Had any 
one been disposed to raise it, there was an obvious opportunity of doing so: 
Titus was with them. Yet, so far from any pressure being brought to bear for the 
circumcision of Titus, that issue did not arise until later, when the `false brethren' 
(of whom the Galatians had apparently heard) wormed their way into the church 
of Antioch. And did they receive any countenance from Paul and his colleagues? 
Not for a moment!


This understanding of the passage involves taking vv 4 and 5 as a parenthesis within the digression vv 3-5. For the parenthetic nature of vv 4 and 5 
cf. T. W. Manson, Studies, 175f.; also A. S. Geyser, `Paul, the Apostolic Decree 
and the Liberals in Corinth', De Zwaan FS, 132, who suggests that by means 
of this parenthesis `Paul for a moment breaks the account of the proceedings at 
Jerusalem during the famine visit, to cast a glance at the proceedings in the 
churches of Galatia at the time of writing his letter to the Galatians'. But the 
proceedings at which Paul casts a glance in vv 4 and 5 were past when Paul 
wrote to the Galatians and took place outside Galatia: Paul appears to have been 
absent when the Galatian churches were invaded by the `agitators'; hence he had 
to write to the churches instead of dealing with the trouble on the spot.
Special attention has been paid to vv 3-5 in a series of papers by B. Orchard. 
He recognizes the three verses as a parenthesis (vv 4 and 5 constituting a secondary parenthesis within the larger one). Paul, he says, mentions the noncircumcision of Titus parenthetically because, while he was dictating the letter, 
`it suddenly struck him as a forcible argument with which to refute the Judaizers 
of Galatia that the fact that the Apostles did nothing about the Gentile Titus 
... on that occasion showed that they agreed with him in recognizing "the 
freedom of the Gentiles" from the burden of the Mosaic Law. And so, forsaking 
all of a sudden the train of thought he has pursued in verses 1 and 2, he breaks 
in with this new debating point against his Judaizing opponents, for all the world 
as if he were afraid he would forget it if he did not set it down there and then' 
('A New Solution of the Galatians Problem', BJRL 28 [1944], 154-174, especially 165-167); cf. also his `A Note on the Meaning of Galatians ii.3-5', JTS 
43 (1942), 173-177; 'The Ellipsis between Galatians 2,3 and 2,4', Bib 54 
(1973), 469-481, with `reaction' by A. C. M. Blommerde, `Is there an Ellipsis 
between Galatians 2,3 and 2,4?' Bib 56 (1975), 100-102, and reply by 
B. Orchard, `Once again the Ellipsis between Gal. 2,3 and 2,4', Bib 57 (1976), 
254f.; `Ellipsis and Parenthesis in Ga 2:1-10 and 2 Th 2:1-12', Paul de Tarse: 
Apotre de notre Temps, ed. L. de Lorenzi (Rome, 1979), 249-258. His proposed 
filling of the ellipsis at the end of v 3 is: `because of false brethren... the 
liberty of the Gentiles is now in danger' ('A New Solution..',167) or 'this 
question has now arisen' ('Ellipsis and Parenthesis...',251). This account of 
the matter seems most satisfactory, except that (on the assumption that it was 
into the Antiochene church that the 'false brethren' first intruded) I should prefer 
to fill the ellipsis with `the question of circumcising Gentile converts was first 
raised'.
The suggested course of events, then, would be as follows. When Paul and 
Barnabas visited Jerusalem on the occasion referred to in v 1, nothing was said about requiring Gentile converts to be circumcised, although Titus was with 
them and would have constituted a test case had any one been minded to raise 
the question. The question was not raised until later, when certain `false brethren' 
infiltrated the church of Antioch, the headquarters of Gentile Christianity, and 
tried to insist on circumcision. Paul and his colleagues made no concession to 
those men-whatever rumours to the contrary may have been spread abroadfor a concession on this issue would have jeopardized the integrity of the gospel. 
And the position which Paul and his colleagues took then is the position which 
Paul takes now towards the crisis in the churches of Galatia.


2:6 &no bE tc;;v Soxotivtwv Elva( TL. Paul now resumes the main thread 
of his narrative from the point where he broke off at the end of v 2. He had set 
his gospel before the men of repute at Jerusalem, but (as he now says) from 
those `men of some repute' he received no supplement to his gospel, nothing 
that could have given him greater authority to preach it than he already possessed.
Does the addition of Ewa( tt after ni)v Soxovvtwv (cf. Plato, Grg. 472A, 
Soxovvtwv Ewa( tt, `people of repute') convey some difference of nuance 
from the simpler tots Soxovow of v 2? A nuance of disparagement might be 
inferred from the similar wording of 6:3, ci yap 80XEt ttg Elvot TL [U]&V 6V, 
(PpEVarrata a~avtov. But in 6:3 it is the man himself who thinks he is something, and he is self-deceived, for what he thinks himself to be is at odds with 
the fact of the matter: he is a mere nonentity (µr]Sev hv). The Jerusalem leaders 
are held in repute by their fellow-Christians, not by themselves; and there is no 
hint that their repute lacks foundation: they are far from being nonentities.
If, however, a certain `dismissive' tone can be detected in Paul's wording 
here and in v 9 (cf. J. D. G. Dunn, Unity, 408 n. 49), we may compare the 
similarly dismissive references to the bJTeQ<Lav &jtoatokOL (probably the same 
men) in 2 Cor. 11:5; 12:11. Paul does not question the Jerusalem leaders' personal status and prestige; what he does object to is the appeal made in some 
quarters to their status and prestige to diminish his own-in particular, the 
argument that their authority is so much superior to his that, if he acts or teaches 
in independence of them, his action and teaching lack all validity. That an appeal 
was indeed being made to their superior authority to the detriment of Paul's 
apostolic liberty is implied still more clearly in the following parenthesis: ojtotoi notE 1001V oiSv .tot btacp>Qc1. jtpoowxtov [o] OE6g &v0Qt7tov ov 
Xa43&vci.
We must decide whether the enclitic Jrote simply adds indefiniteness to the 
pronoun oltotot (like the English suffix `-ever' in `whatever', etc.; cf. BDF 303) 
or has temporal force, `formerly', `once upon a time' (as in 1:13, 23; cf. aliquando in the Latin versions). If it has temporal force, it must be further decided 
whether the time referred to is that of the conference, on which Paul, at the date 
of writing, looks back (so F. Sieffert, Galater, 119; T. Zahn, Galater, 98; 
A. Oepke, Galaterbrief, 48), or an earlier period. If it had reference to the time 
of the conference, one might have expected Paul to say tote, `then', since he 
is writing about the conference at this point in his narrative. Much more probably 
tote refers to an earlier period. If the superiority of the Jerusalem leaders was 
being emphasized in such a way as to diminish Paul's, the argument would lean 
heavily on the admitted fact that two of those leaders (Cephas and John) had been close associates of Jesus during his ministry, members of the 'twelve', that 
the other (James) was a member of the holy family, and that all three of them 
were foundation-members of the original church, whereas Paul was a relative 
latecomer. So when Paul says, `whatever they once were makes no difference 
to me', he most probably has in mind their connexion with the historical Jesus 
and their role in the foundation of the church. Whatever advantages those experiences gave them, they did not give them superior authority to his, for his 
authority was derived by direct commission from the exalted Lord, and there 
could be no higher authorization than that. See C. K. Barrett as quoted on p. 123.


One unusual interpretation of oJtoioi JLOTE ioav is that put forward confidently, but implausibly, by K. Heussi, `Galater 2 and der Lebensausgang der 
jerusalemischen Urapostel', TLZ 77 (1952), 67-72, and Die r5mische Petrustradition in kritischer Sicht (Tubingen, 1955), 3f., etc., that Paul refers to the 
`men of repute' in the past tense because by the time this letter was written all 
three of them had died: James (not the Lord's brother but the son of Zebedee!) 
and his brother John in the persecution under Herod Agrippa I (Acts 12: If.) and 
Cephas/Peter in the brief interval between 1 Corinthians (1:12; 3:22; 9:5) and 
Galatians, which he dated after 1 Corinthians. So far as Paul's language goes, 
it implies that all three leaders were alive at the time of writing: if any of them 
had died since the conference, it would probably have been indicated, as it 
certainly is not by oJtoto( notE 71oav. See K. Aland, `Wann starb Petrus?', 
NTS 2 (1955-56), 267-275.
The expression npoownov A.aµ(3avw is a literal rendering of Heb. nasa' 
panim, `lift the face' (e.g. of a suppliant) and thus `show favour'. While the 
Hebrew phrase is ethically neutral-e.g. on the one hand God says to Lot in 
On. 19:21 nasa'tI paneka (LXX E6avµao6 oov to n(?oownov), `I grant you 
(this) favour', but on the other hand he is described in Dt. 10:17 as one 
who lo' yissa' panim (LXX ov 9authet npoownov), `is not partial'-Gk. 
;TQoownov Xaµ(36tvw is regularly used in malam partem, of showing not favour 
but favouritism. This phrase (cf. Lk. 20:21) or a compound, such as 
npoawJTOkl[ntrls (Acts 10:34), npoownoXrlµn(a (Rom. 2:11; Eph. 6:9; Col. 
3:25; Jas. 2:1) or &JtpoowJOkX[ntwc (1 Pet. 1:17), appears repeatedly in the 
NT to convey the consistent biblical insight that God shows no partiality. Here 
it means that God does not favour companions or relatives of the historical Jesus 
over someone, like Paul, who received his apostolic commission later-although, 
in a different context (1 Cor. 15:9), Paul can speak of himself as `the least of 
the apostles, unfit to be an apostle', by contrast, presumably, with other apostles 
and witnesses who, unlike him, had not `persecuted the church of God'.
stol yap of boxovvTE; ovbev JtpooaveOEVto, `to me (I say) the men of 
repute contributed nothing.' Had Paul completed the clause beginning aJtb bar 
TCOV boxovvTCUV, he would have said something like ovbav Jtae? ka(3ov or 
ovbi=v £8tb&X0rly (cf. 1:12). But he breaks off with a parenthesis, after which 
he changes the construction by making of boxovvTE; the subject. This is one 
of his `numerous and flagrant' anacolutha; he has `either forgotten the opening 
clause, or deemed it convenient to replace it with a new form' (BDF 467). It 
would not be too fanciful to see in the anacolutha of vv 3-10 evidence of the 
emotional stress under which Paul laboured as he rebutted attacks on his apostolic liberty. After this anacoluthon Paul returns (by means of the resumptive yae) 
and completes the sense, if not the construction, of the clause which was broken 
off.


The pronoun £µo( comes in an emphatic position: others might derive 
some form of authorization from the Jerusalem leaders (as, according to Acts 
11:22, Barnabas did on an earlier occasion), but Paul derived none. They contributed (Jtpo(YavEOEVto, `communicated in addition') nothing to him. They 
found nothing defective in the gospel which he communicated (&veO>iniv) to 
them (v 2). It is not necessary to take Apooavat(OEµaL here in the sense which 
it bears in 1:16; it may be material to observe that in 1:16 the aorist middle is 
used intransitively whereas here it has an object (ovSev). No question was raised, 
apparently, about the comparative contents of Paul's gospel and theirs, any more 
than the question was raised about Paul's authority to preach his gospel. His 
gospel was unexceptionable; his commission was undisputed: the agenda, we 
gather, concentrated on the demarcation of the respective spheres of service of 
the parties to the discussion.
2:7-8 &X?, Tovvavtiov, `But on the contrary'-far from adding anything 
to my gospel, the `men of repute' acknowledged it as the gospel for the uncircumcised (t~s &xpo(3v0`t(ag) with which I had been entrusted as surely as Peter 
had been entrusted with the gospel for the circumcised (t~s nEQLtosfg). Paul 
here uses &xp0(3vXT(a (used in the LXX, e.g. Gn. 34:16, etc., as the equivalent 
of Heb. `orlah, and probably a disguised form of the etymologically transparent 
&xponoaOia, attested in Hippocrates, Aphorisms 6.19, and Aristotle, Hist. An. 
493.a.29) and rcEpLtou as collective nouns for `Gentiles' and `Jews' respectively (cf. Rom. 2:26f.; 3:30; Eph. 2:11). For nLoteVOµaL in the sense `be 
entrusted' (with the gospel) cf. 1 Cor. 9:17; 1 Thes. 2:4; 1 Tim. 1:11; Tit. 1:3. 
Paul was initially entrusted with the gospel for the Gentiles at his conversion 
(1:15), and since then he had been continuously engaged in discharging that 
trust. This was now recognized by the `men of repute' not only on the basis of 
distant hearsay (1:23) but on the basis of Paul's own communication (v 2): as 
they received a first-hand account of his activity thus far, they could not deny 
that God had worked effectively in him (s;v~pyrlocv xal eso() as he fulfilled 
his Gentile mission.
But a remarkable parallel is drawn between Paul's divinely empowered 
mission to the Gentiles and Peter's to the Jews-a parallel discerned not only 
by Paul himself but also (it appears) by the `men of repute'. That Peter had 
already evangelized his own people very effectively, not only in Jerusalem but 
elsewhere in Judaea, is attested in Luke's record (e.g. Acts 2:14ff.; 3:12ff.; 
9:32ff.). To be sure, Luke records one occasion when he evangelized Gentilesin the house of Cornelius at Caesarea (Acts 10:1-11:18; 15:7-9)-but that 
occasion, epoch-making as it was, was exceptional. Similarly, Luke gives Paul 
a limited mission to Jews (Acts 9:15; 26:20), but makes it plain that his distinctive mission was to Gentiles (Acts 22:21). In Paul's account, however, the 
demarcation of the Jewish and Gentile mission-fields was based on the recognition that his own Gentile mission and Peter's Jewish mission were equally 
attended by signs of divine power which set the seal of divine approval on the 
one as on the other.
Peter's mission is described as his &nooToXil tfg nEpLto.71 just as Paul's 
own mission is an &3ToaTOX1 (Rom. 1:5; 1 Cor. 9:2). Even if James is referred to as an apostle in 1:19, it appears that, where &JtooioXi in the sense of mission 
was concerned, Peter retained the primacy among the original apostles and other 
church leaders (cf. 1 Cor. 9:5). It may be that there was an official, Jerusalembased element in Peter's apostolate that was absent from Paul's own unfettered 
pioneer ministry (Rom. 15:20). See C. K. Barrett, `Shaliah and Apostle', Daube 
FS, 100f. Nevertheless the two ministries are practically placed on a level here, 
and it is indicated that this situation was accepted by both sides.


Peter's gospel for the Jews may have had different emphases and nuances 
from Paul's gospel for the Gentiles, but plainly these did not make it in Paul's 
eyes a `different gospel' in the sense of 1:6-9. It was based on the same recital 
of saving events as Paul's and, like Paul's, it proclaimed the grace of God brought 
near in Christ for men and women's acceptance by faith (1 Cor. 15:11).
The agitators in the Galatian churches might well have said that they too 
believed the gospel which Peter and Paul preached in common, but that they 
disagreed with Paul's particular interpretation of it-in particular, with his insistence that it abrogated the requirement of circumcision for membership in the 
people of God. Paul's interpretation was completely controlled by his Damascusroad experience, although he would have called it not `interpretation' but 'revelation' (1:12, 16). We have no comparable first-hand account from Peter, but we 
may be sure that the Evayy>Xtov... zrls Jteetzon1c with which he was entrusted was a gospel for the `circumcision' (i.e. for the Jews) but not in any 
sense a gospel of circumcision. There was, of course, no reason why circumcision should figure at all in the preaching of the gospel to Jews. But the message 
to which the Galatian Christians were disposed to submit could indeed be called 
a `gospel of circumcision' and therefore in Paul's sight a perversion of the true 
gospel and completely inadmissible, whereas the gospel preached by Peter was 
acceptable.
A further point that calls for comment in vv 7f. is the twofold use of the 
name I19tpos for the apostle whom Paul normally calls KrIcpas. The Western 
reading IIEtpos for Kilcpas in 1:18; 2:9, 11, 14 is secondary, and there is no 
textual basis for the view-propounded by A. Merx, Das Evangelium des Matthdus (Berlin, 1902), 161ff., and K. Holl, `Der Kirchenbegriff des Paulus in 
seinem Verhaltnis zu dem der Urgemeinde' (1921), Gesammelte Aufsatze zur 
Kirchengeschichte, II (Tubingen, 1928), 45 n. 3-that K1cpa; originally stood 
in vv 7f.
It may indeed be that Paul `used "Cephas" and "Peter" indifferently, and 
on no fixed principle' (K. Lake, EEP, 116), but the exceptional use of `Peter' 
in vv 7f. may be related to the fact that the substance of these two verses is 
recapitulated at the beginning of v 9. In view of this, one favoured explanation 
of the change of name is that put forward by E. Dinkier, `Der Brief an die 
Galater', Verkiindigung and Forschung, 1-3 (1953-55), 182f. (cf his `Die Petrus- 
Rom Frage', TRu NF 25 [1959], 198; 0. Cullmann, Peter: Disciple-ApostleMartyr, ETr [London, 1953], 18, and TDNT VI, 100 n. 6, s.i'. IIEteos; G. Klein, 
Rekonstruktion, 106), that the clauses containing IIe'teos are extracted from a 
more or less official record of the conference, the reference to Paul being changed 
to the pronoun of the first person singular so as to integrate the extract into the 
construction of its autobiographical context. Dinkier tentatively reconstructed 
the original minute: ... oit IZav),,og tLGTEi)ETat [why not JLEJt(oTEVTat?] To Evay'Xtov flETpcu tfls &xpo(3uatlac xa0bg IIetpos tfls JTEpttoµfls• o EvEpyoag yae 
This Els &aroatoXrly trls Ev1Qyrloey xai flavXw 
rig to E0vri. nEertotfs proposal has the relative merit of being less improbable than 
most of the rival explanations, including that of J. Munck (Paul, 62 n. 2), 
according to which v 9 is the citation and vv 7f. Paul's reconstruction (which 
leaves the exceptional use of FUTpog unaccounted for). It would be wisest to 
follow H. D. Betz (Galatians, 97), who finds Dinkler's proposal unacceptable 
as a whole, since v 7 is in the main Paul's construction, but agrees that `the nonPauline notions of the "gospel of circumcision" and "of uncircumcision" as well 
as the name "Peter" may very well come from an underlying official statement'.


Other, less convincing, suggestions are that Htpos was the personal name 
and K-qcpas the official name (P. Gaechter, Petrus and seine Zeit [Wien/ Munchen, 
1958], 385) or that HItpos was the title (not yet a personal name) which Cephas 
bore `in his capacity as God's apostolic mandatory for the world of Israel' 
(E Stuhlmacher, Das paulinische Evangelium, I. Vorgeschichte [Gottingen, 1968], 
94).
More radical are the solutions proffered by E. Barnikol, who cut the knot 
by treating vv 7f. as a later gloss (Der nichtpaulinische Ursprung des Parallelismus der Apostel Paulus and Petrus = Forschungen zur Entstehung des Urchristentums, des Neuen Testaments and der Kirche, 5 [Kiel, 1931]), or by D. Warner, 
who argues that the whole section, vv 3-8, was interpolated by a Greek Christian 
,of Paul's way of thought, though even more critical of the position of Peter and 
the other Apostles'-possibly by Titus, acting as Paul's amanuensis and inserting 
this section in his master's name and in the hope of furthering his cause ('Galatians ii.3-8: As an Interpolation', Exp Tim 62 [1950-51], 380).
See also T. Zahn, Galater, 68 n. 77, on the textual evidence for Ki1cpas/IIEtpoc in vv 7f. and elsewhere.
2:9 xcd yvovTE; rv x&erv ThV 8o0606Ev tor, `and having recognized 
the grace given to me'. V 9 repeats the substance of vv 7 and 8, with significant 
additions. The participle yvovTEg catches up the 'LSovTEg of v 7. The `grace' 
given to Paul is his apostleship to the Gentiles; cf. 1:16 above (also Rom. 1:5; 
12:3; 15:15; 1 Cor. 3:10; Eph. 3:8; Phil. 1:7).
I6xw(3oc xal Ki1cpas xal 'Iodvvr1s. Here for the first time the `men of 
repute' are named. The identity of the sequence of names with the traditional 
order of the catholic epistles of James, Peter and John in the NT canon may be 
nothing more than a coincidence. The primacy given to James is noteworthy. 
This James is, of course, the Lord's brother (as in 1:19; 2:12) and not the 
Zebedaean, despite K. Heussi's theory mentioned in the notes on v 6. Apart 
from the fact that James the Zebedaean is excluded by the present context, he 
is chronologically excluded. It is uncertain whether Herod Agrippa I died before 
or after Passovertide in AD 44 (see K. Lake, BC, 1.5, 446-452), so it is uncertain 
whether the execution of James should be dated in the spring of AD 43 or 44 
(cf. Acts 12:1-3); either way, it would be difficult to fit the chronological data 
of Gal. 1:18 and 2:1, even on the shortest reckoning, into the interval between 
Paul's conversion and James's execution.
On Paul's earlier visit to Jerusalem Cephas was the most important man in 
the church; Paul went up specifically to meet him, and adds that he also saw 
James. But all our evidence (scanty as it is) indicates that James became in creasingly influential in the Jerusalem church. An opportunity to increase his 
influence at the expense of Cephas/Peter came with the latter's departure from 
Jerusalem after his escape from Herod Agrippa's prison (Acts 12:17). By the 
time of the present conference Cephas/Peter had returned to Jerusalem, but not 
for long. From about mid-century onwards he and the remaining survivors of 
the eleven appear to have embarked on a wider ministry in the eastern Mediterranean world; James was left to guide the mother-church with a council of elders 
among whom he was primus inter pares. It is clear from v 12 that even Cephas 
took James's directives seriously.


G. Klein (Rekonstruktion, 107-115) takes the view that at the time of the 
conference Peter was still the dominant figure, and therefore he is mentioned 
alone in vv. 7-8, but that by the time this letter was written James had moved 
into the position of supremacy, hence the order of precedence in v 9. Against 
this see W. Schmithals, Paul and James, 49 n. 31.
The `John' who is named as one of the three is most probably John the son 
of Zebedee; this is the only place where he (or any other John) is mentioned in 
Paul's writings. John appears in the earlier chapters of Acts as an associate of 
Peter on a couple of important occasions (Acts 3:1-4:22; 8:14-25), although 
he plays a silent part alongside his vocal colleague. The idea that John was 
executed at the same time as his brother James (cf. E. Schwartz, `Ober den Tod 
der Sohne Zebedaei', AkGWG 7.5 [1907], 266ff., and `Nock einmal der Tod der 
Sohne Zebedaei', ZNW 11 [1910], 89-104; J. Moffatt, INT, 603-613) is a 
`critical myth' based on such flimsy evidence that it `would have provoked derision if it had been adduced in favour of a conservative conclusion' (A. S. Peake, 
Holborn Review 19 [1928], 394; cf. J. H. Bernard, Studia Sacra [London, 1917], 
260ff.).
It would be difficult not to identify of Soxovvtes arUXoL Etval t6 with 
of SoxovvtEs of vv 2 and 6. In saying that the three men just named are `reputed 
to be pillars' Paul does not deny this assessment of their importance but does 
not commit himself to acceptance of it. The word MUM, `pillars', used in this 
figurative sense, implies that those so described provide support and defence for 
their fellows, like A. E. Housman's `army of mercenaries':
[image: ]
In some such sense Abraham and Moses are referred to in later rabbinical 
literature as `pillars of the world' (Ex. Rab. 2:13 on Ex. 3:4). Similar language 
is used of the mother and her seven sons who were martyred under Antiochus 
IV (4 Macc. 17:3), of Peter and Paul who `contended unto death' (1 Clem. 5:2; 
cf. K. Beyschlag, Clemens Romanus and der Friihkatholizismus [Tubingen, 1966], 
334), of Alexandrian confessors under persecution (Dionysius of Alexandria 
apud Euseb. HE 6.41.14). But the present meaning is more likely to be in line 
with that of the apocalyptic letter to the church of Philadelphia: `He who conquers, I will make him a pillar (oTU.os) in the sanctuary (vabs) of my God' 
(Rev. 3:12). The thought of the believing community as God's sanctuary (vans) 
is found in Paul's letters (e.g. I Cor. 3:16f.; 2 Cor. 6:16; Eph. 2:21), and elsewhere in the NT oLxos is used similarly (e.g. Heb. 3:6; 10:21; 1 Pet. 2:5). The 
`pillars' of this sanctuary would be its leaders, and possibly its foundation members, like the `twelve men and three priests' with whom the council of the 
Qumran community was well and truly founded as `a holy house for Israel and 
a most holy council (sod) for Aaron' (1QS 8:1-6). C. K. Barrett ('Paul and the 
"Pillar" Apostles', De Zwaan FS, 15ff.) suggests that originally the term OrUXot 
as applied to James, Cephas and John was `strictly eschatological' in meaning, 
marking them out as `the basis of the new people' of God. Out of this eschatological assessment, he thinks, there soon developed `an institutional view of 
their position'-a development of which Paul may have disapproved. It is in this 
light that Barrett understands Paul's remark in v 6: `What they once were makes 
no difference to me now; God has no special favour for them as men'-in other 
words, `They have their special place in the last days, but this gives them no 
exclusive rights in the Church' (19).


In the gospel tradition, from the twelve men who were to be rulers of Israel 
in the new age (Mt. 19:28; Lk. 22:29f.) three appear to have been selected by 
Jesus to enjoy special access to the purpose of his ministry-Peter and the two 
sons of Zebedee, James and John (cf. Mk. 5:37; 9:2; 14:33; in Mk. 13:3 Peter's 
brother Andrew makes a fourth with them). Of these three, James the son of 
Zebedee had by now been executed by Herod Agrippa I. It is conceivable that 
these three were at first regarded as the `pillars' and that, on the death of one 
James, his namesake was co-opted to take his place as a `pillar' (not, of course, 
to take his place as member of the twelve). It is possible on the other hand, 
though perhaps less likely, that James the Lord's brother had been co-opted 
earlier, so that before the death of James the Zebedaean there were four pillars.
As the ministry to the Jews, entrusted to Peter in vv 7 and 8, is allotted to 
all three `pillars' in v 9, so the ministry to the Gentiles, entrusted to Paul in vv 7 
and 8, is allotted to Paul and Barnabas together in v 9. This is an argument 
against G. Klein's thesis that a diminution in Peter's status may be discerned 
between vv 7f. and 9. No parallel diminution of Paul's status in favour of 
Barnabas is implied in the transition from vv 7f. to 9: what was said of Paul 
in vv 7f., it appears from v 9, applied also to Barnabas, and correspondingly 
what was said of Peter in vv 7f. applied also to James and John. Now the three 
men on the one side exchange `right hands of fellowship' with the two men on 
the other side, in token of their agreement about the two spheres of ministry.
Until the phrase ato! xad Bapva(36c here there has been no mention of 
Barnabas since v 1; the reader might be pardoned for forgetting that he was a 
participant in the conference. But the failure to mention him in the main account 
of the conference is easily explained: it was Paul's commission, not Barnabas's, 
that was being questioned in the churches of Galatia, so Paul concentrates on his 
own relations with the Jerusalem leaders. Barnabas's commission, in any case, 
was on a different footing from Paul's. It is nowhere suggested that Barnabas 
claimed to have been directly called by the risen Christ; there is nothing in Paul's 
references to him inconsistent with Luke's statement that Barnabas's first contact 
with the Gentile mission was when he was sent by the Jerusalem church to 
supervise the gospel outreach in Syrian Antioch (Acts 11:22). In Antioch, if not 
earlier, Barnabas quickly realized his vocation to Gentile evangelization, and he 
and Paul seem to have shared certain distinctive features of missionary policy, such as maintaining themselves and declining to live at their converts' expense 
(1 Cor. 9:6).


But Barnabas is so closely associated here with Paul's &atootokr that it 
would probably be wrong to deny him the designation &JrootoXos in the wider 
Pauline sense. It is a matter of interest, though not directly relevant to Pauline 
usage, that in the two places where Luke calls Paul an `apostle' he uses the noun 
in the plural, speaking of Paul and Barnabas as oI &arootoXoL (Acts 14:4, 14)but this may refer to them as `sent out' (ExTE[t(pevtEs) by the Holy Spirit from 
Antioch (Acts 13:4).
Na rlµrLs EIS T6 E6vrl, avtoi SE Eig t71v JLE(Jttoµrly. For the ellipsis of 
the verb cf. the second clause of 5:13. Here some such verb as noeEV9wµcv 
... no(JEV&uoty ('go') or EvayyEXithtc6a... Evay?rXUwvtat ('preach 
the gospel') may be understood (for EvayycX(l;oµat construed with EIS cf. 2 Cor. 
10:16). The conjunction Na here fulfils the function of classical ecp' crtE ('on 
condition that', `on the understanding that'). In classical Greek rltcig would have 
been followed by µ9v, balancing the 69 after avtol.
Was the pillars' agreement to confine their apostolic ministry henceforth to 
the Jews a limitation of an original wider commission? There is another strand 
of early Christian tradition in which Peter and his colleagues had a mission to 
the nations conferred on them by the risen Christ. In Mt. 28:19 the eleven are 
charged by him to `go and make disciples of all the nations'; in Acts 1:8 they 
are to be his witnesses `to the end of the earth' (cf. Lk. 24:47f.); in Jn. 17:18 
(cf. 20:21) they are sent into `the world'; in I Pet. l:lff. Peter's constituency is 
envisaged as comprising Gentile Christians in Asia Minor; the Didache is so 
called because it presents `the Lord's teaching to the Gentiles through the twelve 
apostles' (the apostle to the Gentiles par excellence being rather pointedly left 
out of the picture). None of this impairs the trustworthiness of Paul's account 
of the Jerusalem agreement, but plainly other interpretations of the role of the 
twelve and their associates were current.
No understanding of the agreement is probable which implies that Paul, 
provided his liberty to preach a circumcision-free gospel to Gentiles was safeguarded, would have been quite happy for a circumcision-bound gospel to be 
preached to Jews by the Jerusalem authorities. In Paul's eyes the compelling 
logic of the Christ-event pointed to the supersession of the age of law by the age 
of the Spirit (3:13f); it was because there was now but one way of justification 
for Jews and Gentiles alike-justification by faith (cf. Rom. 3:29f.)-that `in 
Christ Jesus' there was `neither Jew nor Greek' (Gal. 3:28). Indeed, the following 
narrative of Paul's dispute with Cephas at Antioch makes it evident that for Paul 
(and, in principle, for Cephas too) those who were born Jews could find justification only `by faith in Christ and not by works of law' as much as `sinners 
of the Gentiles' (vv 15f.).
As it was, the conference appeared to have a happy and friendly outcome. 
The demarcation of the two mission-fields was agreed upon by both parties. But 
the agreement may have concealed some ambiguities, which came to light later 
and led to tension between Paul and church leaders in Judaea. If only the Jerusalem leaders' record of the conference and the agreement had been preserved 
to us, we should know if their interpretation of the issues was identical with 
Paul's.


For example, was the demarcation to be interpreted in territorial or in 
communal terms? In territorial terms, says E. D. Burton (Galatians, 96-99); in 
communal terms, says W. Schmithals (Paul and James, 45): `it is hard to understand the attempt to explain the distinction between to Wvrl and 7l 
otherwise than ethnographically.' But perhaps the issue JLEQLTOfl was not defined so precisely; in either case, it must have been difficult to define the boundaries of the 
two mission-fields. There were Jewish colonies in most of the great cities of the 
eastern Mediterranean world: were the Jerusalem leaders debarred from evangelizing the Jews of Ephesus, Corinth or Rome? Almost certainly not. But since 
the churches founded in those cities comprised both Jewish and Gentile converts, 
some overlapping of the two spheres was inevitable. Again, was Paul debarred 
from visiting synagogues in Gentile cities, if only to evangelize the Gentile Godfearers who attended the services? (That he did so as a matter of regular policy 
is explicitly stated in Acts.) With Rom. 11:13f. in mind, E. Best asks, `did Paul 
preach to Jews at all after his agreement with the Jerusalem pillars?' (Thessalonians, 6). W. Schmithals had answered this question in advance with an unhesitating No: `If Paul had preached to the Jews in his world-wide mission area 
a gospel free from the control of the Law, and had incorporated them into his 
churches which disregarded the Law in their daily life, he would have made the 
position of the Christian churches in Judea untenable-assuming the unity of 
Christendom' (Paul and James, 48). But the diversity of Christendom has to be 
recognized as well as its unity, and whatever may be concluded today about the 
logic of the first-century situation, those who were involved in the situation saw 
it differently. God-fearing Gentiles, who provided the nucleus of the church in 
many cities, were more conveniently found in synagogues, but Paul could not 
preach to them there without preaching to Jews at the same time.
Where there was full mutual confidence (as there was, apparently, between 
Paul and Apollos), charges of building on another's foundation (1 Cor. 3:1Off.; 
Rom. 15:20) or invading someone else's xavhv or `field' (2 Cor. 10:13-16) 
would not arise. But in the absence of such confidence-and the confidence 
between the parties to the Jerusalem agreement was to be shaken very soon 
afterwards-misunderstandings, not to say recriminations, were bound to develop.
On receiving Paul's account of the conference and agreement, some might 
have said to him, `So you did receive the recognition of the Jerusalem leaders!' 
To this, his reply would probably have been: `I did not receive their recognition 
as though my commission had been defective without it; they recognized that 
I had already been called to this ministry, but they did not in any sense bestow 
on me the right to exercise it.' The nature of the recognition which Paul received 
could easily have been misunderstood or misrepresented. Perhaps the Jerusalem 
leaders would not have given exactly the same account of the matter as Paul 
does. According to E. Haenchen, what they said to him was: `You may waive 
circumcision in the mission to the Gentiles'-but if Paul had reproduced their 
decision in these terms, it `would have made Jerusalem appear still the superior 
authority, which had simply thought fit to make a gracious concession' (Acts, 
467). In our more sophisticated days we are familiar with the device of calculated 
ambiguity in ecclesiastical as in other agreements; but such ambiguity as inhered 
in this agreement was not deliberate but inadvertent. Nevertheless, a study of 
Paul's Corinthian correspondence illustrates the difficulties to which it led.


2:10 µovov t(llv Jttwx6v'a tvrltovevwµev, 'Only, we were to remember 8:7; the poor': a good example of the imperatival use of Na (cf. Mk. 5:23; 2 Cor. 
Eph. 5:33); see C. F. D. Moule, Idiom-Book, 144f., with other literature 
cited there. In direct speech, the 'pillars' said something like 'Please remember 
... or, if we remembering..'. give full force to the present tense of the verb, 'Please go on 
By µovov Paul implies that the 'pillars' imposed no conditions, made no stipulations, apart from the request for Christian aid (which could 
in no way be construed as an 'addition' to Paul's gospel). With that exception 
they 'laid upon them no further burden'. These last words are taken from the 
apostolic letter of Acts 15:23-29, but it is not suggested that Paul had that letter 
in mind, or even knew of it at this stage. It is not as though he imagined someone 
saying, 'But did they not require you to observe the "necessary things" laid 
down in the Jerusalem decree?' and answered, 'No, they did not; they "only" 
asked us to remember the poor.' The social decree of Acts 15:28f. had probably 
not been promulgated even when Paul sent his letter to the Galatians, let alone 
when the conference of vv 1-10 took place. (Had it been already promulgated, 
some reference might have been made to it in the ensuing dispute between Paul 
and Cephas at Antioch.)
The Jrrwxo( are primarily the poorer members of the Jerusalem church; cf. 
Rom. 15:26 where, some years later, the churches of Macedonia and Achaia are 
said to have agreed `to make some contribution for the poor (cis tons arrwxovs) 
among the saints at Jerusalem'. There is some evidence, however, that the Jerusalem church referred to its membership collectively as `the poor'; hence the 
later designation of an important Jewish-Christian community as `Ebionites' 
(Heb. ha'ebyonim, `the poor').
Marcion omitted vv 6-9a from his apostolic text, and omitted xal Baevat3a and xotvwvias from v 9b, so that the 'we' in tvrlµovevwtev refers to Paul 
on the one side and to the Jerusalem leaders on the other: he was to remember 
the poor among the Gentiles and they were to remember the poor among the 
Jews. Cf. Tert., Adv. Marc. 5.3; A. Harnack, Marcion: Das Evangelium vom 
fremden Gott' = TU 45 (Leipzig, 1924), 45.
o xai earrovbaoa avto tovto rrorfloar, `indeed, I showed eagerness to 
do this very thing'. `Since avto in this sense ("very") cannot be joined to the 
relative' it `must be supported by tovto' (BDF 297).
The energy with which, in the following years, Paul organized a relief fund 
in his Gentile churches for their brethren in Jerusalem (1 Cor. 16:1-4; 2 Cor. 
8:1-9:15; Rom. 15:25-28) is an eloquent commentary on this statement. But 
the aorist > anot5Saaa is noteworthy: it does not refer only, or even chiefly, to 
that relief fund. Paul means not only that he henceforth adopted this policy, but 
that he had already done so-he thinks of the famine relief which he and 
Barnabas brought to Jerusalem from Antioch, according to Acts 11:30. 'The 
aorist eorrovSaoa fits in well with the fact that Paul had actually just brought 
alms to Jerusalem: it is almost a pluperfect' (C. W. Emmet, BC, 1.2, 279).
Paul's language not only indicates his spontaneous consent to the Jerusalem 
leaders' request; it emphasizes that this was a matter in which he had taken the 
initiative-it was not to be supposed that he was a mere agent or emissary of 
the Jerusalem authorities for the collecting of funds for the mother-church, a 
s''liah siyyon ('messenger of Zion'), as J. Klausner suggested (From Jesus to 
Paul, ETr [London, 1944], 364f.; cf. H.-J. Schoeps, Paul, 69). See D. R. Hall, `St. Paul and Famine Relief: A Study in Galatians 210', Exp Tim 82 (1970-71), 
309-311. Similarly Paul emphasizes in Rom. 15:26f. that the donations to the 
later relief fund are made spontaneously by the contributing Gentile churches`not as an exaction but as a willing gift', as he puts it in 2 Cor. 9:5. But we are 
not told if the Jerusalem leaders regarded the donations in this way. It might 
be argued that their present stipulation about remembering the poor was not a 
request but a command. K. Holl ('Der Kirchenbegriff', 44-67) argued that they 
looked on the Gentile churches' contributions as a legally required tribute. This 
cannot be proved. Still less can it be proved that (as Holl further suggested) 
Paul's reference to `the poor among the saints at Jerusalem' (Rom. 15:26) conceals his embarrassment over the fact that the collection was destined for the 
church of Jerusalem as a whole; he often enough speaks of the collection (or 
ministry) `for the saints' (1 Cor. 16:1; 2 Cor. 8:4; 9:1; Rom. 15:26) with no hint 
of embarrassment. On the present occasion the Jerusalem leaders, being sensible 
men, no doubt knew that monetary gifts are more likely to be made generously 
if one says `Please' when asking for them.


But how did the churches of Galatia view the matter? Paul has, throughout 
this autobiographical sketch, emphasized his independence of the Jerusalem authorities; now, he says, they did ask him (and Barnabas) to `remember the poor', 
and he consented to do so. He points out, indeed, that he had already taken 
some initiative along this line: he did not raise money for the Jerusalem church 
simply because the `pillars' had asked him to do so, but as an important element 
in his own apostolic policy. If the Galatians chose not to accept his assurance 
on this point, or to prefer another interpretation of the facts than his, there was 
little he could do about it.
When this letter was sent, Paul had not yet launched the great Jerusalem 
relief fund to which he refers in his Corinthian and Roman correspondence. The 
instructions given to the churches of Galatia which were substantially repeated 
in 1 Cor. 16:1-4 were certainly not given in this letter. The general admonitions 
of Gal. 6:2, 6-10 (see notes ad loc.) could cover such a fund, but they include 
no practical directions about its collection and administration.
After I Cor. 16:1 Paul's references to the Jerusalem relief fund make no 
mention of Galatian participation. Macedonia and Achaia alone figure in 2 Cor. 
8:1-9:15 and Rom. 15:25-28. It would be precarious to infer from this that the 
churches of Galatia withdrew from the enterprise: members of these churches 
were among Paul's companions on his last journey to Jerusalem (Acts 20:7)- 
Gaius of Derbe and Timothy (of Lystra). (To this it may be replied that Timothy 
was there as Paul's aide-de-camp, not as representing the church in Lystra, 
which is not named by Luke in this context; and that the Western text brings 
Gaius from Doberus, identifying him with the Macedonian Gaius of Acts 19:29; 
but see p. 13 n. 55.) L. W. Hurtado, `The Jerusalem Collection and the Book 
of Galatians', JSNT, Issue 5 (Oct. 1979), 46-62, suggests that questions had 
been raised in the Galatian churches about the Jerusalem fund, and Paul had to 
make it plain that the fund was his own responsibility, not something imposed 
on him as a duty by higher authority in Jerusalem. (If he uses the language of 
authority when dealing with it in 2 Cor. 8:1-9:15, that authority derives from 
his own apostolic vocation, not from Jerusalem; but even his own apostolic 
authority must be combined with the Gentile churches' spontaneous generosity if the fund is to accomplish its purpose.) This reading of the text, however, 
implies a later date for Galatians than that accepted as probable in this commentary.


(g) Conflict at Antioch (2:11-14)
But when Cephas came to Antioch, I opposed him to his face, because he 
was in the wrong. Before certain people came from James, he ate along with the 
Gentiles, but when those people came, he proceeded to draw back and separate 
himself, through fear of the circumcision party. The rest of the Jews also joined 
him in his play-acting, to the point where even Barnabas was carried away with 
them in their play-acting. But when I saw that they were not following the right 
road in accordance with the truth of the gospel, I said to Cephas in front of them 
all, 'If you, Jew as you are, live like a Gentile and not like a Jew, how can you 
compel the Gentiles to live like Jews?'
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2:11 Peter's coming to Antioch is not introduced by 9Jretia as are the 
preceding stages in this autobiographical sketch: there was not the same apologetic need to emphasize the consecutive flow of events on this occasion. But it 
is most natural to take this as an incident that followed the conference of vv 
1-10. There has indeed been a sequence of commentators and others, from 
Augustine (Ep. 82.11) onwards, who have placed this incident before the conference; cf. T. Zahn, Galater, I10; J. Munck, Paul, 100-103; H. M. Feret, 
Pierre et Paula Antioche eta Jerusalem (Paris, 1955), with reply by J. Dupont, 
`Pierre et Paul a Antioche et a Jerusalem', RSR 45 (1957), 225-239. The case 
for regarding the order of narration as the chronological order (vv 11-14 relating 
to a later occasion than vv 1-10) is presented cogently by G. Ogg (Chronology, 
89-98). But, whereas most commentators identify the conference of vv 1-10 
with the council described in Acts 15:6-29, the view taken in this commentary 
is that the conference of vv 1-10 was earlier than the council at which the 
apostolic decree of Acts 15:28f. was promulgated, and that the confrontation 
between the two apostles at Antioch took place between these two meetings. 
Indeed, the purpose of the decree was in large measure to solve the social 
problem which arose during Cephas's visit to Antioch.
The incident of vv 11-14 should probably be dated in the period following 
Barnabas and Paul's return to Antioch after their mission in Cyprus and South 
Galatia (Acts 14:26-28). If the demarcation of the two spheres of evangelism in vv 8f. had been envisaged as hard and fast, whether territorially or communally, one would have to ask what Cephas was doing in Antioch, the headquarters 
of Gentile Christianity. He was not confining himself to missionary work among 
the Jews of the city; he was enjoying table-fellowship with Gentiles-Gentile 
Christians, presumably. The Jerusalem agreement was flexible enough to accommodate such friendly fellowship as this. It was Cephas's volte-face that made 
Paul speak out so bluntly, `because he was in the wrong'-literally `condemned' 
(xaTEyvwoµEVOg), not by any external authority but (as Paul saw it) by the 
inconsistency of his own conduct. For this use of xaTEyvwot>vos cf. Josephus, 
War 2.135, where the Essenes (like the Friends of today) avoid oaths because 
`he who is not believed unless he invokes God is condemned already' 
(tjn ... xacEyvwoOaL). See F. W. Mozley, `Two Words in Galatians', Expositor, 
series 8, 4 (1912), 143-146. U. Wilckens takes the sense to be `condemned in 
the sight of God' (TDNT VIII, 568 n. 51, s.v. vnoxe(vosat).


There may be a late echo of this confrontation in Clem. Hom. 17.19, where 
Peter debates with Simon Magus (a thin disguise for Paul), denying that Christ 
had appeared to the latter, as he claims (x&v ort tixpOrl Got; cf. 1 Cor. 15:8), 
and protesting, `You have opposed (&vOeot1xas) me..., as though I stood 
condemned' (xateyvwoµhvos).
2:12 This picture of Cephas enjoying unreserved table-fellowship (which 
included participation in the memorial breaking of bread) with the Gentile members of the Antiochene church is in complete accord with the picture given of 
him in Acts, where, after learning on Simon the tanner's roof-top in Joppa not 
to call any one unclean whom God had cleansed, he is happy to visit Cornelius 
in Caesarea and eat with him and his family (Acts 10:28; 11:3). `The figure of 
a Judaizing St. Peter is a figment of the Tubingen critics with no basis in history' 
(K. Lake, EEP, 116).
This free and easy fellowship with Gentiles, then, was practised by Cephas 
at Antioch as a matter of course ((jvvijoOtev, imperfect) until some people 
(ttvas) came from James. For Ttvag a few witnesses have the singular Ttva, a 
reading which probably originated in an attempt to harmonize with the singular 
i1XOEv exhibited by several normally reliable witnesses in the next clause. It 
would make little material difference whether one messenger or several came 
from James (T. W. Manson, Studies, 178, prefers the two singular readings). 
But D. W. B. Robinson ('The Circumcision of Titus, and Paul's Liberty', 40f.), 
accepting Ttva, treats it as the neuter plural ('certain things') referring to the 
xQ(ata or Soyµata promulgated by the Council of Jerusalem at James's instance (Acts 15:19; 16:4); when these were brought to Antioch, he suggests, 
Cephas felt himself obliged by them `to eat, from now on, only with the ritually 
"clean" '. Apart from the unlikelihood that Paul would have referred to the 
Jerusalem resolutions so vaguely, if any credence is to be given to the record of 
Acts 15 (as Robinson's interpretation requires) Cephas/Peter was one of the 
`apostles' by whose authority the letter embodying the resolutions was sent to 
the church of Antioch and her daughter churches. D. R. Catchpole, `Paul, James 
and the Apostolic Decree', NTS 23 (1976-77), 428-444, similarly argues that 
Cephas at Antioch tried to impose the Jerusalem decree on Gentile Christians. 
But the decree appears to have been promulgated in order to facilitate social 
fellowship between Jewish and Gentile Christians. The present confrontation at Antioch underlined the importance of drafting some policy for the acceptable 
regulation of such fellowship. It was resolved at the ensuing council, against 
some opposition, that circumcision must not be required of Gentile Christians 
(this question does not appear to have arisen at the earlier conference of vv 
1-10, described above), but that they should undertake to conform to the most 
important Jewish food-restrictions (in particular, the avoidance of the flesh of 
pagan sacrifices and of flesh from which the blood had not been drained) and 
the Jewish code of relations between the sexes (any breach of this code being 
`fornication', atopvc(a, in the sense of Acts 15:20, 29). If Paul makes no mention 
of this decree in Galatians, the reason may be that it had not yet been promulgated; his failure to mention it in I Corinthians, where relations between the 
sexes and the eating of the flesh of pagan sacrifices are specifically discussed, 
is to be explained otherwise; cf. C. K. Barrett, `Things Sacrificed to Idols', NTS 
11 (1964-65), 138-153, especially 149f.


It would be unwise to identify the `certain people' who came from James 
with the `certain people' (rLvE;) of Acts 15:1 who came down to Antioch 
from Judaea and insisted that circumcision was necessary for salvation. These 
men are disowned by the authors of the apostolic letter (Acts 15:24); it is more 
likely that they were connected with the `false brethren' of v 4. The ttvas 
mentioned here were simply messengers from James.
What was their message? It may have been something like this: `news is 
reaching us in Jerusalem that you are habitually practising table-fellowship with 
Gentiles. This is causing grave scandal to our more conservative brethren here. 
Not only so: it is becoming common knowledge outside the church, so that our 
attempts to evangelize our fellow-Jews are being seriously hampered' (cf. T. W. 
Manson, Studies, 178-181).
It may have had even graver import. The mid-forties witnessed a revival of 
militancy among Jewish freedom fighters, adherents of the `fourth philosophy', 
as Josephus calls it (War 2.118; Ant. 18.23). Repressive action was taken against 
them by Tiberius Julius Alexander, procurator of Judaea (c. AD 46-48). who 
crucified two of their leaders, Jacob and Simon, sons of that Judas the Galilaean 
who led the revolt against the provincial census of AD 6 (Jos. Ant. 20.102). 
B. Reicke ('Der geschichtliche Hintergrund des Apostelkonzils and der Anti- 
ochia-Episode, Gal 2,1-14', De Zwaan FS, 172-187) thinks rather of the period 
beginning AD 52, when the insurgency was intensified, and dates this `Antioch 
episode' during Paul's visit to Antioch mentioned in Acts 18:22f. In the eyes of 
such militants, Jews who fraternized with Gentiles and adopted Gentile ways 
were traitors, and the leaders of the Jerusalem church may have felt themselves 
endangered by their colleague's free-and-easy conduct at Antioch (see on 6:12).
In spite of the impressive attestation of the singular 71),.0ev, the plural is 
probably to be preferred (otE Se r~XOov, `but when they came'). The singular 
may have been influenced by the occurrence of o'CE SE i1kOEV, `but when (Cephas) came', at the beginning of v 11. It would indeed be just possible to retain 
otE S% i1X0Ev here and translate `and when he (Cephas) came' (in the same 
sense as at the beginning of vII, recapitulating the earlier occurrence of the 
three words), but this would be intolerably awkward; the verb here rather catches 
up the preceding ekOEiv.
UJLEatEXXEV xat &cpthQll;EV eavtov, `he drew back and separated himself': the double imperfect suggests that he did not make an abrupt break with his 
former practice, but proceeded to change it gradually. bJtEateX.ev is probably 
intransitive; it might be construed as transitive, with iravt6v as its object as well 
as object to &cpc.5pttev. If it is intransitive, we might render `he retreated' (as 
though for shelter); if transitive, `he drew himself back'. K. H. Rengstorf takes 
this action as the antithesis to opOoJtoSew Jt(Jdg t7ly &Xrl8gtav tov evayyc7,,l0v 
in v 14 (TDNT VII, 598, s.v. vntoatEX(O).


cpo(3o6µevos tons irx ttEQttoµ7ls, `fearing those of the circumcision'. of 
Ex 7tepttoµtjs may have various meanings according to the context: `the circumcision party', i.e. Judaizers within the church (Acts 11:2; Tit. 1:10); the 
circumcised members of the church, i.e. Jewish Christians in a non-partisan 
sense (Acts 10:45; Col. 4:11); circumcised people, i.e. Jews (Rom. 4:12b). Of 
whom was Peter afraid on this occasion? Not of his fellow-Jewish Christians in 
Antioch; they with him had been sharing table-fellowship with their Gentile 
brethren (cf. v 13, oL Xotnot 'IovBalot); not even of James's messengers (there 
is no reason for equating tons Ex nEpttoµ1s with ttvas &716 'laX6POU) nor 
of James himself-he may have respected James's authority, but why should he 
be afraid of him? The people who inspired fear were the Jewish militants to 
whom James's message possibly referred. See for various views G. Dix, Jew 
and Greek (London, 1953), 43ff.; J. Munck, Paul, 106-109 (he thinks that oL 
N Jteettoµrls were Gentile Christians); W. Schmithals, Paul and James, 66-68. 
Schmithals points out that `Paul utters no word of criticism against either James's 
messengers or James himself' (68), although his interpretation of this fact is 
open to doubt.
C. K. Barrett (WEYAAIIOETOAOI', 387) regards tons ex 
neettod7 as the Jewish Christian party in Jerusalem, who frightened Cephas `presumably 
by threats of breaking off fellowship'-although more forceful measures may be 
implied in Paul's reference to `dangers from false brethren' in 2 Cor. 11:26.
See also E. E. Ellis, `The Circumcision Party and the Early Christian Mission', TU 102 (1968), 390-399, reprinted in Prophecy and Hermeneutic in Early 
Christianity (Tubingen/Grand Rapids, 1978), 116-128.
2:13 xal avvv3Tsx(?(6rloav avtw [xal] of Xotnol Iovbaiot, `the other 
Jews [also] joined in his play-acting'. The `other Jews' here are the Jewish 
Christians of Antioch-`Jews by birth' (cpvaet 'Ioubaiot), to borrow a phrase 
from v 15. If they were normally happy to share social fellowship with their 
fellow-Christians of Gentile birth, they may have felt on this occasion that courtesy dictated some conformity to the stricter practice of the visitors from Jerusalem, so they followed the example of Cephas. Paul calls their action bnoxptots, 
`play-acting', because it did not spring from inner conviction (vnoxpivoµat 
was used distinctively in classical Greek of the role of the actor on the Attic 
stage). He would not have approved of Jewish Christians who abstained on 
principle from eating with Gentile Christians, but he would not have stigmatized 
their abstention as vn6xptots. He applied the term to Cephas's abstention because it sprang from expediency, not principle: hitherto Cephas had eaten in 
Gentile company with a good conscience.
But that Barnabas-'even Barnabas'-should have been `led away' with 
the others (ovv(xutrlx9Ti) to join this charade of separate tables was for Paul the 
last straw. He probably felt Barnabas's action more keenly than any one else's, because he and Barnabas had enjoyed mutual confidence as colleagues for so 
long. If it is to the churches of South Galatia that this letter is addressed, then 
the readers knew Barnabas: their churches came into being as a result of the 
preaching of Barnabas and Paul together. R. J. Bauckham (`Barnabas in Galatians') ascribes Paul's reticence about Barnabas in Galatians to his feeling of 
desertion and isolation over what he regarded as Barnabas's defection, which 
had taken place very shortly before this letter was written. Barnabas was the 
last man of whom such action would have been expected. This was effectively 
the end of their close association: the personal dispute over John Mark which 
Luke records in Acts 15:36-39 would not have caused a parting of their ways 
had it not been for this more serious difference. Yet in this context it is Cephas's 
action on which Paul concentrates, not only because the initiative was his but 
also because it was Paul's relation to Cephas that was being made an issue in 
the Galatian churches. The Galatians had no doubt heard of Barnabas's part in 
the Antioch episode, but Cephas's authority was greater than Barnabas's, and 
Cephas's authority, as they heard the story, had been exercised against Paul's 
policy: Paul, it appeared, had been put in his place by the prince of the apostles. 
What had Paul to say to this?


2:14 &XX' ote eiBov otL oix 6p0oJto6ovaLv rtpos riv &krOEtav tov 
EvayyeX(ov, `But when I saw that they were not on the right road towards the 
truth of the gospel': so G. D. Kilpatrick, `Gal 2, 14 oQOoJtoBEtv', Studien fur 
Bultmann, 269-274. He mentions two other possible meanings of the verb: (i) 
`walk straight or upright' (as opposed to limping), (ii) `make straight for the 
goal'-but considers that `be on the right road' is most appropriate in the present 
context. In Paul's eyes, they were taking the wrong road, which was leading 
them astray from gospel truth. We might take 3T06s to mean `according to' rather 
than `towards'. On 6p0otto8>w cf. also J. G. Winter, `Another instance of 
o120oato8Etv', HTR 34 (1941), 161f.; C. H. Roberts, `A Note on Galatians 
2:14', JTS 40 (1939), 55f.
The phrase `the truth of the gospel' has occurred in v 5; see note there on 
the parallels between the two contexts.
ELJrov tcu KgTa eµ3Tpoo0Ev it&vtwv. The rebuke was thus public as well 
as personal ('to his face'). It has been asked why Paul did not follow the injunction of Mt. 18:15, `If your brother sins, go and tell him his fault, between 
you and him alone' (where Els oe after &µaptrlorl may be an addition to the 
original text). Paul may or may not have known this injunction in its Matthaean 
form, but he certainly knew the spirit of it, for he reproduces it in 6:1 below. 
For aught we know, he may have remonstrated with Cephas privately before 
rebuking him publicly. But perhaps he would have said that, since the offence 
was public, the rebuke had also to be public. Even Augustine confessed, in 
another connexion, that he had difficulty at times in deciding whether to follow 
Mt. 18:15 or 1 Tim. 5:20, `Those who sin (or who persist in sinning, tons 
&µaptavovtas) rebuke in the presence of all, that the rest may stand in fear' 
(Ep. 95.3).
E1 av 'Ioubaios iJr&pxwv iOvlxws xai ovxi 'IouSaixdw ~~5, JrcuS 
T& E9vrl &vayxai;ELg 'IouBatlEly; `If you, Jew as you are (by birth and upbringing), live in the Gentile and not in the Jewish way (as Cephas had been 
doing habitually in Antioch, and presumably in other Gentile communities in which he found himself from time to time), how do you compel the Gentiles to 
live like Jews?' 'Ioubat eiv and 'lovSaixws ~f1v are here synonymous (see 
note on 'Ioubaioµos, 1:13); if a single verb were used as a synonym for E9vixws ~rlv, it might well be E7,,),,r)v(ttv. Having been happy to live like a Gentile 
among Gentiles, Cephas had now turned around and begun to practise Jewishstyle social separation. This in effect amounted to saying to Gentile Christians, 
`Unless you conform to the Jewish way of life we cannot have social relations 
with you.' This was practically compelling them to judaize'. Some Jewish Christians might have complained that they were being compelled to `hellenize' (against 
their most poignant ancestral traditions) in order to maintain table-fellowship 
with Gentile Christians. Cephas, however, could not make this complaint: he 
`hellenized' voluntarily, until the messengers from James came. Paul's mature 
policy, where there were conflicting convictions of this kind, was that one side 
should consider the other, and especially that the stronger should consider the 
weaker, in a spirit of Christian charity (Rom. 14:1ff.), but anything that smacked 
of compulsion was abhorrent to him.


We find ourselves wishing, as with the agreement reached at the recent 
Jerusalem conference, that we had more than one account of this confrontation- 
Cephas's, for instance, or, perhaps better still, Barnabas's (since we already have 
Paul's). But in fact it is not difficult to imagine how Cephas would have defended 
his action. He would have claimed that he acted out of consideration for weaker 
brethren-the weaker brethren on this occasion being those back home in Jerusalem. Tertullian (Adv. Marc. 1.20) read his motives thus, and put Paul's 
critical reaction down to his immaturity: later on, he points out, Paul `was to 
become in practice all things to all men-to those under law, as under law' 
(1 Cor. 9:20). The trouble was, however, that Cephas's concern for the weaker 
brethren in Jerusalem conflicted with Paul's concern for the Gentile brethren in 
Antioch, who were being made to feel like second-class citizens.
Again, Tertullian suggests that, `since Paul himself became "all things to 
all men in order to win them all", Peter too may well have had this policy in 
mind in acting differently from what he was accustomed to teach' (Adv. Marc. 
4.3). That Cephas had some reason on his side was acknowledged by Barnabas, 
who followed his example. But for Paul the liberty of the Gentiles was endangered by their action as surely as it was by the intrusion of the false brethren 
mentioned in v 4. If Gentile Christians were not fit company for Jewish Christians, it must be because their Christianity was defective: faith in Christ and 
baptism into his name were insufficient and must be supplemented by something 
else. And that `something else' could only be a measure of conformity to Jewish 
law or custom: they must, in other words, judaize'.
This controversy between the two apostles was so painfully unedifying to 
some later fathers of the church that they tried to remove the offence which it 
presented. Clem. Alex., Hvp. (apud Euseb. HE 1.12), distinguished the Cephas 
of this episode from the apostle. Towards the end of the fourth century there 
was an interesting exchange of correspondence between Jerome and Augustine 
on the subject. Jerome, in his commentary on Galatians, said that Paul actually 
believed that Peter's action was justified, but opposed it at Antioch `in order to 
soothe the minds of trouble-makers' (ut quasi animos tumultuantium deliniret); 
Augustine took him to task for this, and gave his own more reasonable account of the matter. Jerome claimed the authority of others, especially Origen, for his 
interpretation. (See Augustine, Epp. 28.3; 40.3f.; 82.4ff.; Jerome, Ep. 112.4ff.) 
Had Jerome been right, Paul would have been at least as guilty of `play-acting' 
as those whom he criticizes on this score.


If the dispute had been amicably resolved by the time Paul sent this letter, 
we might have expected him to say so. We might also have expected him to say 
whether the church of Antioch as a whole supported him or Cephas, but he does 
not. Perhaps it goes without saying that a Gentile church would follow the 
apostle who asserted the liberty of the Gentiles-but when the course currently 
being pursued by the Gentile churches of Galatia is considered, one cannot be 
sure. Certainly Antioch ceased shortly after this to be Paul's missionary base, 
but as he carried the gospel farther west other bases, nearer the scene of apostolic 
activity, would in any case have proved more suitable than Antioch. (His stay 
there in AD 52, mentioned in Acts 18:22f., does not imply that Antioch was 
still his base.)
Whatever loss of mutual confidence may have been occasioned by the dispute between the two apostles, it did not lead to a breach between the Gentile 
mission and Jerusalem: Paul continued to `remember the poor' as the `pillars' 
had asked him to do.
G. Howard (Crisis, 42-45) suggests that Peter had so recently been introduced to the full freedom of the gospel as Paul understood it that he `took some 
time to work out its practical implications'; however, he `soon incorporated it 
into his own preaching and allowed himself to become a foundation for unity 
in the church'. Similarly J. D. G. Dunn concludes that Peter broadened his own 
outlook `as Christianity broadened its outreach and character..., at the cost 
to be sure of losing his leading role in Jerusalem, but with the result that he 
became the most hopeful symbol of unity for that growing Christianity which 
more and more came to think of itself as the Church Catholic'-the bridge-man 
(pontifex) `who did more than any other to hold together the diversity of firstcentury Christianity' (Unity, 385f.).


 

IV
FAITH RECEIVES THE PROMISE
(2:15-5:1)
Mention of the incident at Antioch leads Paul on to assert plainly that Jews 
and Gentiles alike are justified by faith in Christ and not by legal works. It is 
preposterous, he adds, for those who by faith have received the Spirit to go back 
to reliance on keeping the law.
The gospel proclaims the fulfilment of the promise made by God to Abraham. 
All the nations were to be blessed with him, and since it was by faith that he 
received the blessing, so it is with them. The law, far from conveying a blessing, 
pronounces a curse on the law-breaker. From this curse Christ has redeemed his 
people by absorbing it in himself through his death by crucifixion. Thus they 
receive the blessing promised to Abraham-that is, they receive the Spirit through 
faith.
The superiority of the gospel over the law is shown also in the fact that 
Abraham received the promise centuries before the law was given. A testamentary 
disposition, once validated, cannot be invalidated by any subsequent provision; 
so the promise, confirmed by God, cannot be set aside by the law. The law was 
given not to impart life but to increase the sum-total of sin; the promise, with the 
righteousness and life which it secures, is obtained not through keeping the law 
but through faith in Christ.
The law, in fact, is like a slave-attendant placed in charge of a freeborn child 
until he attains his majority. The people of God have attained their majority through 
faith in Christ; in him they have entered a new order of existence, in which distinctions of the old order become irrelevant. Until the child comes of age, although 
he is potentially heir to a rich estate, he is not given his liberty but is treated like 
a slave, So we remained under the control of the law until the coming of Christ. 
He has redeemed us from legal bondage and given us a new status as mature 
and responsible sons and daughters of God. It is sons and daughters, not slaves, 
who receive the Spirit and are enabled by him to call God 'Abba, Father', as Jesus 
himself did. How can any one who has come of age desire to be restricted all 
over again by the leading-strings of infancy?
Paul then appeals to the Galatians to give him the same confidence and 
affection as they did when first he came to them. They are indeed his dear chil dren, but they have been misled by trouble-makers who simply wish to swell the 
number of their personal followers.


He next recalls the Genesis story of the expulsion of Hagar and Ishmael in 
favour of Sarah and Isaac, to show that it is those who enjoy the freedom of the 
Spirit, not those who are enslaved to the law, that are the trueborn children of God. 
The Galatians have been set free by Christ: let them not turn back the clock and 
submit to bondage again.
(a) Both Jews and Gentiles are justified by faith (2:15-21)
As for us who are Jews by birth and not 'sinners of the Gentiles', knowing 
that it is not by legal works that any human being is justified but only by faith in 
Jesus Christ, we also have believed in Christ Jesus in order to be justified through 
faith in Christ and not by legal works, because by legal works 'no living person 
will be justified'. But if seeking to be justified in Christ, we ourselves also have 
been found to be sinners, is Christ then a minister of sin? Far from it! For if I 
build again the things which I broke down I make myself a transgressor. Through 
the law I died in relation to law in order to live in relation to God. I have-been 
crucified with Christ, and it is no longer I who live, but Christ lives in me. The 
life I now live in mortal body I live by faith in the Son of God, who loved me and 
gave himself up for me. I do not make the grace of God null and void, for if it 
is through law that righteousness comes, then Christ died to no purpose.

TEXTUAL NOTES
v 16 Se om Pas A D2 W byz syr1" cop 

eX ntotewS Xeiotoi / EX nLorews G Tyc Pelag
 v20V6oV iov OEOV K A C D2 W byz latf vg syrPe`' hcl cop Clem Ambst Chrys Hier 
Aug / OEOV tou V6oV 1985 / OEOV xcu XCtotou P11 B D' Glat`e'' M.Vict Pelag 
/ tou OEou 330
ayanrloavtog / ayogaoavtog Mcion Pelag (cf. 3:13)
2:15 It is difficult to decide at what point Paul's quotation of his rebuke to 
Peter comes to an end and passes into his general exposition of the principle at 
stake. He probably summarizes his rebuke to Peter and then develops its implications, thus passing smoothly from the personal occasion to the universal principle, from Individualgeschichte to Weltgeschichte, as used in the titles of papers 
by G. Klein, 'Individualgeschichte and Weltgeschichte bei Paulus' (1963), republished (with Nachtrag) in Rekonstruktion, 180-224, and by W. G. Kummel 
(largely a reply to Klein), ' "Individualgeschichte" and "Weltgeschichte" in 
Gal. 2:15-21', Moule FS, 157-173. Klein, following R. Bultmann, `Zur Auslegung von Gal. 2, 15-18' (1952), Exegetica (Tubingen, 1967), 394-399, treats 
v 15 as an independent sentence (relating to the old order), set over against v 16 
(relating to the new order), and denies a place to salvation history in Paul's 
exposition. Kummel, doing more justice to what Paul says, takes vv 15 and 16 
together as one sentence, introducing the presentation of justification by faith as the fulfilment of the promise to Abraham and thus as the climax of salvation 
history (cf. 2 Cor. 6:2, `now is the day of salvation').


ffEts CpvoEt 'IouSaioL xal ovx 6vcv &µaptwXo(, `we (who are) Jews 
by birth and not "sinners of the Gentiles" ': these words form the subject of the 
sentence which is continued in v 16 and are caught up again in xal iwcig (v 16). 
`We' is emphatic-'we' as distinct from `them' (the Gentiles). The status of 
believers of Jewish birth (like Paul, Peter and Barnabas) is different now from 
what it was when they lived under the law. At that time the law constituted a 
barrier between them and the Gentiles. They themselves were `righteous', being 
within the covenant; the Gentiles, being outside the covenant, were 
&votot (Rom. 2:12-16; 1 Cor. 9:21) and ipso facto &µaetwXoi (compare Lk. 24:7 with 
Acts 2:23)-a judgment which was confirmed in Jewish eyes by the general 
level of pagan morality (cf. Rom. 1:18-32; Eph. 4:17-19; 5:11f.). See E. P. 
Sanders, `On the Question of Fulfilling the Law in Paul and Rabbinic Judaism', 
Daube FS, 103-126. `Sinners of the Gentiles' may be a quotation from the 
vocabulary of law-abiding Jews. But now that Paul, Peter, Barnabas and other 
`Jews by birth' have embraced the way of faith in Christ, the barrier is down 
and there is no distinction between Jew and Gentile either in respect of sin 
(Rom. 3:22) or in respect of access to God's justifying grace (Rom. 10:12).
2:16 E186TEs [&] oti. ov SLxaLovtaL &vOewnos EeYwv v6µov, 
`knowing that it is not by legal works that any human being is justified': these 
words anticipate the amplified quotation of Ps. 143 (LXX 142):2 at the end of 
this verse. The ipya v6µov are the actions prescribed by the law. They are not 
deprecated in themselves, for the law of God is `holy and just and good' (Rom. 
7:12)-even if Paul's attitude to the law is more radical in Galatians than in 
Romans, this statement is as valid for Galatians as for Romans (cf. Gal. 5:14). 
What is deprecated is the performing of them in a spirit of legalism, or with the 
idea that their performance will win acceptance before God; cf. 3:2, 5, 10; also 
Rom. 3:20, 28. (The noun Epya by itself has much the same sense in Rom. 
4:2, 6; 9:11, 32; 11:6; Eph. 2:9; cf. Tit. 3:5, ovx e epywv twv eV StxaLoovvri 
& EtoLrloaµEV riµEis.) The antithesis to ei; Epywv v6µov is Ex 3siotews (see 
note on 3:7).
The threefold occurrence of el Epywv voµov in this sentence is striking. 
C. E. B. Cranfield, `St. Paul and the Law', SJT 17 (1964), 43-68, especially 
55 (cf. his Romans, 845-862, especially 853), points out that Paul had no ready 
word or phrase in Greek to express what we mean by `legalism', and therefore 
had to use `law' (as in Gal. 3:11, iv v61iw) or a phrase containing `law' (such 
as e~ >rpywv voµov) to express it. In fact, as C. F. D. Moule points out ('Obligation in the Ethic of Paul', Knox FS, 392), Paul had no distinctive word or 
phrase for other particular aspects of law; hence the necessity of deducing from 
the context the nuance which he has in mind. Moule distinguishes in particular 
what he calls the `revelatory' and `legalistic' senses of voµos, and by means of 
this distinction is able to give a satisfactory answer to the question whether, in 
Paul's view, Christ has abrogated the law or not (cf. Rom. 10:4). `Paul saw 
Christ as the fulfilment of law, when law means God's revelation of himself and 
of his character and purpose, but as the condemnation and termination of any 
attempt to use law to justify oneself. And it is this latter use of law which may 
conveniently be called (for short) "legalism"' If `law means the upward striving of human religion and morality, and therefore colours all human activity with 
sin, for it represents man's attempt to scale God's throne' (C. K. Barrett, Romans, 
129), it is Moule's latter use of law that is presumably implied.


In making this affirmation, Paul was in a strong position: if any one could 
base a claim on `works of law', it was he. His pre-Christian record, `as to 
righteousness by law', was `blameless' (Phil. 3:6). But he learned that even this 
record did not justify him before God; now his hope was founded on `not having 
a righteousness of my own, based on law, but that which is through faith in 
Christ' (Phil. 3:9).
The verb Stxatow means `make &xatos', `put in the right' or `in the clear' 
(to use a modernism). In this kind of context those are S(xatot who have been 
set right with God, pardoned and accepted by him; cf. 3:11 for Paul's understanding of the adjective as used in Hab. 2:4b (LXX). The words in the 
Stxato- group may have either a `relational' or a `behavioural' sense. For example, the 
noun Stxatoavvrl means not only personal or corporate justice or righteousness 
of character but also, and distinctively, the state of being right with God, as in 
v 21. The old question of Jb. 9:1, `How can a man be just (LXX S(xatos) 
before God?' is not quoted by Paul, but that is the question with which he is 
concerned. He considers one answer ('By works of law')-the answer which 
he himself would previously have given-and dismisses it; he offers a new 
answer ('By faith in Christ').
See J. Buchanan, The Doctrine of Justification (Edinburgh, 1867); H. Kung, Justification, ETr (London, 1966); D. Hill, Greek Words and Hebrew Meanings (Cambridge, 
1967), 82-162; E. Kasemann, '"The Righteousness of God" in Paul', NT Questions of 
Today, ETr (London, 1969), 168-182, and `Justification and Salvation History in the 
Epistle to the Romans', Perspectives on Paul, ETr (London, 1971), 60-78; J. A. Ziesler, 
The Meaning of Righteousness in Paul (Cambridge, 1972); H. Seebass and C. Brown, 
`Righteousness, Justification', NIDNTT III, 352-377, with ample bibliography.
As in Rom. 3:28, 6v0Qw3tos may be more than the equivalent of the 
indefinite pronoun its. The Jew or the Gentile now stands before God as a 
human being, neither privileged (as Jew) nor underprivileged (as Gentile), to be 
given a status before him not by legal works, in which the Jew would have an 
(at least theoretical) advantage, but on a basis (faith in Christ) equally open to 
Jew and Gentile (cf. Rom. 3:28-30).
MV 'AT && Jt(otEws 'Irloov Xetotov. Here >tav µ7j means `but', the 
previous option, e~ eeYwv vbµov, being excluded. SL& Jt(otECOg 'Irloov XeLotov, `through faith in Jesus Christ'. The genitive 'Iioov Xptotov could be objective (so we take it) or subjective, as though the phrase meant `through Jesus 
Christ's faith(fulness)'. This latter construction has been defended by 
J. Haussleiter, Der Glaube Jesu Christi and der christliche Glaube (Leipzig, 
1891); G. Kittel, `Jr(otu.s 'Irloov XQLotov bei Paulus', TSK 79 (1906), 419-436; 
K. Barth, The Epistle to the Romans, ETr (Oxford, 1933), 41, 96; A. G. Hebert, 
` "Faithfulness" and Faith', Theology 58 (1955), 373-379; T. F. Torrance, `One 
Aspect of the Biblical Conception of Faith', Exp Tim 68 (1956-57), 111f. (with 
reply by C. F. D. Moule, ibid., 157); E. R. Goodenough with A. T. Kraabel, 
`Paul and the Hellenization of Christianity', Religions in Antiquity: Essays in 
Memory of E. R. Goodenough, ed. J. Neusner = Suppl. Numen 15 (Leiden, 1967), 35-80; G. Howard, `On the "Faith of Christ" ', HTR 61 (1967), 459-465, 
`Romans 3:21-31 and the Inclusion of the Gentiles', HTR 64 (1970), especially 
228-231, `The "Faith of Christ" ', Exp Tim 85 (1973-74), 212-214, and Crisis, 
57f.; D. W. B. Robinson, ' "Faith of Jesus Christ"-A NT Debate', RTR 29 
(1970), 71-81.


When the genitive is taken as subjective, the phrase is variously interpreted 
as meaning `Christ's faith' (in God), or `Christ's faithfulness' (to God), or God's 
faithfulness revealed in Christ (so Barth, Hebert).
In defence of the objective genitive see, in addition to C. F. D. Moule 
(cited above), J. Murray, Romans, 363-374; J. Barr, The Semantics of Biblical 
Language (Oxford, 1961), 161-205. C. E. B. Cranfield (Romans, 203 n. 2) 
briefly dismisses the subjective interpretation as `altogether unconvincing'.
The principal and, indeed, conclusive argument for taking the genitive to 
be objective here is that, when Paul expresses himself by the verb JtLQTE'Uw and 
not by the noun at(QtLs, Christ is the undoubted object of the faith, as in the 
clause immediately following: xal ti[tEls ELS XpLQTOV 'It)QOVV EJLLQTEUOaµEV 
('even we have believed in Christ Jesus'). This determines the sense of the 
preceding SLOE at1QTEws 'I7100V X(?LQTov and of Ex 7t(QTEws XpioTOV in the 
next clause. See C. H. Dodd, The Bible and the Greeks (London, 1935), 65-70.
R. Bultmann (TDNT VI, 203, s.v. 'Irloov n(ott,) points out that n(otLg believing XQLatov 
is tantamount to `that Jesus died and rose' (1 Thes. `Paul 5:14). 
never defines faith. The nature of faith is given in the object to which faith 
is directed.... Faith always means faith in... or faith that .. .' (G. Bornkamm, 
Paul, 141). `Faith in..', one should say, as well as `faith that..': it is the 
personal faith that unites one to Christ along with all fellow-members of the new 
covenant community-all those who, in Paul's idiom, are `in Christ'.
xal fltots dg XpLQtov 'IrlQOVV ertLQTEVOaµEV, `even we (or we also) 
have believed in Christ Jesus'. The attempt to press a distinction between the 
form `Christ Jesus' (commoner in Paul) and `Jesus Christ' (as in the preceding 
clause) is precarious. `Christ Jesus' might mean `the now exalted Christ who is 
identical with the earthly Jesus', but one cannot suppose that Paul intended to 
convey all this every time he used this form. By xal r`1tcts he means `even we 
who are Jews by birth' (catching up the words of v 15)-even we (or we also) 
find our justification by faith in Christ and not by legal works, as truly as `sinners 
of the Gentiles' do. Whether or not this is part of what Paul said to Peter at 
Antioch, it is implied in what he said, and Peter's endorsement of it is taken for 
granted. The argument of vv 15-21 would have been pointless unless the premises on which it is based (stated in vv 15f.) were shared by both sides. Peter's 
assent, which is here assumed, finds substantial expression in the words with 
which he is credited in Acts 15:9, 11 (although the specific language of justification is not there used): `God... made no distinction between us [Jewish 
believers] and them [Gentile believers], but cleansed their hearts by 
faith.... Through the grace of the Lord Jesus, we believe so as to be saved, just as they 
do.'
iva StxaiwOwsev Ex n(otEws Xptoiov. No material difference can be 
discerned between the single form `Christ' here and the double forms `Jesus 
Christ' and `Christ Jesus' in the preceding clauses. Nor can any material difference be discerned between ix n(otEws here and bLa niaTEws above; the vari ation is purely stylistic (cf. ix J[(crEws... Sta iris JL(oTE(0s in Rom. 3:30). 
We have a further variant Ev JL(otEi in v 20 below.


It is perhaps for emphasis that Paul repeats ovx s~ geYwv voµov. It might 
go without saying that if `we' have believed in Christ in order to be justified by 
faith in him, then justification cannot be based on legal works; but there was no 
harm in spelling it out again. Besides, the repetition of the words leads on 
naturally to Paul's introduction to his quotation from Ps. 143 (LXX 142):2: ott 
e~ ggy(ov voµov ov 8txatw0ijoEiat Jtaoa oap~. Here, as later in Rom. 3:20, 
Paul substitutes Jraoa oap~ for Jtag ~tuv of the LXX (orL ov 6txat(0ftYEtat 
>v6)jtt6v oov eras l;tuv, which follows Heb. kol hay) and inserts e~ gpywv 
voµov before ov StxaLWHrIOErat. It may be inferred that for him at least this 
paraphrase of Ps. 143 (LXX 142):2 had become a habitual proof-text for the 
doctrine of justification by faith apart from works of law. (In the context of the 
psalm it is emphasized that no one can hope to win a case at law against God.) 
Here rcaoa oapj means `all mankind', as frequently in the OT (e.g. Ps. 65 
[LXX 64]:2; Je. 12:12; Joel 2:28); cf. 1 Cor. 1:29.
As Paul uses justification by faith to refute legalism in the Galatian churches, 
he finds it equally effective as a weapon against `gnosticizing' tendencies at 
Corinth (cf. 1 Cor. 1:30; 6:11).
Paul's application of Ps. 143:2, according to H.-J. Schoeps, `considered 
from the standpoint of the rabbinic understanding of the law, stems from a partial 
aspect of the law wrongly isolated from the saving significance of the law as a 
whole' (Paul, 196). There is indeed a contradiction between the Pauline and the 
rabbinic understanding: Paul denied any saving significance to the law. On the 
other hand, there is at least a formal analogy between his insistence on justification by divine grace and sentiments expressed in some of the hymns of the 
Qumran community: `I know that there is no righteousness in man and no 
perfection of way in a son of man; to God Most High belong all the works of 
righteousness ..: (1 QH 4.30f.); `I will call God my righteousness and the Most 
High the establisher of my goodness' (I QS 10.1If.); `As for me, my judgment 
belongs to God and in his hand is my perfection of way' (1QS 11.2); `In his 
compassion he has brought me near and in his loving kindness comes my judgment; in the righteousness of his truth he has judged me and in the riches of his 
goodness he makes atonement for all my sins' (1 QS 11. 13f.).
See S. Schulz, `Zur Rechtfertigung aus Gnaden in Qumran and bei Paulus', ZTK 56 
(1959), 155-185; E. P. Sanders, PPJ, 305-312; 0. Betz, `Rechtfertigung in Qumran', 
Kdsemann FS, 17-36; E. Kasemann, Romans, 25-32.
2:17 d SE ~rliovvzEs &xatw0~vat s;v XptoT40 6pe0rJ[tEV xa) avro'i 
a.aQTwXo(. The interpretation of vv 15-21 is beset by problems because Paul 
appears to be answering various charges which were circulating against him. To 
understand the point and relevance of his answers adequately it would be necessary to identify those charges, but as it is they can be inferred only from his 
answers.
Here he may simply mean that when law-abiding Jews like Peter and himself 
cease to look to the law as the basis of their justification before God and find 
that justification in Christ instead, they put themselves effectively on a level with 
`sinners of the Gentiles': they have, in that sense, `been found sinners'-they themselves (xai avto() as much as lesser breeds without the law. But this applies 
to all Jewish Christians, even to those who have not appreciated the law-free 
character of the gospel: by yielding faith to Christ they have in logic, if not in 
consciousness, abandoned faith in the law, and have had to take their place as 
sinners, utterly in need of God's justifying grace. If Paul has something more 
specific in mind, such as a charge against himself arising, perhaps, out of the 
recent episode- at Antioch, it is impossible to identify it.


&pa XptoTos &µapTtas SLaxovos; `Is Christ a servant of sin?' The interrogative particle &pa, accented with a circumflex as in UBS3, Nestle-Aland26 
and other editions, occurs nowhere else in Paul, whereas the inferential particle 
&pa (accented as paroxytone) is quite frequent (cf. v 21; 3:7, 29; 5:11; 6:10). 
If &pa be read here, it yields excellent sense: `Is Christ then (in that case) a 
servant of sin?' See J. Lambrecht, `The Line of Thought in Gal. 2.14b-21', 
NTS 24 (1977-78), 489f., with bibliographical references in footnotes. C. F. D. 
Moule, Idiom-Book, 196, and `A Note on Galatians ii. 17, 18', Exp Tim 56 
(1944-45), 223, agrees with the accentuation &pa but treats the clause not as 
a question but as a statement of the necessary implication of Peter's behaviour, 
which Peter answers with aµ71 YEVOtto. Paul then replies, `You may repudiate 
the position with aµ71 'yevotto, but that is the position in which you logically 
place yourself by your action, for if I build again...: But every other Pauline 
instance of µ7l Y£voLto, used thus as an independent sentence, follows a question 
(in diatribe style); there is thus a presumption that it does so here, and the 
evidence is not sufficiently strong to mark out the present µ7l YeVOLTO as Peter's 
imagined reply to Paul's shocking statement of the conclusion to which Peter's 
action points.
In what sense, then, would it follow that Christ is `a servant of sin'? Not 
because Peter's action implied that Christ's justifying work was unable to remove 
sin (although this interpretation was preferred by R. Bultmann, `Zur Auslegung 
,..: Exegetica, 395f.), but because, in the argument of Paul's opponents, if 
law-abiding Jews had now to be reckoned as `sinners', just like those who lived 
without the law, then the number of sinners in the world was substantially 
increased, and so (as they understood Paul's position) Christ was made a servant 
or agent of sin. But the law-free gospel of justification by faith did not make 
them sinners for the first time; it revealed that they were already sinners, that 
they were included among the `all' who, as Paul puts it in Rom. 3:23, `have 
sinned and fall short of the glory of God'. The gospel did not increase the sumtotal of sinners-it was, in fact, the law that did that, according to 3:19-and 
therefore Christ was in no sense an agent of sin.
µil YEVOLTO, `Far from it!' or `Perish the thought!' This is Paul's characteristic way of repudiating the implication of some question, real or imagined, 
which is posed by way of an objection to his argument. The idea expressed in 
the objection is ethically or theologically monstrous; µ7l Y&OLTO (in form the 
negative of yvoitO, sometimes used in the LXX to render `Amen', as in Ps. 72 
[LXX 71]:19, y votto, Ys;voLTO) is equivalent to Heb. has wesalom. Paul regularly follows up µil Y&OLTO with a reasoned rebuttal, as here. He is particularly 
prone to say µ7l yavoLTO when it is suggested that freedom from law will encourage people to sin (cf. Rom. 6:1f., 15); if that were so, then Christ (as 
presented by Paul) would indeed be an agent of sin.


2:18 EL yap a XaTUvoa tavta raXLv olxoSoµcu, 
.tapa(3&trly itavtov ovvlot&vw. One way or another, someone who builds up what he formerly 
demolished acknowledges his fault, explicitly in his former demolition or implicitly in his present rebuilding. If the one activity was right, the other must 
be wrong.
Paul's language could be taken to refer to one of several specific situations. 
(i) It could refer to Peter's attempt to rebuild the social partition between Jews 
and Gentiles which he had earlier broken down. (ii) It could refer to Paul's now 
preaching the gospel which he had once tried to eradicate, in the sense of 1:23. 
(iii) It could refer to a rumour that Paul was, in practice, modifying his assertion 
of the completely law-free character of the gospel, e.g. the report that he was 
still preaching circumcision (5:11). We have to be guided by the sense which 
his language most naturally bears in the context of his present argument, paying 
special attention to the particle y&e.
Probably Paul is not referring to one specific situation. The use of yap 
suggests that he is explaining why the charge that his gospel makes Christ a 
minister of sin is inadmissible. The `I' in v 18 is not primarily personal; Paul 
uses it to refer to any one who behaves in the manner indicated. The clause 
napa(36tr1y ovvtot&vw at the end of v 18 is almost equivalent to 
6pEe'9y &µaptw?os etavtov (so Bultmann, `Zur Auslegung. ', 399). If law-abiding 
Jews take the position of sinners and turn to Christ for justification, that does 
not make him a minister of sin, for the fact is this: any one who, having received 
justification through faith in Christ, thereafter reinstates law in place of Christ 
makes himself a sinner all over again-and Christ cannot be held responsible 
for that. If the law was still in force, as the Galatians were being urged to 
believe, then those who sought salvation elsewhere were transgressors by its 
standard; if it was no longer in force-if Christ occupied the place which was 
now rightly his in salvation history-then those who sought their justification 
before God anywhere but in Christ remained unjustified, that is to say, they were 
still in their sins. It is the latter contingency that Paul has in mind as he writes 
to the Galatians: if they sought their justification in the law by submitting to 
circumcision, Christ would be of no advantage to them (5:2).
For other understandings of rtapa(3aTIJV 4LUUT6V avVLatidV(O, see 
H. Schlier, Galater, 96; J. Schneider, TDNT V, 741 n. 4, s.v. Jtaea(3&t1s; 
R. C. Tannehill, Dying and Rising, 56.
2:19 i y6) yap SLa voµov votp &neOavov. A proper understanding of 
yap would throw light not only on the following words of v 19 but also on the 
meaning of what precedes in v 18. Certainty is unattainable, but the sense could 
well be: `The question of transgressing the law does not arise for one who has 
died in relation to the law.' Transgression implies a law to be transgressed, as 
Paul notes in Rom. 4:15b; 5:13; it is in the presence of law that sin shows itself 
in the form of transgression. But the possibility that `I constitute myself a transgressor' before the law is now excluded, for `I have died in relation to the law'. 
Death in relation to the law is more relevant to Jewish Christians who once lived 
under law: if it is preposterous for them, after dying to the law, to put themselves 
under law again, it is even more preposterous for Gentile Christians like the 
Galatians to assume the yoke of a law to which they had no ancestral commitment.
All believers in Christ have `died in relation to sin' (Rom. 6:2, 11), but the point stressed here is that, at the same time, they have `died in relation to law'Jewish believers specifically and consciously so. Paul-for he puts the case in 
the first person singular-no longer lives under the power of the law; he has 
been released from its dominion and has entered into new life. `With death 
obligations towards the law have ceased' (H.-J. Schoeps, Paul, 193). It is fundamental to Paul's understanding of the law that he can define one and the same 
experience as death to law (cf. Rom. 7:4-6) and death to sin (Rom. 6:2). To be 
under law is to be exposed to the power of sin, for `the power of sin is the law' 
(1 Cor. 15:56); it is the law that provides sin with a vantage-point from which 
to invade Mansoul (cf. Rom. 7:7-11). But to those who have entered into new 
life in Christ the assurance is given: `sin will have no more dominion over you, 
since you are not under law but under grace' (Rom. 6:14). Cf. P. Benoit, `La 
loi et la croix d'apres Saint Paul (Rom VII,7-VIII,4)', RB 47 (1938), 488-509 
(especially 502 n. 3).


C. F. D. Moule, `Death "to sin", "to law", and "to the world": A Note 
on Certain Datives', Rigaux FS, 367-375, suggests that the construction of 
&atoOavEty with the dative was created by analogy with l;~v followed by the 
dative in a relational sense (e.g. liv nCO OECD, as in 4 Macc. 7:19; 16:25; Lk. 
20:38).
Paul, then, `died to the law' in order to `live to God' (revealed in Christ). 
But how was it Sta voµov that he died vbµw? According to T. Zahn (Galater, 
133), the law showed him his need of redemption and referred him to faith. 
More adequately, R. C. Tannehill (Dying and Rising, 59) understands Paul's 
wording in the light of the law's relation to Christ. As appears below in 3:13, 
Christ bore the curse of the law and exhausted its penalty on his people's behalf: 
in this sense Christ died Sia voµov, and `the believer's death to the law is also 
"through law" because he died in Christ's death'-as Paul goes on immediately 
to affirm: XQIOrw avvcotavpcoµaL. The law has no further claim on him who 
in death satisfied its last demand, and the believer who has `died with Christ' is 
similarly `discharged from the law' (Rom. 7:6).
But there may also be a note of personal experience in iyw...SCa v6µov. 
... Paul continues to use the first person singular as he speaks for Jewish 
Christians in general, but the emphatic eycb (while it perhaps anticipates the atyt 
of v 20) suggests that he knew in a special way what it meant to die to law 
`through law'. It was Paul's zeal for the law that made him so ardent a persecutor 
of the church (cf. Phil. 3:6). After his conversion, his persecuting activity was 
seen by him to have been unspeakably sinful (cf. 1 Cor. 15:9); but the law, to 
which he had been so utterly dedicated, had proved incapable of showing him 
the sinfulness of his course or preventing him from pursuing it. Rather, in this 
respect the law had led him into sin. In the revelation of Jesus Christ on the 
Damascus road the moral bankruptcy of the law was disclosed: for Paul, therefore, this involved the end of his old life `under law' and the beginning of his 
new life `in Christ'. In this sense it was Sth v6µov that he died v6µcu ... Lva 
OECD ,iiow. The nature of this `life to God' is made plain in v 20. `I live in 
relation to God', Paul implies, `because Christ lives in me' The death that Christ 
died, `he died in relation to sin, once for all; but the life that he lives, he lives 
in relation to God' (Rom. 6:10). By faith-union with him, therefore, his people 
must consider themselves `dead in relation to sin and alive in relation to God in Christ Jesus' (Rom. 6:11), (Christ's death in relation to sin has to do with his 
finished work as his people's sin-bearer [cf. 2 Cor. 5:21, vati:p tjµwv aµapt(av 
ejtolrlocv]; their death in relation to sin has reference to their former existence 
as sinners.) Paul expresses something which is true of all believers, but it may 
be that his continued use of `I' to express it reflects his awareness that his personal 
preaching and conduct have been called in question.


A change of lordship, from law to Christ, has taken place, but that is not 
all, says Paul: `I have been crucified with Christ'. Those who place their faith 
in Christ are united with him by that faith-united so closely that his experience 
now becomes theirs: they share his death to the old order ('under law'; cf. 4:4) 
and his resurrection to new life. This, for Paul, is what is signified in baptism 
(cf. 3:27)-although he himself did not wait for his baptism to experience it; 
it came true in him at a stroke on the Damascus road. As Christ's death was 
death by crucifixion, the believer is said not only to have died with him but to 
have been `crucified with him' (Xptotw OuvE(Stco)Qwµat). In the passion narrative ovoraveow is used literally of the two robbers who were `crucified with' 
Jesus (Mt. 27:44; Mk. 15:43; Jn. 19:32); here it is used figuratively, as also in 
Rom. 6:6, `the person we formerly were was crucified with him' (6 arakatbs 
71µtov &v0pwJros ovvEarave(6071). The figure is deliberately bold, designed to 
emphasize the finality of the death which has put an end to the old order and 
interposed a barrier between it and the new life in Christ (cf. 5:24; 6:14). The 
perfect tense truvEOtavpwµar emphasizes that participation in the crucified 
Christ has become the believer's settled way of life. `Union with Christ is nothing 
if it is not union with Christ in his death' (J. D. G. Dunn, Unity, 195).
An extension of this thought is Paul's insistence on sharing the sufferings 
of Christ (cf. 6:17 with Rom. 8:17; 2 Cor. 1:5; 4:10f.; Phil. 3:10; Col. 1:24).
2:20 l;co SE ovXETt eyw, `and it is no longer I who live'. `I died (in relation 
to law)', Paul has just said; we might expect him to follow this up with `now 
I live (in Christ)'. The repetition of i''6) is not accidental. But so completely is 
self dethroned in the new order that in this context Paul will not say Eyau I;to but 
`it is no longer I who live; it is Christ who lives in me' (~71 (SE iv £toi, Xptotos). 
Cf. Phil. 1:21, itoi yae To ~fv Xptoros.
Having died with Christ in his death, the believer now lives with Christ in 
his life-i.e. his resurrection life. In fact, this new life in Christ is nothing less 
than the risen Christ living his life in the believer. The risen Christ is the operative 
power in the new order, as sin was in the old (cf. Rom. 7:17, 20); 'IYlaovs 
Xptatos EV ittv (2 Cor. 13:5). In Paul's general teaching, it is by the Spirit 
that the risen life of Christ is communicated to his people and maintained within 
them. It makes little practical difference whether he speaks of Christ living in 
them or the Spirit dwelling in them (cf. Rom. 8:10a, 11 a), although the latter 
expression is commoner (contrariwise, although it makes little practical difference whether he speaks of them as being `in Christ' or `in the Spirit', it is the 
former expression that is commoner). Cf. 3:26-29; 4:6; 5:16-25 with notes.
S Si vvv btu sv oaexi. For the construction cf. Rom. 6:10, 6 bE X71, `the 
life that he lives'. Even the believer's present life in mortal body, says Paul, is 
lived in faith-union with Christ, the Son of God (the textual variants are interesting but make no difference to the sense). Cf. Eph. 3:17, `that Christ may 
dwell in your hearts by faith' (Sta rrls Jt(otE(Os). This is not simply the exercise 
of faith in contrast to sight, as in 2 Cor. 5:7 where, so long as we are in mortal body, `we walk by faith (8L61 r(otEws), not by sight', but faith as the bond of 
union with the risen Christ. To live by faith in this sense is tantamount to `living 
by the Spirit' (5:25) which, as in Rom. 8:9-11, enables the believer even now 
to anticipate the life to come. This aspect of Paul's teaching is characterized by 
E. P. Sanders as `participationist eschatology' (PPJ, 549). See further 
E. Wissmann, Das Verhaltnis von IIIETIE and Christusfrommigkeit bei Paulus 
(Gottingen, 1926), 112.


The phrase Ev oaexl here is non-theological: as in 2 Cor. 10:3 (where it 
is contrasted with xata (Y&exa in the special Pauline sense of oae~), it means 
`in mortal body'; cf. the fuller expression Ev T7l 0viit71 oaexi #1µ6v of 2 Cor. 
4:11 (and the OvrlTOV ot)µa of Rom. 6:12; 8:11). When o&e~ is used by Paul 
with the meaning that he distinctively gives it, to live iv oaexl is to lead an 
unregenerate life: `those who are ev oaexl cannot please God', but those in 
whom the Spirit of God dwells are not iv oaexl (Rom. 8:8f.). This distinctive 
use of oaei; occurs below in 3:3; 4:23, 29; 5:13, 16f., 19, 24; 6:8. There is, 
nevertheless, an umistakable tension set up by the coexistence of life in mortal 
body and life in Christ-by the fact that the life of the age to come >;v XQIGTC,O 
has `already' begun while mortal life ev oagx( has `not yet' come to an end.
toil viov rov OEOV. ' "Son" describes the close bond of love between 
God and Jesus and thus emphasises the greatness of the sacrifice.... The Son 
of God title has for him [Paul] the function of describing the greatness of the 
saving act of God who offered up the One closest to Him' (E. Schweizer, TDNT 
VIII, 384, s.v. vtos). Here, however, it is the active role of the Son of God that 
is emphasized: tov &yan7loavt6s tE xai atagaSovtoc >ravtov INTrQ Etoil.
When Paul speaks of divine love to mankind, either God or Christ may be 
the subject. Compare 1 Thes. 1:4, aSe?cpo! ftanrllivot bA6 Tov OEOV, with 
2 Thes. 2:13, 66eX(poi rlyalttutEvot vnO xvelov (where xvelov in the context 
is certainly equivalent to Xetotov). In 2 Thes. 2:16 the participial phrase o 
ayattrloag tjµag may be attached in grammatical strictness to the nearer nominative [6] OEOS 6 raT71e rlµwv, but in sense it goes with the double nominative 
6 xvetOs tjµwv 'Irloovs XetorOS xal [6] OEOS 6 ataTr1e ~µwv. In Rom. 
8:37, UnEevtxdtv Sta Tov &yanmoavtog hRag, `the one who has loved us' 
is not explicitly named, but the preposition bt& points to Christ (cf. for similar 
sense 1 Cor. 15:57, Td) 8L86Vtt h[& TO vfxos Sta Tov xvelov rlµtuv 'Irloov 
XetoTOV). In Eph. 2:4 God is the subject, in Eph. 5:2, 25 Christ is the subject 
and in these last two passages we may well discern an echo of the present 
passage, for kanrloev is followed by 1taeEOwxEV >ravtov, with Christ as the 
subject of both verbs. So rl ay&n1 Tov Oeov (2 Cor. 13:14) and h &yanrl Tov 
Xetotov (Rom. 8:35; 2 Cor. 5:14) can be expressed comprehensively as `the 
love of God which is in Christ Jesus our Lord' (Rom. 8:39).
When the death of Christ is described by Paul as his being `given up' (in 
accordance with what seems to have been a traditional use of naeaS(S(%u in 
a kerygmatic formula), God may be the subject-whether expressly, as in Rom. 
8:32 (vat>:p rlµwv Jtavtwv atapESwxEV avtov), or by implication, as in the 
passive construction of Rom. 4:25 (6g JtapE860rl Sta to 7tapantcbµata 
ilµcuv)-or, as here, Christ is the subject and the action is reflexive (cf. 1:4 
above, with the simple verb: tov Sovtos eavtov v)tep tciv &µaptLwv r`lµwv). 
This use of ttaeaStSw ti may be based on a Christian interpretation of Is. 52:13-53:12 LXX, where it is said of the Servant that xveLos JtaQESwxev 
avtdv Tats &µaQT(a1s ~sdv (Is. 53:6) and tape860TI et; O&vatov ~ Vvxil 
avtov (Is. 53:12). It is a point of interest that in the prayer of consecration in 
the Greek liturgy the verb napeS(SoTo in the quotation from 1 Cor. 11:23 is 
amplified by the addition of the reflexive µaXXov bi: £avtov JrapcB(Sov (`in 
the night in which he was given up, or rather gave himself up .. ').


M. D. Hooker points out that (over against God the Father's initiative in 
vindicating his Son by raising him from the dead) `when Paul explores the theme 
of redemption... and the way in which God has dealt with the plight of 
mankind,... Jesus' own role is understood as less passive and more active: he 
is not only "given up" by God on our behalf (Rom. viii.32) but "gives himself 
up" for our sakes' ('Interchange and Atonement', BJRL 60 [1977-78], 480).
Both in the love and in the `giving up' which manifested it God and Christ 
are one: `God in Christ was reconciling the world to himself' (2 Cor. 5:19); 
`God in Christ has forgiven you' (Eph. 4:32).
While Paul is still using the pronoun `I' I `me' representatively, it is difficult 
not to recognize the intense personal feeling in his words: it was a source of 
unending wonder to him `that I, even I, have mercy found'. For a comparable 
expression of personal devotion to Christ cf. Phil. 3:7- 14. Charles Wesley tells 
of the part these words played in his own conversion experience: as he studied 
Luther's commentary on Galatians, he says, he found special blessing in `his 
conclusion of the second chapter. I laboured, waited, and prayed to feel "who 
loved me and gave himself for me" ' (Journal, I [London, 1849], 90).
`Man is not free in his inner being; when he withdraws from the world and 
knows that he is placed in the presence of God, he discovers that what he wills 
is not matched by his ability to do it, and that there is a schism of his personality 
into two "I's", so that he can experience freedom only as freedom from himself. 
He achieves it in the surrender of his old "I", and in letting himself be crucified 
with Christ. Now he lives with Christ, yet no longer as "I", but in such a way 
that Christ is a new "I" in him' (R. Bultmann, `Points of Contact and Conflict' 
[1946], ETr in Essays Philosophical and Theological [London, 1955], 141). Or 
more concisely, with J. Denney: `The whole of Christian life is a response to 
the love exhibited in the death of the Son of God for men' (The Death of Christ 
[London, 61907], 151).
2:21 ovx &9Ei6) rv x&@Lv toff, OEOV, but that is what the Judaizers were 
doing. Yet Paul is not primarily contrasting himself with them; otherwise he 
would have said s;yw before &6EZ8w for emphasis. `Whoever after the coming 
of Christ pleads the validity of the law, denies the saving significance of the 
death of Jesus Christ and nullifies God's grace' (H.-J. Schoeps, Paul, 193). 
Perhaps Paul is replying to a charge that his law-free gospel led to a misuse of 
the grace of God. For there are two ways of nullifying God's grace, or receiving 
it `in vain' (Eig xevov, 2 Cor. 6:1): one, by receiving it and then going on as 
though it made no difference by continuing to live `under law' (cf. 5:4), and the 
other, by receiving it and then going on as though it made no difference, by 
continuing to sin `that grace may abound' (Rom. 6:1). In neither way does Paul 
nullify the grace of God: he refuses to return to legal bondage but at the same 
time he repudiates the suggestion that freedom from law means freedom to sin- 
µ7l y£voLio (Rom. 6:15)!


Ei yap Sta voµov Stxatoavvr), &pa Xptatos &opEav &Jti;Oavev. The 
death of Christ, according to Paul, was endured to secure his people's justification 
before God (cf. 3:10-14; Rom. 3:21-26); had the works of the law been sufficient to achieve this end, the death of Christ was superfluous. Paul's argument 
is based on his firm conviction that Christ did not die in vain; therefore righteousness (here, the righteous status that God bestows on believers) is not attained 
through law. Paul's negative estimate of the efficacy of law was reached not so 
much through his experience of living under law as because of the positive 
`revelation of Jesus Christ' on the Damascus road (1:12, 16) which unfolded to 
him the significance of the total Christ-event, especially the death and resurrection (cf. 1:1b, 4).
A similar construction to the present one occurs in 3:21: `if a law had been 
given that was able to impart life, then righteousness would indeed be based on 
law'. For the inferential dpa introducing an apodosis after el, cf. v 17 (with 
note ad loc.); 3:29.
Xptotos ... &nE6avrv is a foundation fact of the gospel; but whereas 
the true gospel proclaims the efficacy of Christ's death vatl twv &µapttcov 
fiµwv (cf. 1 Cor. 15:3), this spurious `gospel' denies that efficacy: if it is accepted, then `Christ died' not savingly but 'in vain'.
Having thus stated the universal principle in vv 15-21, Paul proceeds in 
3:lff. to apply it to his readers' situation.
(b) The primacy of faith over law (3:1-6)
You foolish Galatians! Who has hypnotized you, after 'Jesus Christ crucified' 
was placarded before your very eyes? This is all! want you to tell me: was it by 
legal works that you received the Spirit, or by the message of faith? How can you 
be so foolish? You began with the Spirit; are you now trying to attain completion 
by the flesh? Have all your sufferings been to no purpose?-if indeed they are 
to no purpose. Well then, God supplies you with the Spirit and performs mighty 
works among you: does he do so by legal works or by the message of faith? (By 
faith, of course,) just as (in the words of scripture,) 'Abraham believed God, and 
it was reckoned to him as righteousness.'
TEXTUAL NOTES
v1 e(3aoxavev K A B D* G pc lat`'K syr"' / add zrj aXrl9eta [r] netOeo9aL (under 
influence of 5:7) C DI K L P l byz lat°g'c" syr°c1
npoeypa(Prl / add ev vµty D G byz lat°g't" syrh`''
3:1 cu &v61TOt fakdTat. For the vocative cf. 2 Cor. 6:11 (Kop(v0Lot); 
Phil. 4:15 ((NkLjnijotot). In these two places the readers are addressed as 
residents in specific cities; in this letter, which is being sent to churches in several 
cities, the readers are addressed as residents in a specific province (see p. 16 on 
the appropriateness or otherwise of calling them TakdTat). The prefixed cu 
(absent from 2 Cor. 6:11 and Phil. 4:15) expresses emotion (unlike the vocative 1 
in Attic which was quite unemotional); some would therefore accent it th (cf. 
BDF 146.2).


For the vocative &v6rltoL cf. Lk. 24:25, where it is applied by the risen 
Lord to the two disciples on the Emmaus road and coupled with (3pateic trl 
xap&ia, `slow of heart' (i.e. of understanding). In Rom. 1:14 &vo yroO is the 
antithesis of aocpos. Paul uses the adjective here and in v 3 to emphasize the 
illogicality of the Galatians' retrogression.
iLs vµas E06oxavEV; (3aoxa(vw (here only in the NT) means `fascinate' 
(from the cognate Lat. fascino) or `bewitch' (originally by means of the evil 
eye). The other meaning, `envy' (cf. Dt. 28:56 LXX), is not relevant here. 
Translate: `who has hypnotized you?' Their new behaviour was so strange, so 
completely at odds with the liberating message which they had previously accepted, that it appeared as if someone had put a spell on them. Cf. R. Haughton, 
The Liberated Heart (London, 1975), 100f.
The added clause in AV/KJV, `that ye should not obey the truth', has 
intruded into the text here under the influence of 5:7. Jerome remarks (ad loc.): 
`In certain manuscripts (in quibusdam codicibus) it reads: "Who has bewitched 
you that you should not obey the truth?" But because this is not present in the 
Greek copies of Adamantius [i.e. Origen], we have omitted it.'
oLs xai' ocp9a7 µovs 'Ir)oovs XeLozos neoeyecp1q eotavew thvog. Elswhere in the NT neoyeacpw has its ordinary sense `write in advance'-e.g. in 
OT prophecy (Rom. 15:4; Jude 4) or in a previous letter or earlier in the same 
letter (Eph. 3:3). But here the prefix neo- is locative, not temporal: `display 
before (one's audience)', as on a public placard-a thoroughly classical usage. 
Luther ('welchen Jesus Christus vor die Augen gemalt war') and others have 
thought that the idea is of a verbal picture painted before the hearers' eyes (xat' 
6cpOaX,µovs), a vivid description of the crucifixion of Christ; G. Bornkamm 
(with greater probability) prefers the idea of a notice or proclamation publicly 
set up, `a decree promulgated by authority' (Paul, 159). Marius Victorinus (ad 
loc.) curiously understands neoYeacpw in the sense of Lat. proscribo ('proscribe'): `Christ was proscribed, i.e. his property was divided into lots and soldthe property (namely) which he had in us, and which has been put up to auction, 
sold and dissipated by the persuasive influence of Judaism.'
Evidently in the cities of Galatia, as later in Corinth, Paul was resolved to 
know nothing `except Jesus Christ and him crucified' (1 Cor. 2:2). The cross of 
Christ, with all that it involved, was central to his gospel. Cf. 1 Cor. 1:18, 
where he calls the gospel `the word of the cross' (6 X6yos tov otavpov), and 
15:3, where Christ's death `for our sins' occupies the primary place in the kerygma which was common to Paul and the Jerusalem apostles. The gospel of 
Christ crucified, as Paul saw it, so completely ruled out the law as a means of 
getting right with God that it was scarcely credible that people who had once 
embraced such a gospel should ever turn to the law for salvation. (One might 
almost say, `should ever turn back to the law', except that these Gentiles had 
never been under the law; yet see 4:9, Ec1otQE(peTE nhXiv.)
3:2 touto µovov 6e),,w µa6Eiv &cp' vµcuv, `This is the only thing I want 
to learn from you'. If they conceded this point-and in the light of their experience they could do no other-they had conceded Paul's case: the ground was taken away from the judaizing argument. The question is a feature of Paul's 
diatribe style.


£l; epywv voµov to tvevµa EXa(3ete it ti; &xo71S at(o'tew5; `Was it by 
works of law or by hearing with faith that you received the Spirit?' Paul assumes 
that they had received the Spirit-his presence and power were manifested 
among them by the 6uv6µets of v 5-and that they knew that they had received 
him when they heard and believed the law-free gospel. Cf. 3:14b, iva TV 
EatayyEXiav TOV atvevµatos Xa(3w sev bta Tfig at(oTEwg. The statement that 
Paul does not bring possession of the Spirit into connexion with righteousness 
by faith (A. Schweitzer, Mysticism, 220f.) is unfounded. Justification (2:16) and 
the gift of the Spirit are alike received not E~ ipywv voµov but Sta at(ozews- 
through one and the same act of faith. The &xorl at(otews is hearing the gospel 
and believing it, or (by metonymy) the gospel itself, which is presented to be 
heard and believed. Paul's use of this expression for the gospel may be influenced 
by Is. 53:1 (LXX), t(s iat(orEVOe Ti &xoj r`luiv; (`who has believed our 
message?'), which he quotes in Rom. 10:16 as referring to the gospel and treats 
as a premise leading to the conclusion: `So faith comes from what is heard (&pa 
rl ati(Jzts e~ &xor'lg), and what is heard comes by the preaching of Christ' (r`l Se 
&xorl Sta. Gil sa'tos Xptotov)' Cf. 1 Thes. 2:13, atapaXa(36vtec ),,oyov &xofI asap' r`lµwv iov OEOlJ, `when you received the word which you heard (lit. 
the word of hearing) from us-the word of God.' (See E. P. Sanders, PPJ, 
482f.)
The use of &xoij to denote the content of what is heard, as well as the 
faculty, organ or act of hearing, is attested in classical and later Greek from 
Thucydides (Hist. 1.20.1) onwards.
It is implied that there could be no higher privilege for mortal men and 
women than the gift of the Spirit. Since this gift was received through believing 
the gospel and not through obedience to the law, the superiority and sufficiency 
of the gospel called for no further demonstration. The Spirit is the guarantee of 
final salvation; the Spirit is received by faith. Does it not follow that final salvation depends on faith? `The gift of the Spirit and justification are two sides of 
the one coin. The blessing of Abraham is equated with the latter in vv. 8f., and 
with the former in v. 14. Both times the means given is faith' (J. D. G. Dunn, 
Baptism in the Holy Spirit [London, 1970], 108).
3:3 ovtcws &vorlto( cote; The question Paul has just asked (v 2), with the 
conclusion to which it plainly points, justifies the unflattering adjective which 
he has already applied to his readers: their action is a return from maturity to 
immaturity.
evap~aµevot atvev salt vvv oaexi ErtieXeioOe; If they had been asked, 
like the twelve disciples of Ephesus, `Did you receive the Holy Spirit when you 
believed?' (Acts 19:2), their intelligent answer would have been `Yes!' They 
began their Christian career in (or with) the Spirit; can they now find it conceivable that the perfection of that career is to be sought on the lower plane of 
`flesh'? `Flesh' here is not simply the body, in which circumcision is carried out, 
but human nature in its unregenerate weakness, relying on such inadequate 
resources as were available before the coming of faith, having no access as yet 
to the power of the Spirit. In Paul's experience as well as in his theology, legal 
works were a feature of life according to the `flesh', not according to the Spirit. The two verbs evapxoµat and eJtttEXEw are similarly used of the beginning 
and completion of the Christian way in Phil. 1:6, `he who has begun 
(evap~aµEvoc) a good work in you will bring it to completion 
(eJtttEX(3et) against the day of Jesus Christ.' There, however, the completion is achieved on 
the same plane as the inception.


The Spirit in Pauline teaching belongs to the foundation of the gospel; his 
reception does not mark a second and higher stage than justification. Both in 
John (7:39; 16:7; 20:22) and in Acts (1:8; 2:38) the gift of the Spirit is similarly 
the sequel and confirmation of Christ's redemptive work.
It is disputed whether the datives JtvEVµatt... oapxi should be taken to 
indicate manner in which or instrument by which (see discussions in H. Schlier, 
Galater, 123; BDF 198.5). The distinction is more grammatical than substantial.
3:4 tooavta EJtaOete eixrl; When ataaxw is used thus without further 
definition it may mean more generally `experience' or more particularly `suffer'. 
If the former is meant here, the sense will be, `Have you experienced such great 
things (the gift of the Spirit, the ensuing mighty works) to no purpose?' Cf. 
BAG 639 (s.v. Jtaaxw, 1). If the latter is meant, the sense will be, `Have you 
suffered so many things (or, have you endured such great sufferings) to no 
purpose?' A parallel to the latter sense comes in Acts 9:16, ooa Sei avtbv 
i tEp tov ovoµatos µov rtaOEt, `how many things he must suffer (or, how 
great sufferings he must endure) for my name'. 
W. Michaelis (TDNT V, 905, s.v. Jtaaxw) argues that Jtaoxw, when used 
absolutely, always implies unpleasant suffering, except where the context shows 
that it is used sensu bono. In taking issue with A. Oepke (Galater, 68), who 
argues that it is used here sensu bono, Michaelis points out that Oepke's appeal 
to Josephus, Ant. 3.312, is inadmissible, since the context there makes it clear 
that oaa JtaOovtEs e~ avtov is used in bonam partem, of all the benefits which 
the Israelites had received from God.
What the Galatians had actually suffered is uncertain. There is no reference 
to their being positively persecuted for the faith, as the Thessalonian Christians 
were (1 Thes. 2:14; 2 Thes. 1:4f.). But sufferings of any kind endured for the 
gospel's sake would indeed be pointless (ELxrl) if, after all, salvation could be 
attained by law-keeping. If circumcision and the like could procure justification 
before God, then persecution for the cross of Christ and the oxav6aXov attached 
to it could be by-passed (cf. 4:29; 5:11; 6:12).
Paul's added words, Er YE xa' Elxrl ('if indeed it has been to no purpose'), 
express some hope that the situation is not yet irretrievable; they may yet be 
regained for the truth of the gospel. Cf. 4:11, cpo(3ovµat vµas µtj Jtcog Elx~ 
xexoJtCaxa Els vµas ('I am afraid that I have toiled over you to no purpose'); 
1 Cor. 15:2, extol El [ti] Elx~ eJtiate oatE ('unless indeed you believed to no 
purpose'), where Paul is rather more sanguine than he is in writing to the 
Galatians.
3:5 6 ovv bttxoprlycuv vµfv to nvevµa xai evEpycov SvvaµEts Ev vµfv, 
`he who supplies the Spirit to you and performs mighty works among you', i.e. 
God. >r1xoprlyew is a Hellenistic compound of xoerlyew, having the general 
sense of `supply'; if it is God who here supplies the Spirit, it is equally God 
who in 2 Cor. 9:10 `supplies (enLxoprlyuw) seed for the sower and bread for 
food'. In Col. 2:19 the verb is used of the supply of nourishment by Christ as head to his body the church (cf. EJttxoprly(a in Eph. 4:16). With the present 
wording cf. Phil. 1:19, SLa... eattxon'qylas tov JtvEVµWTOg'Irloov Xptatov 
('through the supply of the Spirit of Jesus Christ'), where, however, tau 
JtvEUµatog may not be objective (corresponding to the object to Jtvefi a here) 
but subjective: `the help supplied by the Spirit of Jesus Christ'. Jesus' own 
mighty works during his ministry were performed in the power of the Spirit (cf. 
Mt. 12:28; Lk. 4:14).


The present participles Ettxop1ywv and evEpywv probably imply that this 
divine activity still continues: Paul is not simply referring to something which 
the Galatians had witnessed once for all when first they believed the gospel. In 
Galatia, as later in Corinth, `the signs of an apostle were performed... in all 
patience, with signs and wonders and mighty works (Svvaµs(jtv)' (2 Cor. 12:12). 
Paul would not have appealed to mighty works accomplished by the power of 
the Spirit and experienced by the Galatians if in fact they had experienced 
nothing of the kind. That the introduction of the gospel to new territories was 
regularly accompanied by miraculous healings and other `signs and wonders' is 
attested throughout the NT not only in Paul's writings but in Hebrews (2:4) and 
in Acts (2:43 et passim). Paul knows well enough that miracles in themselves 
prove nothing (in 2 Thes. 2:9 they are satanically energized phenomena attending 
the appearance of the `man of lawlessness', and even in Rom. 15:19, where he 
describes his own apostolic record, their evidential value is secondary); when he 
expounds the doctrine of the Spirit along his chosen lines it is the ethical `fruit 
of the Spirit' that he emphasizes (cf. 5:22f.). But here he makes an ad hominem 
appeal to the Galatians' experience: their acceptance of the gospel as Paul preached 
it was in fact followed by miraculous signs, whereas presumably nothing of that 
sort accompanied the activity of the agitators.
Here SvvaµEtg is used comprehensively of the manifestations of the Spirit's 
power; in 1 Cor. 12:10, 28f., it is used of one group of such manifestations: 
some believers receive ~vEpytjµata Svv&µEwv while others receive 
Xaploµata laµatwv and a variety of other gifts. Even when buv&µEts constitute one group of manifestations alongside others, they should not be too 
rigidly demarcated from those others; healings, for example, although separately 
mentioned, were one form of mighty work. But when the word is used comprehensively, as it is here, it no doubt includes several of the manifestations 
separately listed in 1 Cor. 12. Even in this wider sense, probably not all the 
Galatian Christians had been empowered to perform mighty works, but their 
performance was a feature of their life together, and marked out their churches 
as communities of the Spirit.
The verb ivEpyew, here used of God's performing mighty works among 
them, was used in 2:8 of his enabling Peter and Paul to discharge their respective 
apostleships; it is used in 1 Cor. 12:6, 11 (as here) of the divine authorship of 
spiritual manifestations.
E~ Epywv voµov ~ ei; &xofs JtlotEws; as in v 2, but here we have to 
supply EJttxopr)yFi T6 Jrvc.ta xal ivEgyEt SvvaµEts (as implied by the participles earlier in the sentence).
For Paul, the antithesis between law and Spirit was as absolute as the 
antithesis between works and faith; cf. 2 Cor. 3:6b, to y&e Ye&µµa &?towrEVVEt, 
'to SE nvEVµa ?cuoJto1Ei. The presence of the Spirit in power is an unmistakable sign that the new age has dawned (cf. Joel 2:28ff.); its mighty works are SvvaµCLs 
... teXXovtos aicuvos (Heb. 6:5); it displaces the law and rules out of court 
every attempt to achieve righteousness by works which the law prescribes.


It is a natural inference from Paul's rhetorical questions that the `other 
gospel' which was being presented to the Galatian Christians took no account 
of the Spirit. If that is so, it cannot be regarded as a form of gnosticism. 
Elsewhere (as at Corinth) Paul had to deal with his opponents' claim to be men 
of the Spirit, a claim which was backed up by appeals to visions, revelations 
and mighty works (cf. 2 Cor. 11:4; 12:1ff.). But there is no hint that the agitators 
in Galatia made any such claim. It was as the sequel to Paul's preaching that the 
Galatian Christians received the Spirit, and Paul's knowledge of this forms the 
background of his reference to `those who are spiritual' (ol 3tvEVµattxo() in 
6:1 and his ethical exhortation: `If we live by the Spirit, let us also walk by the 
Spirit' (5:25). Nevertheless, W. Schmithals, in line with his thesis that the agitators (like Paul's opponents elsewhere) were Gnostics, holds that as part of their 
programme they stressed ecstatic experiences and other spiritual manifestations, 
but that (in the light of Gal. 3:2) Paul may not have been aware of this (Paul 
and the Gnostics, 46-51, especially 47 n. 98). It is difficult to treat this suggestion seriously. How much Paul did or did not know about the agitators' 
teaching is debatable, but all that we know about it must be derived from this 
letter, and if there were any gaps in his information, we have no means of filling 
them in or even of recognizing their existence.
On the other hand, it has been suggested that Paul's own unqualified statements about the primacy of the Spirit over law, taken by themselves as they 
stand in Galatians, `can with a great deal of justification be called blatantly 
Gnostic' (cf. J. W. Drane, Paul: Libertine or Legalist?, 112). But a much more 
apt description than `blatantly Gnostic'-which, apart from anything else, could 
be dismissed as anachronistic-would be `essentially charismatic'. It is Paul 
above all others who introduced the term xaptoµa to the Christian vocabulary 
in relation to the ministry of the Spirit, and although it does not occur in Galatians the reality which it conveys is implicit in this verse. That `charismatic' is 
far preferable to `gnostic' as a description of Paul's teaching is evident from the 
emphasis with which he gives `knowledge' (yvwois) quite an inferior place to 
`love' (&y6myl), the primary `fruit of the Spirit' (cf. 5:13f., 22; also 1 Cor. 8:1; 
13:8-13).
3:6 xaOws 'A(3paaµ Eat(otEVoEV T4) 6E4), xai eXoytoOrl av'tw Els Stxatoovvlly. Just as God supplies the Spirit and works miracles among them 
`by the hearing of faith', so it was by faith that he justified Abraham. The 
connexion implied in xaOws would be lost unless there were the closest possible 
link between receiving the Spirit and being justified. True, Abraham could not 
be said to have received the Spirit through faith, for he lived in the age of 
promise, not of fulfilment (see note on v 14). The Galatians, who lived in the 
age of fulfilment, had received the Spirit as well as a righteous standing before 
God-alike by faith. Similarly, it was `by the hearing of faith' and not by legal 
works that Abraham received a righteous standing before God. When he heard 
the promise of God, he believed, `and it was reckoned to him as righteousness'.


Abraham, according to the Genesis narrative, was called by God to leave 
his homeland in Mesopotamia and journey by divine direction to another land 
where he and his descendants would receive unsurpassed blessings. In obedience 
to the call he travelled to Canaan, where he led a nomadic existence for the rest 
of his life. Shortly after his arrival there, when as yet he was childless, God 
promised him that his offspring would be more numerous than the stars he could 
see in the night sky. Nothing could have seemed less likely, yet Abraham believed 
this incredible promise because of the trustworthiness of him who made it: `he 
believed in Yahweh, and he [Yahweh] reckoned it to him as righteousness' (Gn. 
15:6).
This is one of Paul's two key-texts for his teaching about justification by 
faith (cf. Rom. 4:3), the other being Hab. 2:4b (quoted in v 11 below; cf. Rom. 
1:17).
In itself, the statement of Gn. 15:6 could mean that Abraham's faith was 
reckoned as meritorious by God and entered to his credit account, as it is said 
of Phinehas's act of zeal in Ps. 106 (LXX 105):30f. (cf. Nu. 25:10-12): `that 
has been reckoned to him as righteousness (LXX xai e7,,oyta0rI avrw Elg SLxaLoovvriv) from generation to generation for ever.' Cf. W. R. Farmer, `The 
Patriarch Phineas', ATR 34 (1952), 26-30. (A similar instance is Mattathias's 
act of zeal in 1 Macc. 2:52.) Philo interprets Abraham's faith as meritorious 
(Rer. Div. Her. 90-95; cf. Leg. All. 3.228). It is not certain that Jas. 2:23 does 
so (cf. B. Lindars, NT Apologetic, 225; J. D. G. Dunn, Unity, 96, 251). But 
Paul interprets the text so as to exclude merit, thus showing `a more careful 
regard for the context' (B. Lindars, NT Apologetic, 225). Cf. Rom. 4:4f., where 
he says that the reckoning is not xata ocpE(Xriisa but Xata xa@Lv. See H. W. 
Heidland, TDNT IV, 289-292, s.v. Xoy(~osat.
(c) The blessing of Abraham (3:7-9)
You must recognize, then, that it is the people of faith who are Abraham's 
sons. And Scripture, foreseeing that God was to justify the Gentiles on the ground 
of faith, preached the gospel to Abraham in advance: 'In you all the Gentiles will 
be blessed.' So then, it is the people of faith who are blessed along with Abraham, 
the man of faith.
3:7 With his reference to Abraham in v 6, Paul introduces his distinctive 
understanding of salvation-history. V 6 both concludes one section of his argument and begins a new one: it is connected with what goes before it by xaOtus 
and with what follows by the aea of v 7.
The history of salvation for Paul begins with Abraham, to whom the gospel 
was preached in advance (v 8), and reaches its climax in Christ. The promise 
made to Abraham finds its fulfilment in Christ, to whom indeed it primarily 
referred. But between the promise and the fulfilment there intervened the age of law, introduced parenthetically for the purpose which is stated below in v 19, 
but lacking any direct or effective relevance to the saving work of God.


There is in some quarters uneasiness over the idea that Paul held and expounded a doctrine of salvation-history. Marcion in the second century felt more 
than uneasiness over the idea; he totally rejected it. He did not use the terminology of salvation-history, but it was his conviction that the OT (not only the 
law, but even Abraham) could have nothing to do with the gospel of Jesus that 
made him expunge vv 6-9 from his text of Gal. 3. A modern expression of 
uneasiness comes from E. Fuchs, Studies of the Historical Jesus, ETr (London, 
1964), 175. He cannot agree that in this passage Paul is thinking unequivocally 
in terms of salvation-history. The new relation `between Abraham's promise and 
the largely Gentile heirs of this promise... breaks the salvation-history scheme 
of promise-fulfilment which had previously applied to Israel. For Paul everything 
now depends not on Israel's history but solely on faith, and this is true not only 
of the heirs, but even of Abraham himself.' But this is simply to say that Paul 
no longer held such a doctrine of salvation-history as he might have held in his 
pre-Christian days. What Paul is expounding here is true salvation-history, but 
Christian salvation-history, in which the principle of faith is of paramount importance, for Abraham and for his spiritual heirs. The inclusion of these heirs, 
believing Gentiles, in the promise made to Abraham is essential to salvationhistory as Paul understands it.
A more judicious account is given by E. Kasemann, Perspectives on Paul, 
ETr (London, 1971), 60-78: he distinguishes Paul's salvation-history from that 
spurious outlook sometimes bearing the same designation-that so-called salvation-history with which `one is always on the safe side' (62)-but insists on 
the centrality of the factor of faith. Salvation-history `forms the horizon of 
Pauline theology' (66), but the horizon must be defined in reference to the 
centre. Salvation-history is the `sphere' of justification, but `justification remains 
the centre, the beginning and the end of salvation history' (76). See also 
0. Cullmann, Salvation in History, ETr (London, 1967), 45-47, 248-268. See 
further on 2:15.
In Paul's exposition of salvation-history the Gentiles occupy a special place, 
as they did in God's promise to Abraham. The promise that in (or rather with) 
Abraham and his offspring all the nations of the earth-i.e. all the Gentiles 
(n&vta to 90vr))-would be blessed was fulfilled in Christ, Abraham's offspring par excellence. But for the fulfilment of the promise to be brought home 
to its Gentile beneficiaries, the Gentile mission was necessary. Here Paul's own 
role acquires eschatological significance. Paul, as apostle to the Gentiles, has 
his distinctive place, if not in the fulfilment of God's promise to Abraham, then 
certainly in the confirmation of that promise to its stated beneficiaries.
When Paul here sets forth the significance of Abraham's faith being reckoned to him as righteousness, he does not use the argument which he develops 
in Rom. 4:10-12, that Abraham's faith was so reckoned to him while he was 
as yet uncircumcised. This is not because he had not at this stage thought of the 
argument of Rom. 4:10-12 (it lies on the surface of the Genesis narrative) but 
perhaps because it was not likely to have the desired effect on the Gentile 
Christians of Galatia. They might well have answered that that they were justified 
by faith while they were uncircumcised, as Abraham was; that they proposed to accept circumcision after being justified by faith, as Abraham did; and that 
for them, as for Abraham, circumcision would be a seal of the justification by 
faith which they had received in their uncircumcised state.


The Galatian Christians had apparently been told by the agitators how 
necessary it was for them to be true sons of Abraham, and therefore to be 
circumcised, as Abraham was. Circumcision was given by God to Abraham as 
the sign of his covenant with Abraham and his descendants, who were accordingly to receive this sign: `Every male among you shall be circumcised.... So 
shall my covenant be in your flesh an everlasting covenant' (Gn. 17:10-13).
Although circumcision was thus instituted, according to the pentateuchal 
record, many generations before the law was given, it was reaffirmed in the law 
(Lv. 12:3) and Paul treats it as part of the law. Moreover, it was a seal `in the 
flesh' (Eatl 'tf15 oapxos vµwv) and thus for Paul belonged to the wrong side of 
the antithesis flesh/spirit (cf. v 1). (Although modern students of Paul's terminology distinguish between his distinctive use of o&p~ and the ordinary use of 
the term to denote the substance of the body, Paul did not keep them in strictly 
separate compartments; cf. v 3.) In Paul's eyes, for those who had been justified 
by faith to be subsequently circumcised would be a perverse attempt to seek 
perfection in the flesh after `having begun with the Spirit' (v 3), and his Galatian 
converts should recognize this. The initial yLvthGxETE of v 7 may be either 
indicative or imperative, but is more probably imperative: since Abraham's faith 
was reckoned to him as righteousness, let them learn that it is men and women 
of faith who are Abraham's true children.
It is not circumcision that makes a man a son of Abraham in the sense that 
matters most, but faith. The antithesis between ex Jt(otew; (el; &xofj; Jt(otr(O;) 
and sib ize'wv vbtov which is explicit in vv 2, 5, 11, is implied here; and 
circumcision is an Epyov vdµov. The Galatians were being urged to become 
children of Abraham by adoption (since they were not his children by natural 
birth), and this, they were told, involved circumcision, just as it did for proselytes from paganism to Judaism. Paul maintains that, having believed the 
gospel and received God's gift of righteousness, they are Abraham's children 
already, in the only sense that matters in God's sight. Abraham's heritage is the 
heritage of faith, and those who share this heritage are thereby manifested as 
sons of Abraham. It is pointless to try to interpret this in terms of the law of 
inheritance, whether Greek or Roman, as W. M. Ramsay did (Galatians, 343); 
vioi 'A(3pa6µ is an instance of the idiomatic Hebrew use of `sons' (b`'ne) with 
a following genitive to denote character.
If Paul uses the masculine viol 'A(3paaµ rather than tExva 'A(3Qa6µ (for 
which cf. 4:28; Rom. 9:7), this is not simply due to the fact that males only 
were circumcised; rather, vlo( includes 9vyaceeE, as in v 26, where it is 
obvious from the context that viol 6Eov embraces both men and women.
For of ex J1(atEw; (those who are characterized by such faith as Abraham 
showed when he believed God) cf. v 9; also o >rx a(atcw; 'A(3pa6cµ, `he who 
is characterized by Abraham's faith' (Rom. 4:9). Contrast ooot ... ei; i`pywv 
voµov E(o(v (v 10); o[ ex voµov (Rom. 4:14; cf. Rom. 4:16; of Ex JrcQLtoti;(2:12).
3:8 jtpolSovoa Se fl ypacprl xtX. fl ypacprl is here practically equivalent 
to 6 OE6g, as in Rom. 9:17 (cf. B. B. Warfield, The Inspiration and Authority of the Bible [Philadelphia, 1948], 299-348). Scripture records the 
promise of God, which conveyed to Abraham the good news (npoEVrlyyEX(oato) 
that all nations would be blessed in his offspring. Paul might well have said 
atpoC&)v Se 6 6E6s xtX and omitted o 9E6g from the otL clause, but he uses 
`the scripture' here more or less as an extension of the divine personality. The 
written text (ypa(ptil) of Gn. 12:3 or 18:18 is, of course, centuries later than the 
lifetime of Abraham. But the scripture embodies and perpetuates the promise, 
so that the good news which was `preached beforehand' to Abraham is still 
preached by the scripture to those who read it or hear it read, especially to those 
living in the age when the promise has been fulfilled. If the promise was good 
news for Abraham, it is good news also for the nations (Gentiles) who are to be 
blessed in (or with) him.


ex tt(oTews, 'on the ground of [their] faith'-the kind of faith with which 
Abraham responded to the promise of God. G. Howard (Crisis, 57) sees rather 
a reference to God keeping faith with his promise, which is certainly a factor 
in Paul's argument, but not primarily in view in Fx at(otecus (cf. note on 2:16).
Stxatot is i6vrl, present tense, because it is God's abiding policy.
'EvevXoyriOrioovtaL Ev ooi navta Ta E6vrl. The quotation conflates 
Gn. 12:3, where God says to Abraham, evXoyrlOioovtat Ev ooi 7taoa6 a[ 
cpvXai (Heb. mispehot) Trls yfs, and 18:18, where God says of him, 
EvevXoyriOrioovTat :v avTCU at&vta Ta iOvrl (Heb. goye) Tfls yfs. The form 
with 90vri (cf also Gn. 22:18, cited below in v 16) naturally lent itself better 
than that with cpuka(, `tribes' (cf. JtaTpLa(, `families', in the quotation in Acts 
3:25), to Paul's present argument: he is concerned with the extension to Gentiles 
of the principle of righteousness by faith which is attested for Abraham. (For 
other Pauline conflations of OT texts cf. Rom. 9:33; 11:8, 26f.; 2 Cor. 6:16- 
18.)
The argument which begins with v 8 may be regarded as a midrashic interpretation of On. 12:3 and 18:18 comparable to the interpretation of On. 15:6 in 
Rom. 4:3-25 or that of Ex. 34:29-35 in 2 Cor. 3:7-18 (cf. J. D. G. Dunn, 
Unity, 88). The essence of the midrash is the reinterpretation of the text or texts 
in the light of the Christ-event. The same may be said of the typological application of the narrative of Isaac and Ishmael in 4:21-31 below.
The Greek passive EvcvXoyriOrloovtaL is unambiguous: in (with) Abraham 
all the nations will be blessed. But in On. 12:3 and 18:18 (cf. 28:14) the LXX 
passive renders the Heb. niph'al (nibr`'ku), which may have reflexive force (so 
On. 18:18 RSV: `all the nations of the earth shall bless themselves by him'), like 
the hithpael (hitbareku) of Gn. 22:18 and 26:4b. The reflexive interpretation 
means that Abraham will become proverbial for divine blessing and prosperity, 
so that in days to come men and women everywhere, wishing to call down the 
greatest prosperity on themselves, will say, `May I be as blessed as Abraham 
was!' But the use of the niph'al nibr`'ku `is usually taken in a passive sense. 
J. Schreiner, "Segen fur die Volker in der Verheissung an die Vater", BZ 6 
(1962), p. 7, endeavours to bring out the distinctive sense of the niph'al by 
translating "acquire blessing for themselves" ' [`(fur) sich Segen erwerben, sich 
Segen verschaffen'] (R. E. Clements, Abraham and David [London, 1967], 
15 n. 3).
Even so, that others will receive divine blessing through Abraham is ex pressly stated in Gn. 12:3a, 'I will bless those who bless you' (cf. Nu. 24:9); 
and with the reference to all the tribes or nations of the earth 'something like 
the note of universalism is already struck in these words' (C. R. North, The OT 
Interpretation of History [London, 1946], 26). The LXX translators understood 
the verbal form (and even that in Gn. 22:18 and 26:4b; cf. note on v 16 below) 
to have passive force, and accordingly used the passive voice in their Greek 
rendering; it is the sense which they gave it that Paul sees fulfilled in his Gentile 
mission.


3:9 CuatE of >x 'riotEC Evkoyovvtat ovv 't4 7ttat4 'A(3paait, `so it 
is they who are marked by belief [in God] that are blessed with believing Abraham'. oL Ex Jt otEws is used as in v 7. Men and women of faith are not only 
sons and daughters of Abraham but have a share in the blessing promised to 
him. In using the preposition avv, Paul conveys the precise force of Heb. b", 
translated Ev in the LXX in Gn. 12:3 and 18:18, `Not "in thee ..." but "with 
thee" (or "by means of thee") "shall all families of the earth bless themselves" 
is the correct translation' (C. G. Montefiore, The OT and After [London, 1923], 
85). The Gentiles who are to be blessed with Abraham, says Paul, are those who 
like him believe God; the blessing they receive is the blessing he received-in 
the first instance, justification. In the present context the adjective Jttat(; applied 
to Abraham means not `faithful' (AV, RV) or `trustworthy' (as in Sir. 44:20, iv 
EvpE6r1 JtiOtos, rendering Heb. ub`nissuy nimsd' ne'`"man, `and in 
testing JTEi(Jaotill he was found faithful'), but `believing' (cf. RSV: `Abraham who had 
faith').
(d) The curse of the law (3:10-14)
All those who are (seeking justification) by legal works are under a curse, 
for it is written: 'Cursed is every one who does not persevere in all the things 
that are written in the book of the law, to do them.' Clearly no one is justified in 
God's sight by law because (as scripture says) 'it is the one who is righteous by 
faith that will find life.' But the law is not (based) on faith, rather (as scripture 
says again), 'he who has done them will find life therein.' Christ has redeemed 
us from the curse of the law by becoming a curse on our behalf-because it is 
written: 'Cursed is every one who is hanged on a gibbet'-in order that the 
blessing of Abraham might come to the Gentiles in Christ Jesus, in order that we 
might receive the promise of the Spirit through faith.
TEXTUAL NOTES
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3:10 ooot yap al Epywv voµov slow. The threefold occurrence of 
s~ epycwv voµov in 2:16 implies that the reference here is to those who rely on the 
law, or on their performance of the law, for their acceptance with God. Cf. 
C. E. B. Cranfield's expansion: 'as many as are legalists, refusing to accept the 
righteous status God has made available in Christ and insisting on thinking that they can earn their own righteous status by their fulfilment of the law's demands' 
(Romans, 848).


R. Bring (Galatians, 120-125) understands by Epya vbµov here the Jewish 
misinterpretation of the law, as though Paul meant, `Cursed is every one who 
transgresses the law by trying to keep it legalistically, for Dt. 27:26 
says.'. But this puts an improbable strain on Paul's language. An even greater strain is 
involved in D. P. Fuller's interpretation: the person who strives to attain a righteous status by legal works is in effect trying to bribe God and so contravening 
the spirit of Dt. 10:17 and 27:25 (where bribery is forbidden)-thereby incurring 
the curse pronounced on the law-breaker ('Paul and the Works of the Law', WTJ 
38 [1975-76], 28-42, especially 32).
vno xatapav eto(v• ysyparctat yap xrX. The following quotation comes 
from Dt. 27:26, which concludes the `Shechemite dodecalogue'-the twelve 
curses pronounced by Levites standing on Mount Ebal, to each of which the 
people responded with `Amen'. The LXX adds emphasis to the MT by inserting 
tress after Errixatapatos and naoty after os ovx eµtEvrL. It may be that the 
curses (with the corresponding blessings recited on Mount Gerizim, Dt. 28:1-6) 
were not pronounced once and for all, but were repeated periodically as part of 
a covenant-renewal ceremony. An elaborated form was repeated on solemn occasions by the covenant-community of Qumran (1QS 2:1-18).
The whole dodecalogue, A. Alt points out, `is concerned with crimes committed in secret, in the hope that they would never appear before a human court' 
('The Origins of Israelite Law' [1934], ETr in Essays on OT History and Religion 
[Oxford, 1966], 115). Therefore no specific penalty is prescribed for each offence mentioned, but Yahweh is called upon in effect to execute his curse on the 
wrongdoer. By their `Amen' the people as a whole dissociate themselves from 
such evil actions and those who practise them; the curse thus involves exclusion 
from the covenant-community (cf. Ex. 12:15, 19; 30:33, etc., for those ritual 
offences whose perpetrator will be `cut off from Israel' or `from his people').
While the first eleven curses of the dodecalogue invoke a ban on specific 
acts of religious or social misdemeanour, the twelfth is more comprehensive, 
and (especially in its more emphatic LXX wording) lends itself readily to Paul's 
argument. But in addition to taking over the twofold `all' added by the LXX, 
Paul replaces rraow tots XoyoLs tov voµov tovtov (LXX) by the equally 
deuteronomic naotv tots yeypaµµvolt i=v tw (3i(3X(p tov voµov. In the 
LXX, as in the MT, the curse is pronounced on the person who `does not 
confirm (Heb. ydgim, `uphold') the words of this law by doing them'. But in 
Paul's version of the text the denunciation is generalized: it is not `this law' (the 
dodecalogue) that he has in mind, but the written Torah (cf. Dt. 31:26; Jos. 1:8) 
in all its details.
M. Noth observes that the context of the dodecalogue speaks of blessing 
for the law-keeper as well as cursing for the law-breaker, but argues that Paul 
does not misrepresent the original intention of the passage. On the basis of the 
Deuteronomic (Dt. 12-26) and Holiness (Lv. 17-26) codes alike, `there is no 
place for the idea of good, meritorious works and a reward which may be earned 
thereby; the blessing is not earned, but freely promised. On the basis of this law 
there is only one possibility for man of having his own independent activity: that 
is transgression, defection, followed by curse and judgment. And so, indeed, "all those who rely on the works of the law are under a curse" ' (The Laws in 
the Pentateuch and Other Studies, ETr [Edinburgh, 1966], 131).


Philo (Praem. 79-126, 127-172) allegorizes both the blessings and the 
curses. At a later date, the rabbis of the Amoraic period emphasize the verb 
ydgIm ('confirm', `uphold') in Dt. 27:26 as requiring that one should maintain 
the divine authority of the law and protest against transgressions of it, not that 
one should achieve perfection (cf. E. P. Sanders, PPJ, 137). Paul himself may 
have the same verb in mind in Rom. 3:31, where he says that by receiving 
justification by faith we do not nullify the law but `uphold' it (vbµov 10T&o srv).
Here, however, he is concerned to stress the unfulfillable character of the 
law: by the standard of the law every one is `under a curse' because no one is 
able to keep it in its entirety.
But one may inquire more particularly: why is the curse incurred by all 
who rely on legal works for justification? Is it simply (i) because no one keeps 
everything prescribed by the law, so that, by reason of however limited a failure 
to attain full marks, every one becomes liable to the curse (cf. 5:3)? Or is it (ii) 
because the curse falls on every one who seeks justification by the law, even if 
he does attain full marks?
(i) In the former case, Paul may be saying that a failure to keep one point 
of the law is a failure to keep the law as such (cf. Jas. 2:10), and therefore 
incurs the curse invoked on the law-breaker. This is a view popularly ascribed 
to the school of Shammai, which is said to have reckoned a 99 percent achievement as a failure whereas the school of Hillel in effect treated 51 percent as 
a pass-mark, carrying entitlement to enter the world to come; cf. C. G. Mon- 
tefiore and H. Loewe, A Rabbinic Anthology (London, 1938), 594-597, 664 
n. 33.
If indeed Paul expresses a Shammaite interpretation here, that would put in 
question the common assumption that he was, like his teacher Gamaliel, a Hillelite. It is true that later tradition makes Gamaliel the successor (either immediately, or at one remove) to Hillel as head of his school, if not indeed Hillel's 
son or grandson. But the earlier traditions which reflect some direct memory of 
Gamaliel and his teaching do not associate him with the school of Hillel (cf. J. 
Neusner, The Rabbinic Traditions about the Pharisees before 70, I [Leiden, 
1971], 341-376).
Paul's Hillelite affinities (maintained by J. Jeremias, `Paulus als Hillelit', 
Black FS [1], 88-94) have been denied by K. Haacker ('War Paulus Hillelit?', 
Das Institutum Judaicum der Universitat Tubingen [1971-72], 106-120; `Die 
Berufung des Verfolgers and die Rechtfertigung des Gottlosen', Theologische 
Beitrage 6 [1975], 1-19) and H. Hubner ('Gal 3, 10 and die Herkunft des 
Paulus', KD 19 [1973], 215-231; Das Gesetz bei Paulus, 16-43 and especially 
135f.-n.-16).
E. P. Sanders, on the other hand, does not believe that Paul provides enough 
evidence to show whether before his conversion he had been a Shammaite or a 
Hillelite, if either; he maintains, moreover, that neither the statements insisting 
on total law-keeping nor those which hold out hope if the merits outweigh the 
demerits amount to a `systematic soteriology' (PPJ, 138 n. 61; `Fulfilling the 
Law in Paul and Rabbinic Judaism', Daube FS, 126 addendum). The whole 
`weighing' interpretation of rabbinic theology, according to Sanders, is mis guided, no matter to which school it is ascribed. The rabbis of our period 
assumed that all who were within the covenant would attain salvation-have a 
portion in the world to come-except those whose impenitent wickedness or 
apostasy put them effectively outside the covenant. Within the covenant repentance could always atone for breaches of the law. This `covenant nomism', as 
Sanders calls it, was common ground to the rival rabbinic schools and did not 
constitute a matter for disagreement; hence it is more often presupposed than 
asserted in their debates (PPJ, passim; cf. also his `Patterns of Religion in Paul 
and Rabbinic Judaism: A Holistic Method of Comparison', HTR 66 [1973], 
455-478).


The limited part that repentance plays in Paul's soteriology suggests that he 
approached the whole question with different presuppositions from those of the 
rabbis. Cf. M. E. Andrews, `Paul and Repentance', JBL 54 (1935), 125: `When 
he [Paul] made possession of the Spirit the sine qua non of salvation as well as 
of a worthy ethical life, repentance was excluded by the simple expedient of 
being replaced by something more effective' See also J. Knox, Chapters, 142-145.
(ii) But does Paul mean that even for one who does persevere in doing all 
things written in the book of the law justification is not thereby assured? It 
appears that he does. Here pre-eminently, as in his other deviations from the 
pattern of rabbinic theology, Paul's thinking is dominated by the logic of his 
conversion experience. In the attempt to establish his own righteousness (Rom. 
10:3) Paul's achievement was greater than that of many: `as regards the righteousness which rests in the law', he says, `I was blameless' (Phil. 3:6). Yet it 
was not on this ground that he was justified before God, but because of the 
righteousness which is granted `through faith in Christ, the righteousness from 
God on the ground of faith' (Phil. 3:9).
It might well seem to follow from the language of Dt. 27:26 that every one 
who does persevere in doing all that the law prescribes is immune from the 
curse pronounced on the law-breaker. This indeed is implied in Lv. 18:5 ('the 
one who does them will find life thereby'), which Paul quotes below in v 12. 
But he quotes it only to set it aside in favour of the principle of faith (as 
contrasted with works) laid down in Hab. 2:4b, `it is the one who is righteous 
by faith (not the one who perseveres in doing the whole law) that will find life.' 
`Having argued in 3:10 that one who seeks justification by works of law will be 
cursed, obviously because he cannot keep the law perfectly, Paul then argues 
(3:11, 12) that one cannot in any case be justified by works of law. It is by 
definition impossible' (E. P. Sanders, `Fulfilling the Law .. ', 106).
Paul's confrontation with the risen Christ on the Damascus road after his 
grounding in Judaism, and the new understanding of salvation-history which 
sprang from that confrontation, compelled him to see the legal path to salvation 
closed by a barrier (which he would not have refused to identify with the cross) 
which carried a notice reading: `No road this way.'
There was, indeed, provision made in the law itself for those who failed 
to keep it-for those, at any rate, whose failure was inadvertent and not deliberate. Why does Paul make no reference to the sin-offering, or to the day of 
atonement?
One reason may be that the sacrificial ritual had not been mentioned by the 
agitators. Even they knew that this part of the law at least had been rendered obsolete by the death of Christ. `Those who looked upon this death as a sacrifice 
soon ceased to offer to God any blood-sacrifice at all' (A. Harnack, What is 
Christianity? ETr [London, 1904], 159). Long before the writer to the Hebrews 
spelt out the rationale of this in detail, the principle was accepted by the disciples 
of Jesus as a matter of course. The Galatians evidently had no thought of meeting 
Paul's argument here with the objection that the law made sacrificial provision 
for the removal of the curse. And if they had done so, Paul would have replied 
that, if the law as such was ineffectual for setting men and women right with 
God, the sacrificial ritual was ipso facto ineffectual. It had, in any case, been 
superseded by a provision which was supremely effectual. Christ had been set 
forth by God as a hilasterion, to be received by faith; he had been sent `in the 
likeness of sinful flesh and as an offering for sin', so that the ethical fruit which 
the law could not produce might be manifested in the lives of those `who walk 
not according to the flesh but according to the Spirit' (Rom. 3:25; 8:3f.).


3:11 otL SE iv voµw ovBEis 6Lxa1OuTaL Itapa tw 6ECO 8~Xov. Cf. 2:16 
for a repeated affirmation of the same principle, supported by the quotation of 
Ps. 143 (LXX 142):2. To the fuller phrase El; i`pywv voµov there the more 
concise Ev voµw corresponds here: after E~ spywv voµov in v 10 Ev voµw 
suffices to express the same idea (cf. Phil. 3:6, 8LxaLo(T6vrly rv iv voµw); 
see D. P. Fuller, `Paul and "the Works of the Law" ', 40.
How is one justified in the sight of God? Paul has answered this question 
by pointing to the experience of Abraham (v 6). It might be argued, however, 
that Abraham's was a special case; hence Paul cites the statement of justification 
by faith as a permanent principle in Hab. 2:4b, which in the present context (cf. 
Rom. 1:17) must be given the sense: `It is the one that is righteous (justified) 
by faith not by law] that will live (find life).' If life is assured to those who are 
justified by faith, then it is not assured to those who seek justification by lawkeeping, whether they succeed in keeping the law or not.
In the original setting of this oracle, Habakkuk cries on God to intervene 
and punish the oppression that he sees around him. The tyranny of the native 
rulers of Judah has been checked by the Babylonian invaders, the executors of 
divine judgment, but the invaders have proved more oppressive by far. Are they 
`to keep on... mercilessly slaying nations for ever?' (Hab. 1:17). The prophet 
waits patiently for a response to his complaint, and at last it comes. `The mills 
of God grind slowly, but they grind exceeding small': the vindication for which 
he longs will indeed be realized, `it will surely come, it will not delay' (Hab. 
2:3). Let the righteous man wait in faith for this consummation; by his faith he 
will preserve his life (Heb. saddiq be'`munato yihyeh); cf. Jesus' words to his 
disciples in Lk. 21:18 for very much the same assurance: `By your endurance 
you will gain your lives:
In the LXX it is not simply for the fulfilment of his vision and the vindication of divine justice that the prophet waits but for the coming of God: `he 
will surely come, he will not delay' (epxosEvoc ?j~Ei xai ov -1 
xpov(o1). Heb. "'munato, `his faith(fulness)', has been read with a different pronominal 
suffix: '`'munati, `my faith(fulness)': `the righteous one will live by my faithfulness' (or `by faith in me'), 6 Si; S(xaios Ex n(oTEws µov irloetaL (B). The 
`C' group of LXX witnesses has tov before (not after) Ex n(OTEws, which 
might yield the same sense (with somewhat greater emphasis on the pronoun) or (if tov be construed with o S(xaios) might mean `my righteous one will 
live by faith(fulness)'. This latter form is quoted in Heb. 10:38a as an encouragement to persevere in believing hope and not lose heart because the parousia 
is delayed: `The coming one (b >;pxoµevos, instead of the anarthrous LXX 
s;pxoµevoc) will come and will not delay' (Heb. 10:37, quoting Hab. 2:3b).


It may be that Hab. 2:3f. was current in primitive Christian times as a 
testimonium to the certainty of Christ's coming, and that this primitive currency 
is reflected independently in Paul and in Heb. 10:37f. C. H. Dodd (According 
to the Scriptures [London, 1952], 50f.) thought it likely that the currency of the 
testimonium antedated Paul's writing to the Galatians, because Paul's argument 
here is very much ad hominem, and would be the more effective if it was already 
common ground between him and his opponents that, when the coming one 
came, the righteous would live by faith.
In the Qumran literature the Hebrew text of Hab. 2:4b is applied to `all the 
doers of the law in the house of Judah, whom God will save from the place of 
judgment because of their toil (`amdl) and their faith in (or `loyalty to') the 
Teacher of Righteousness' (lQpHab 8:1-3). The Teacher of Righteousness was 
not only a spiritual leader but a figure of eschatological significance. Acceptance 
of his teaching, or loyally keeping to the path which he marked out for his 
followers, was the way to eternal life.
Paul omits the possessive pronoun from his quotation altogether, although 
it would have made little difference to his argument had he included it: ex 
Jr(oTetU tou (or ttov i;x Jr(ote(wS) would have meant `by faith in me (God)', 
while ix Jr(otewg avtov (had he translated be'emunato literally) would have 
meant `by his faith (in me)'. The faith by which one becomes righteous in God's 
sight is faith in God, believing acceptance of his promise, such as Abraham 
showed.
Righteousness by faith is for Paul so closely bound up with true life that 
the two terms-`righteousness' and `life'-can in practice be used interchangeably (cf. v 21 b).
3:12 If Ps. 143 (LXX 142):2 (especially as glossed by Paul) shows how 
one is not justified before God (by law), Hab. 2:4b shows how one is justified 
(by faith). Law and faith, for Paul, are unrelated: the gospel calls for faith, but 
law requires works. `The law is not based on faith' (6 S>; voµog ovx £OTty Ex 
Jt(cTews); any blessing associated with it lies in obedience to its precepts, as is 
plain from Lv. 18:5, quoted by Paul in the form o Jtotrloag avta l;~oeTat Ev 
avtot; (cf. the LXX: a Jtot>joas avOpcwitos l;rl(Yetat i:;v avtoi-). Paul's avT&, 
like the LXX a, refers to Jtpootayµata ... xal... xp(tata ('ordinances 
and judgments') of the preceding clause in Lv. 18:5, but for readers of this letter 
it would rather recall Tov Jtotfloat avta ('to do them', i.e. `all things written 
in the book of the law') at the end of v 10 above. (Cf. Ezk. 20:13, a Jtot~oet 
avta &vOpwJtog xal (,ioetat s;v avtotg, quoting Lv. 18:5.) Since the law is 
not Ex Jt(cTews, whereas justification is only ix Jt(cTews (v 11), therefore 
justification cannot come by the law.
G. Howard, taking 7t(otiS in the sense of `faithfulness' (see note on 2:16), 
interprets the first clause of v 12 to mean that the law, which required perfect 
fulfilment by mankind, could never be the means of fulfilling God's promise to Abraham; the promise could be fulfilled only by God's faithfulness in extending 
his blessing to the Gentiles (Crisis, 63f.).


There are two other NT references to Lv. 18:5. In Lk. 10:28 Jesus replies 
to the lawyer who had correctly recited the two great commandments with the 
words, `You have answered right; do this, and you will live (toeto JLOLEt xat 
l;rla,1)'-the lawyer's immediate attempt to justify himself shows that he realized 
that this was not so easy as it sounded. More relevantly to our present passage, 
in Rom. 10:5 Paul sets out the way of justification by the law in terms of Lv. 
18:5 (Mcuea~s yap ypaq)Et tiv 6LxaLoovvr1v arx [toe] v6tov ot. d 
JtoLrlaag avta 6v0pwJtos lrloEtat Ev avtois). rv He then proceeds (Rom. 
10:6-10) to set out the way of justification by faith in terms of a pesher on Dt. 
30:12-14, carefully omitting avto Jto6Eiv from the end of his quotation (cf. 
Bruce, Romans, 203f.).
K. Barth has maintained (CD 11/2, ETr [Edinburgh, 1957], 245) that in 
Rom. 10:5 6 aourloas 6v0pwitos (Lv. 18:5) is Jesus. He is followed in this by 
C. E. B. Cranfield, who takes the reference to be to `the one Man who has done 
the righteousness of the Law in His life and, above all, in His death, in the sense 
of fulfilling the law's requirements perfectly and so earning as His right a righteous status before God' (Romans, 521). Cranfield admits that Gal. 3:12 `might, 
at first sight, seem to tell against this interpretation', but holds (again with Barth) 
that here too Paul has Christ's perfect obedience in mind in quoting Lv. 18:5, 
`for otherwise a step in the argument is missing'-Christ's becoming accursed 
for us would have no redemptive power apart from his perfect obedience (Romans, 522 n. 2).
This understanding of the personal righteousness of Christ and its relation 
to the righteousness which he has procured for believers is perfectly in keeping 
with Paul's thought, but it cannot, strictly speaking, be regarded as the straight 
exegesis of Gal. 3:12, nor even of Rom. 10:5.
D. P. Fuller ('Paul and "The Works of the Law" ', 41) sees a distinction 
between the use of Lv. 18:5 here and its use in Rom. 10:5, because in Rom. 
10:5 Paul cites Moses as authority for the law, whereas `the meaning which he 
intends these words to convey in Galatians 3:12 is not the meaning that Moses 
himself intended'. Granted that Paul interprets Lv. 18:5 here in the sense of 
justification by legal works, it is difficult to see that he interprets it at all otherwise in Rom. 10:5. True, in the context of Lv. 18:5 the promise of life to 
those who do what God commands is a genuine promise, but in Rom. 10:5 as 
well as in Gal. 3:12 Paul indicates that, with the coming of the gospel, that way 
to life has now been closed, even if once it was open-and it is doubtful if he 
would concede even that (his Damascus-road experience had shown him the 
incompetence of the way of law-keeping and the power of the way of faith). Vv 
10-12 `provide a crushing refutation of the Galatians who wanted to accept 
circumcision. Not only would they obligate themselves to obey a law which 
they could not fulfil, thus falling under its curse, but following that law is in 
any case a way that cannot lead to salvation' (E. P. Sanders, `Fulfilling the Law 
.. ', 106).
In his quotation of Lv. 18:5, as in his quotation of Hab. 2:4b, Paul understands `life' practically in the sense of `justification'.
3:13 Xptorbs f!.tag E~rlyopaaEV Extfg xaiapas tov voµov. The `curse of the law' is the curse pronounced on the law-breaker in Dt. 27:26, quoted in 
v 10 above. From this curse Christ has redeemed his people, says Paul, by 
becoming a curse on their behalf (yEvoµrvos vnee ilµciwv xathea). But how? 
To be born under law, as he was (4:4), involves no curse, if one keeps the law. 
And this Christ did, according to Paul (cf. 2 Cor. 5:21, tov µrl yvovta aµaptlav). 
By his lifelong obedience (cf. Rom. 5:19) he remained immune from the curse 
of the law, yet the circumstances of his death brought him unavoidably under 
that curse. The text which Paul quotes to this effect had reference originally to 
the exposure of the corpse of an executed criminal: `if a man has committed a 
crime punishable by death, and you hang him on a tree [pole], his body shall 
not remain all night upon the tree [pole], but you shall bury him the same day, 
for a hanged man is accursed by God; you shall not defile your land which 
Yahweh your God gives you for an inheritance' (Dt. 21:22f.).


The exposure of a criminal's corpse on a tree or pole, then, was not to be 
prolonged beyond sundown: such continued exposure was an affront not only 
to human decency but to God himself (Heb. giPlat 'Whim could mean `affront 
to God' rather than `accursed by God', although the LXX chooses the latter 
rendering). An early instance of this is recorded in Jos. 10:26f.: when Joshua 
captured the Canaanite kings who were defeated in the battle of Beth-horon, he 
`put them to death, and he hung them on five trees. And they hung upon the 
trees until evening; but at the time of the going down of the sun, Joshua commanded, and they took them down from the trees, and threw them into the cave 
where they had hidden themselves, and they set great stones against the mouth 
of the cave' (cf. the treatment of the king of Ai in Jos. 8:29). So, in the Johannine 
passion narrative, the bodies of Jesus and the two robbers who were crucified 
with him were removed from their crosses before sundown, at the instance of 
the Jewish authorities, who were specially concerned that the sanctity of the 
ensuing sabbath should not be violated (Jn. 19:31; cf. Mk. 15:42f.).
Another OT instance of the hanging up of the corpses of criminals may be 
relevant for Paul's argument. In the apostasy of Baal-peor the wrath of Yahweh, 
manifested in the outbreak of plague, was averted from Israel when the chiefs 
of the people were hanged (7ta(Ja6EL)1tat(ty) `in the sun' before him (Nu. 
25:4). The LXX verb implies not only public exposure but also the making of 
a public example, to effect atonement for covenant-violation. Cf. 2 Sa. (LXX 
2 Ki.) 21:6, where seven sons of Saul were similarly hanged up (LXX 
>•rjXIh~(O) before Yahweh (whose displeasure on this occasion had been manifested by a 
famine). The curse of Dt. 27:26 was pronounced at the end of a covenantrenewal ceremony and had special reference therefore to the covenant-breaker. 
Christ accordingly underwent the penalty prescribed for the covenant-breaker.
It is a matter of coincidence, no doubt, that in Heb. 6:6 the verb atapaSELyµatl~cu is used of the crucifying (or re-crucifying, &vaotavQovvtas) of 
Christ, but the collocation of the two ideas there provides sufficient evidence 
that crucifixion ranked as one form of napaSELyµatii;Ew. The Palestinian Targum on Nu. 25:4f. links that passage with Dt. 21:23 by inserting an explicit 
reference to the `wood' on which the chiefs of the people were hanged and by 
stipulating that their bodies should be taken down and buried `at the departure 
of the sun' (cf. A. T. Hanson, Studies, 6).
When Philo (Spec. Leg. 3.152) discusses Dt. 21:22f., he replaces xpEµhvvvµt by &vaoxokoitltcu, `impale', `crucify'. Elsewhere (Post. C. 61; Som. 2.213) 
he associates &vaoxoXoni~w with `nailing up' (npooi Xow), indicating that he 
has crucifixion in mind rather than impalement. Crucifixion is manifestly implied 
in Gal. 3:13 and the places in Acts (5:30; 10:39) where Jesus is spoken of as 
xpEµaµsvos >d ~tia.ou (cf. n(JO(JnTl~avtEs, Acts 2:23), since the reference is 
to the historical crucifixion of Jesus.


The hanging (impalement, crucifixion) of living men was not a traditional 
Jewish mode of execution, though it was common among the surrounding nations 
(cf. Ezr. 6:11; Est. 5:14; 7:10; 1 Macc. 1:61). When the Nahum commentary 
from Qumran refers to Alexander Jannaeus's crucifixion of his captured enemies, 
it expresses abhorrence at his `hanging them alive, which was never done in 
Israel' (4QpNa 1:7f.). But whether it was a corpse or a living person that was 
hanged, the principle of Dt. 21:22f. was equally applicable in Jewish law. This 
is spelt out in I IQ Temple Scroll 64:6-13, where regulations are formulated for 
hanging a man `on a tree, that he may die', as well as for hanging an executed 
man `on a tree', and both forms of hanging are related to Dt. 21:22f. (where 
gilelat 'elohim, `a curse of God', is expanded to mequlele 'elohim wa''unasim, 
`accursed by God and men'). One type of criminal who is to be hanged `on a 
tree, that he may die', is he who has wronged his people by informing against 
them and delivering them up to a foreign power; another is he who `has cursed 
(galal) his people and the children of Israel'.
See the discussions by Y. Yadin, `Pesher Nahum (4QpNahum) Reconsidered', IEJ 21 
(1971), 1-12; J. A. Fitzmyer, `Crucifixion in Ancient Palestine, Qumran Literature, and 
the NT', CBQ 40 (1978), 493-513 (especially 498-507, 510-512).
As Paul quotes Dt. 21:23, it shares a common term with Dt. 27:26 (quoted 
in v 10), and thus provides an instance of the exegetical principle known to the 
rabbis as gezerah shawah ('equal category'). Where two texts share a common 
term in this way, each may throw light on the other (cf. the common term 
trl(Jctat in Hab. 2:4b and Lv. 18:5, quoted in vv l lf.). Paul's present use of 
gezerah shawah is based on the Greek version; there is no term common to the 
two texts in Hebrew. Whereas Dt. 21:23 MT says that a hanged man is 
gilelat 'e1Ohim (lit. `a curse of God'), Dt. 27:26 MT calls the law-breaker 
'arur ('cursed'). The LXX, however, uses a form of the verb (ent)xatae&osat 
in both places-the perfect participle passive xExatrlpasvoc in Dt. 21:23 and 
the verbal adjective Entxat&patos in Dt. 27:26. (Yet Paul shows that he knew 
the Hebrew text of Dt. 21:23, for in his exposition he uses the noun xat&pa, 
corresponding to Heb. q`'lalah.)
Paul probably uses EJTLxatapatos (in preference to the LXX xexatrlpaµsvos) when quoting Dt. 21:23 here by way of assimilation to his quotation 
of Dt. 27:26 in v 10 (cf. M. Wilcox, ' "Upon the Tree"-Deut. 21:22-23 in 
the NT', JBL 96 [1977], 85-99, especially 87). He omits `by God' after EnLxataparos in v 13 (contrast the LXX xExaTry1Quthvoc vno 6Eob)-probably 
not (as has been suggested) to avoid an unseemly collocation of the divine name 
with the idea of cursing but to avoid the implication that Christ in his death was 
cursed by God. This implication would conflict with Paul's conviction that Christ's 
enduring the cross was his supreme act of obedience to God (cf. Rom. 5:19) 
and that `in Christ God was reconciling the world to himself' (2 Cor. 5:19). Paul leaves the question, `By whom was Christ cursed?' unanswered; what he does 
make plain is that the curse which Christ `became' was his people's curse, as 
the death which he died was their death. Death `is the experience in which the 
final repulsion of evil by God is decisively expressed; and Christ died. In His 
death everything was made His that sin had made ours-everything in sin except 
its sinfulness' (J. Denney, The Death of Christ, 160). So in 2 Cor. 5:21 Paul 
speaks of Christ as having been `made sin for us'-'that is, he came to stand 
in that relation with God which normally is the result of sin, estranged from God 
and the object of his wrath' (C. K. Barrett, 2 Corinthians, 180).


Whereas in Dt. 21:23 the MT leaves tdluy ('hanged') unqualified, the LXX 
(followed by Paul) adds ani ~vXov (reproduced from Dt. 21:22); cf. the quotation in 1IQ Temple Scroll 64:12, tdluy 'al hd'es ('hanged on the tree').
According to H.J. Schoeps (Paul, 179f.), following G. Klein, Studien 
uber Paulus (Stockholm, 1918), 62-67, Paul resolves the problem presented by 
Christ's crucifixion by playing on the double meaning of the Hebrew participle 
taluy-on the one hand, `hanged', on the other hand, `lifted up', `exalted' (cf. 
the ambivalence of 5W6(o in John, also the double sense of `lift up your head' in 
Gn. 40:13, 19)-and thus showing how the curse was transformed into a blessing. There is nothing in the context to warrant this interpretation; it would, 
indeed, involve the absurd sense: `An exalted one is accursed by God:
It is not improbable that the argument of vv 10-13 was worked out in 
Paul's mind at the beginning of his Christian career. The root of his hostility to 
the followers of Jesus is not easy to uncover: their general position appeared to 
him to be a threat to the law of God, but especially, perhaps, their insistence 
that the crucified one was the Messiah of Israel. Since the Messiah, almost by 
definition, enjoyed the unique blessing of God, whereas a crucified person, 
according to the law, died under the curse of God, the identification of the 
crucified Jesus with the Messiah was a blasphemous contradiction in terms. This 
was so even if his death on the cross was undeserved, not to speak of the 
interpretation of Dt. 21:23 attested later in the Mishnah (Sanh. 6:4) which inferred from gilelat `15him that the hanged man had blasphemed the Name. 
When Paul was compelled to recognize that the crucified Jesus, risen from the 
dead, was Messiah and Son of God, he was faced with the problem how and 
why he nevertheless had died under the divine curse. The solution set forth here 
in vv 10-13 probably came to him sooner rather than later: Christ had endured 
the curse on his people's behalf (by being 'hanged on a tree') in order to redeem 
them from the curse pronounced on those who failed to keep the law. This 
argument would have been all of a piece with his swift and radical reappraisal 
of the place of the law in God's ways with mankind.
The verb a;~ayopalw is used of the redemptive work of Christ here and 
in 4:5. The simple verb &yood~w is used in 1 Cor. 6:20; 7:23, `you were bought 
with a price', where the readers are expected to know what the `price' (66µi) 
was (cf. Rev. 5:9, hyopaoag... eV icu aZµaii Gov). It is not implied, however, 
that the price was paid to some person or entity entitled to exact it.
In saying that 'Christ has redeemed us', whom does Paul mean by 'us'? It 
might be argued that only Jews were 'under law' (cf. 4:5) and therefore liable 
to the curse incurred by the law-breaker; Gentiles->0vrI 'ra [t~ voµov Exovia, 
as they are called in Rom. 2:14-had not incurred the curse as law-breaking Jews had done. But Paul's argument excludes the possibility of his meaning that 
only Jewish believers were redeemed from the curse of the law. The `Gentiles 
who have not the law' nevertheless `show that what the law requires is written 
on their hearts' (Rom. 2:14f.); they have an innate sense of right and wrong, as 
is attested by the accusing or excusing activity of their conscience; and if they 
are law-breakers in this sense, they too are in principle liable to `the curse of 
the law'. This indeed might be implied in Paul's inclusion of the emphatic LXX 
insertions Jtas and Jtaoiv in his quotation of Dt. 27:26 (v 10): `every one', 
whether Jew or Gentile, is subject to the curse who does not persevere in 'everything', whether specifically `written in the book of the law' or more generally 
`written on their hearts'. That Gentiles as well as Jews are in view is confirmed 
by the emphasis on Eig 'ta E0vrl in the continuation of the present sentence 
(v 14); cf. T& Jt&vta in v 22 (avvexXELoEV f yQUq Ta Jt&via vJto a,µaet(av) 
and the inclusive language and argument of vv 23-27; 4:4-6. (Cf. G. Howard, 
Crisis, 59.)


3:14 tva Eic to eOvrI i OkOyia tov 'A(3eaaµ yEvl)TaL Ev Xetotw 'Ir)oov. The two Na clauses of v 14 are co-ordinate: both express the purpose of 
Christ's redemptive death-the one in more general terms, the other in a more 
specific interpretation. The `blessing of Abraham' (i.e. the blessing promised to 
Abraham) which is granted to faith replaces the `curse' incurred under the law; 
this reinforces the effectiveness of Gn. 15:6 (quoted in v 6) as a solvent to the 
apparent contradiction between Hab. 2:4b and Lv. 18:5 (cf. H.-J. Schoeps, Paul, 
177f.).
The law makes a distinction between the people of Israel, to whom it was 
given, and the Gentiles, to whom it was not given. But the promise to Abraham 
explicitly embraced the Gentiles (Jt&vta T& e0vq) within its scope; they were 
to have a share in the blessing promised to him. Their share in his blessing was 
confirmed to them `in Christ Jesus', not only because he was the one who 
redeemed his people from the curse of the law but also (as is declared in v 16) 
because he was the offspring of Abraham in whom, according to a 
further (oat.tct) elaboration of the promise, all the Gentiles were to be blessed.
The repetition of the promise to Abraham, after the offering up of Isaac, 
in the form EveuXoyr)6r)oovtuL ev t1 oJnEeµaT( oov n&vta to P9vr) (Gn. 
22:18) has suggested to some commentators that Paul has the narrative of the 
binding of Isaac (agedat yishaq) in mind here. Cf. N. A. Dahl: `Apart from Ro 
8:32 the clearest Pauline allusion to Gn 22 is found in Gal 3:13-14' ('The 
Atonement-An Adequate Reward for Akedah?' in Black FS [1], 23). Dahl 
indeed sees a possible link between `a man hanging on a tree' and `a ram caught 
in a thicket' (Gn. 22:13); this, however, is far-fetched. M. Wilcox (' "Upon the 
Tree"..:, 97) prefers to link the ~vXov of Gal. 3:13 with the ~vXa laid on 
Isaac in Gn. 22:6a, 7b, 9; cf. Gen. Rab. 56:4 (on Gn. 22:6), where Isaac carries 
the wood `like one who carries his cross (s`'lubo) on his shoulder'. C. H. Cosgrove ('The Mosaic Law Preaches Faith: A Study in Galatians 3', WTJ 41 
[1978-79], 146-171) goes so far as to find an `implicit Isaac-Christ typology' 
throughout vv 13-29. But Isaac personally does not figure in the present argument: indeed, both in On. 22:18 and here Abraham's `offspring' belongs to 
future generations, although Isaac is the indispensable link between Abraham 
and that more distant offspring. See further on 4:22ff.


But in what form does the `blessing of Abraham' now come on believing 
Gentiles? The answer to this question is supplied in the second tva clause: tva 
rv roar#EX(av tov nvrvtatog Xa(3w.trv SLa tits Jt(otrwg. (The article tf s 
before JtlotEwc probably points back to Ex rtiotr(Os in vv 7, 9, 1If.) The 
substance of the 'promise' is the gift of the Spirit or (according to the variant 
reading Evkoy(av, which is probably an inadvertent assimilation to the preceding clause and not a deliberate Marcionism) the promised 'blessing' is the 
gift of the Spirit. The Galatians have already been reminded in v 2 that it was 
by the message of faith that they received the Spirit.
According to N. A. Dahl (`The Atonement ..: ), this second rvu clause 
is Paul's interpretative comment on `a fragment of pre-Pauline tradition' preserved in 3:13, 14a, by which he `identifies the blessing of Abraham with the 
Spirit, given as a down-payment even to Gentile believers' (23). Whereas the 
pre-Pauline tradition makes Christ liberate his people from the curse incurred by 
transgression of the law, Paul sees him as liberating his people from the law 
itself. But the distinction here envisaged by Dahl probably did not exist in Paul's 
mind: as Paul saw it, the curse was incurred by all who are i Epycov voµov, 
transgressors or not (v 10).
Our receiving the blessing because Christ endured the curse is a notable 
example of the gospel principle of 'interchange', as expounded by M. D. Hooker: 
'Paul does not explain how one who is made a curse becomes a source of 
blessing; but since it is "in Christ" that the blessing comes, and since it is by 
being identified with the one true descendant of Abraham that Jews and Gentiles 
receive the promise, it is clear that the curse has been annulled-transformed 
into blessing. This can only be through the resurrection: the judgement of the 
Law-that Christ was under a curse-has been withdrawn; God himself has 
vindicated his Son as righteous, and those who have faith in him are reckoned 
righteous and live' ('Interchange and Atonement', BJRL 60 [1977-78], 470f.; 
cf. also her `Interchange in Christ', JTS n.s. 22 [1971], 356f.).
So, Abraham by faith received justification and the promise of blessing; 
now that Christ has accomplished his redemptive work, Abraham's children (cf. 
v 7), likewise by faith, receive justification and the promised blessing-the gift 
of the Spirit. They receive this blessing, moreover, in Christ Jesus', the Son of 
Abraham-as it is written, `In your offspring all the nations of the earth shall 
be blessed.'
(e) The priority and permanence of the promise (3:15-18)
My brothers, I use a human analogy. Even when it is a human being's 
testament that is involved, no one (else) annuls it or adds a codicil to it once it 
has been validated. Now it was to Abraham and to his 'offspring' that the 
promises were spoken. It does not say, 'And to (your) offsprings', as though referring to many individuals, but 'And to your offspring', with reference to one 
person, namely Christ. What I mean is this: the testament or covenant, which was 
validated in advance by God, cannot be invalidated by the law (which was given four hundred and thirty years later), as though the effect of the law were to 
make the promise null and void. For if the inheritance were based on law, it 
would no longer be based on promise. But it is by a promise that God has granted 
it to Abraham.


TEXTUAL NOTES
v 16 os/oD* 81 Iren"ItTert/ouG
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3:15 'A8EXcpoi, xa'ta 6v0(JwJtov 4y(0. Paul speaks xa'ta avOptwJtov 
when he draws an analogy from human life, as here (cf. I Cor. 9:8), uses a 
figure of speech (cf. 1 Cor. 15:32) or quotes a current argument which he repudiates so vigorously that he apologizes for referring to it (cf. Rom. 3:5).
The present analogy is drawn from judicial practice: if his readers, despite 
all that has been said above, persist in appealing to the law, let them consider 
that the divine promise was embodied in a settlement which was made long 
before the giving of the law and which therefore cannot be annulled or even 
modified by the law. Among studies of Paul's references to judicial practice in 
this epistle see A. Halmel, Ober romisches Recht im Galaterbrief.• Eine Untersuchung zur Geschichte des Paulinismus (Essen, 1895); D. Walker, `The Legal 
Terminology in the Epistle to the Galatians', The Gift of Tongues and Other 
Essays (Edinburgh, 1906), 81-175. (Walker, following Halmel, finds Paul's legal 
terminology here to be Roman, as against Ramsay, Galatians, 349-375, who 
argues that it is basically Greek.)
oµws, `nevertheless', comes strangely in its present position (but cf. 1 Cor. 
14:7). It might be explained as being displaced: `though it be but a man's 
testament, nevertheless no one annuls it once it is proved.' On the other hand, 
it might be accented oµws and translated `likewise': `(As with God's covenant), 
so likewise a human testament is not annulled.' (cf. BDF 450.2). This is not 
so probable here as it is in 1 Cor. 14:7.
&vOpthJtov xsxvpwµevrly 8taOtjxr)v. Since it is a human analogy that 
Paul is using, 8t071xq in the immediate context is likely to have its current 
secular sense of `will', `testamentary disposition', rather than its distinctively 
biblical sense of `covenant'. The distinctively biblical sense arises from the LXX 
employment of 8taOtjxrl as the equivalent of Heb. berit, `covenant'.
Yet it was the biblical use that suggested to Paul his discussion of the 
bta"xrl at this point. The promise to Abraham was confirmed by a covenant, 
in which God undertook to give the holy land to his descendants in perpetuity 
(Gn. 15:18-21; 17:2-14). One clause in the covenant promise of Gn. 17:4, `you 
shall be the father of a multitude of nations' (ro7,,7 ov EOvwv), was to be exploited by Paul in Rom. 4:17 to show that Abraham was the father of Gentile 
believers (which he maintains here on a more general basis; cf. v 7 above).
The 8ta0tilxrl (b`'rrt) made with Abraham had this in common with an 
ordinary testament, that it was largely concerned with inheritance 
(x).rlpovos(a, v 18)-the inheritance to be received by Abraham's descendants being, accord ing to Paul, the twofold blessing of justification by faith and the gift of the 
Spirit.


Throughout the OT, the b`'rit made by God with his people is regularly a 
`covenant of grant', a settlement graciously bestowed by the superior party on 
an inferior. It has been widely argued that the OT `covenant' formulary is modelled on the `vassal treaty' current in the ancient Near East, in which an imperial 
suzerain brought a lesser power into treaty relationship with himself, promising 
protection and help in return for such services as the lesser power was in a 
position to render; cf. G. E. Mendenhall, Law and Covenant in Israel and the 
Ancient Near East (Pittsburgh, 1955); K. Baltzer, The Covenant Formulary, ETr 
(Oxford, 1971). This was on a different footing from a `parity covenant', a treaty 
between equals or near-equals such as the Israelites were forbidden to make with 
the Canaanites (Ex. 23:32)-because it would infringe the covenant which their 
divine suzerain had established with them-or that which successive kings of 
Damascus made with successive kings of Judah (1 Ki. 15:19). The `statutes' 
(debarim) of the OT law-codes-'Thou shalt (not)...'-are patterned rather 
on the vassal treaty formulations than on the ancient Near Eastern law-codes 
with their casuistic ('If a man...') form (cf. the Heb. mispatim of, e.g., Ex. 
21:2-22:17).
Outstanding OT covenants are those made by God with Noah (Gn. 9:9-17), 
with Abraham and his family (Gn. 15:18-21; 17:2-14), with Israel in the days 
of Moses (Ex. 19:5f.; 24:3-8; 34:10; Dt. 29:1), and with David and his house 
(2 Sa. 23:5; Is. 55:3). It is by contrast with the covenant of Moses' day that the 
new covenant foretold by Jeremiah is to be established in perpetuity (Je. 31:31-34; 
cf. 2 Cor. 3:2-14; Heb. 8:6-9:22).
All this, however, has little to do with Paul's present argument. He is 
concerned not with the treaty-form of covenant but with a will or testament, 
which was one form of a unilateral StuOrlxrl, a disposition or settlement.
ovBEis &OEtE6, `no one annuls'. When a deed of settlement is properly 
signed, sealed and delivered and the property legally conveyed, not even the 
original owner can revoke it or alter its terms. As for a testamentary disposition, 
Roman law and most other systems permitted the testator to cancel or modify 
it (by codicils or otherwise) at any point during his lifetime, but only with his 
death could it be validated (xvpoUo0cu). By that time he was no longer in a 
position to change it, and no one else was allowed to do so. Paul does not say 
in so many words, as the writer to the Hebrews says, that a will becomes 
effective only when the testator's death is registered (Heb. 9:16f.); he assumes 
it as something that is universally known, whereas it is an essential link in the 
argument of Heb. 9:15-22.
W. M. Ramsay (Galatians, 353) argued that the judicial references in this 
epistle were not to Roman law but to Greek law modified by local usage. He 
drew (especially with regard to the law affecting inheritance) on K. G. Bruns 
and E. Sachau (ed.), Syrisch-romisches Rechtsbuch aus dem funften Jahrhundert 
(Leipzig, 1880), although he preferred to call the work the `Graeco-Syrian' lawbook. According to Ramsay, the validation of a will, in many cities throughout 
the Greek world, depended on its being duly registered and deposited (either in 
original or in a certified copy) in the public record office. Once this was done, 
not even the testator was permitted to alter it, unless such permission had been expressly written into it. This irrevocable character attached to a will especially 
where the inheritance of sons was concerned-above all (and this is particularly 
important in reference to the vioOw(a of 4:5) where the inheritance of adopted 
sons was concerned. L. Mitteis, Reichsrecht and Volksrecht in den ostlichen 
Provinzen des romischen Kaiserreichs (Leipzig, 1891), 213ff., quotes a relevant 
passage from Lucian, The Disinherited, 12, which shows how in the Greek 
world the rights of an adopted son were even more secure than those of a son 
by birth.


The evidence adduced by Ramsay is important, but it can support nothing 
like the weight which he placed on it; in particular, it has no real bearing (as he 
supposed it to have) on the validity of the South Galatian hypothesis of the 
destination of the letter. His arguments were subjected at the time to meticulous 
scrutiny by P. W. Schmiedel ('Galatia', Enc Bib, 1608- 1611) and shown to be 
far less conclusive than Ramsay maintained.
71 E7riStat6ooEtat, 'or adds a codicil to it'. The compound verb (cf. v 19 
for the simpler Stat&aaw) has been found thus far in Christian writings only; 
this is its earliest extant literary attestation. The testator in Roman law could add 
a codicil at any time that he chose, but after his death (or before it, for that 
matter) nobody else might do so. Ramsay maintained that in the Greek procedure 
which he thought to be in view here it was permissible to execute an 
itiStaOrlxrl or supplementary will (e.g. making provision for a second son and heir by 
adoption), but even that could not revoke the terms of the first will. An example 
of an EJttStaOixrl is Papyrus 21 (126 BC) in B. P. Grenfell (ed.), An Alexandrian Erotic Fragment and Other Greek Papyri (Oxford, 1896), 44-48. (The 
noun En1StaOrlxrl is used in the plural by Josephus, Ant. 17.226, of the last 
codicil to Herod's will, in which Archelaus was nominated king in place of 
Antipas. As Herod and his sons were Roman citizens, his will was drawn up 
and executed in accordance with Roman law.)
E. Bammel, `Gottes 8ta0rlxrl (Gal. iii. 15-17) and das jiidische Rechtsdenken', NTS 6 (1959-60), 313-319, argues that Paul has neither Greek nor Roman 
analogies in mind, but the Jewish institution of the matte'nat bari, the irrevocable 
`gift of a healthy person', in contrast to the last will and testament of someone 
at the point of death.
3:16 Tw Se 'A(3ea6cµ £e@EOilaav al t;rrayyr).(at xai Tw WWt>reµatt avtov. The promise embraces not only Abraham but his posterity. If in On. 18:18 
it is in (or with) Abraham that all the nations of the earth will be blessed, in Gn. 
22:18 the promise runs: `In your offspring (aneeµa) all the nations of the earth 
will be blessed' (cf. Gn. 26:4b; 28:14). In Gn. 22:18 (and 26:4b) the Hebrew 
conjugation is the reflexive Hithpael (hitbareku), not Niphal, but even so it is 
represented by the passive in the LXX. In Sir. 44:21 (evEvkoyrl671vat eOvrl a v 
Ttu oats Q tats avtov) the Hebrew text as well as the Greek translation seems 
to indicate that the nations would be the objects of the blessing, if lbrk bzr'w 
gwym be vocalized lebarek [infinitive Piel, rather than Niphal libbarek for 
lehibbarek] bezar`o goyim (`to bless the nations in his offspring').
In the Genesis narrative the patriarchal promises relate in part to the land 
(Gn. 12:7; 13:15, 17; 26:4; 28:13) and in part to other aspects of the heritage 
(especially the universal blessing). But where the promises are given to Abraham's offspring (t4 oJtepµati avtov, as Paul says here), and not to others in or with Abraham's offspring, the reference is to the land ('To your offspring 
I will give this land', Gn. 12:7; cf. 13:15; 15:18; 17:8; 24:7, etc.). The reference 
to the land, however, plays no part in the argument of Galatians; in Rom. 4:13 
it appears as `the promise to Abraham and his offspring, that he should inherit 
the world' (tb xXr1eov6µov avtbv Elvat xootov)-a promise fulfilled (like 
the twin-promise that in Abraham and his offspring all nations would be blessed) 
in the worldwide expansion of the gospel through the Gentile mission. (The 
writer to the Hebrews, for his part, interprets the promise of the land in terms 
of `a better country, that is, a heavenly one' [Heb. 11:16]). For Paul's present 
argument the promise to Abraham's offspring, as to Abraham himself, is the 
promise that in the one, as in the other, all the nations will be blessed.


On the patriarchal promises see J. Hoftijzer, Die Verheissungen an die drei 
Erzvater (Leiden, 1956); D. J. A. Clines, The Theme of the Pentateuch (Sheffield, 1978), 26f., 29, 31-43, 81-96, 111-118; C. Westermann, The Promises 
to the Fathers: Studies on the Patriarchal Narratives, ETr (Philadelphia, 1980).
ov XEyEt, Kai tots attEpµaoLv, ws End rro??v, &XX' ws Ecp' avos, Kai 
tw aJn>etat( Gov, os EotLv Xelatos. The subject of XEyEi is either o Oros 
or (as in v 8) rl Yeacprl. The repeated 6g, indicating the subjective motivation 
or intention of the subject, may be construed with the understood participle 
k ywv or (if the implied subject be f`l Yea(prl) Xyovoa. The relative os, instead 
of agreeing in gender with its antecedent aatEpµatt, is attracted in gender to 
the following XeLotos (unless we are dealing with a sense construction, as in 
4:19).
There is no need to make heavy weather of Paul's insistence that the biblical 
text has aatEpµatL (singular) and not anarpµaaty (plural). The essence of his 
argument can be expressed quite acceptably if it is pointed out that the biblical 
text uses a collective singular ('offspring') which could refer either to a single 
descendant or to many descendants. In the first instance the reference is to a 
single descendant, Christ, through whom the promised blessing was to come to 
all the Gentiles. In the second instance the reference is to all who receive this 
blessing; in v 29 all who belong to Christ are thereby included in Abraham's 
offspring. Paul was well aware that the collective noun could indicate a plurality 
of descendants as well as a single descendant. So, in Rom. 4:18, he identifies 
Abraham's offspring of Gn. 15:5 with the many nations of Gn. 17:5, interpreting 
the latter as Gentile believers.
The plural orrata does occur in the LXX (as in Lv. 26:16), but with 
the sense `varieties of seed', which is irrelevant where human offspring is in 
view.
A. Halmel ((Jber romisches Recht...), who regarded all Paul's judicial 
analogies in this epistle as framed on Roman procedure, argued that the singular 
anaeµa, with reference to a particular individual, conformed to Roman practice, 
in which a bequest could not be made to an undefined plurality but to a certa 
persona (cf. summary in D. Walker, `Legal Terminology', 105-107). But Paul 
is now concerned with biblical exegesis, not with judicial analogies, and parallels 
to his exegetical argument are more readily found in Jewish than in Roman 
sources. Arguments based on the singular or plural of Heb. zera' ('seed') occur 
in m. Shab. 9:2 and b. Shab. 84b (on Is. 61:11), as on the singular or plural of 
dam ('blood') in Gen. Rab. 22:9 (on Gn. 4:10; 2 Ki. 9:26; 2 Ch. 24:25). Cf. Philo, Mut. Nom. 145, where much is made of the fact that in Gn. 17:16 LXX 
Abraham is promised not JtoXX i tExva ('many children') by Sarah but ti xvov 
('a child'), `because excellence cannot be estimated by number but rather by 
value'. This kind of argument might have weighed more with some of Paul's 
opponents than any number of analogies from Greek or Roman law.


In Jewish exegesis it is recognized that zera' usually refers to a plurality 
of descendants. Thus the various Targums generally render Heb. zar'"kd ('your 
seed') in the promise to Abraham by Aram. bNnayk ('your children'). There are 
places, however, where it is recognized that the biblical context points to an 
individual: thus in Gn. 4:25 `another seed' (zera` 'aher, LXX o7n£pµa iTc ov) 
is Seth, in Gn. 21:12, 13 Abraham's `seed' is respectively Isaac and Ishmael, in 
2 Sa. 7:12-15 David's `seed' is primarily Solomon. In the NT, as Solomon in 
Nathan's oracle is swallowed up in the coming Messiah (cf. the application of 
2 Sa. 7:14 to Christ in Heb. 1:5b, a form of exegesis anticipated in 4QFlor. 
1:10f.), so Isaac, as Abraham's `seed', is swallowed up in Christ, in whom the 
promise to Abraham (xai 'uu on£pµ.atL av'rov) reached its fruition. M. Wilcox 
('The Promise of the "Seed" in the NT and the Targumim', JSNT, Issue 5 
[October 1979], 2-20) draws attention to the paraphrase of the promise to Abraham in Jub. 16:17f. (`from the sons of Isaac one should become a holy seed, 
and should not be reckoned among the Gentiles; for he should become the 
portion of the Most High, and all his seed... should be unto the Lord a people 
for [his] possession above all nations and... a kingdom of priests and a holy 
nation') and Ps.-Philo, LAB 8:3, '"unto thy seed will I give this land; and thy 
name shall be called Abraham, and Sarai thy wife shall be called Sarah. And 
I will give thee of her an eternal seed and make my covenant with thee" And 
Abraham knew Sarah his wife, and she conceived and bore Isaac' (who is thus 
apparently equated with the `eternal seed'). These late texts seem to envisage 
one pre-eminent descendant of Abraham through whom the promise made regarding his `seed' would be fulfilled.
See further D. Daube, `The Interpretation of a Generic Singular', The NT and Rabbinic 
Judaism (London, 1956), 438-444.
3:17 iouTo Sa; XEyw, `What I mean is this': the promise to Abraham was 
complete in itself, and had all the confirmation it required from the authority of 
God who made it (cf. Heb. 6:13-18). The prefix Jtpo-in ateoxExupwµevT1v 
indicates that it was validated at the time it was given, long before the law. 
Nothing of later date, therefore, can invalidate the promise or in any way make 
it less secure than it was when Abraham first received it. The law was given in 
Moses' day, much later than the promise to Abraham-430 years later, according 
to the LXX reading of Ex. 12:40, which includes in that figure the patriarchs' 
sojourning in Canaan as well as their descendants' residence in Egypt. (In the 
MT the interval between the promise and the law was more like 645 years; in 
Seder 'Olam 3 the 430 years are reckoned from the covenant of Gn. 15 to the 
exodus.) The law therefore cannot annul or weaken the promise; and the gospel, 
with its corollaries of justification and the gift of the Spirit, is the fulfilment of 
the promise.
R. E. Clements (Abraham and David, 57f.) finds an OT antecedent to Paul's 
contrast between the covenant of law made at Sinai and the covenant of promise made to Abraham in the contrast between the Deuteronomic emphasis on the 
covenant of Horeb-Sinai and the Priestly interpretation which gave primacy to 
the Abrahamic covenant, with its permanent validity. `The Abrahamic covenant 
stood as a witness to the primacy of grace in all God's dealings with his people 
Israel, and testified to the belief that election was an act of God, and not a state 
to which men could attain by their obedience to a law.'


H.-J. Schoeps compares Paul's appeal from the law back to the Abrahamic 
promise with Jesus' appeal from the law back to the creation ordinances-in 
relation, e.g., to the sabbath (Mk. 2:27) and to marriage (Mk. 10:5-9)-and 
finds a common principle in both ('Restitutio principii als kritisches Prinzip der 
nova lex Jesu', Ausfi hchristlicherZeit [Tubingen, 1950], 271). Cf. also D. Daube, 
`Evangelisten and Rabbinen', ZNW 48 (1957), 119-126, especially 125f.
3:18 El yap Ex v6ltov iI xXlQovoµla, ovxett i btayyExlag, `for if the 
inheritance were based on law, it would no longer be based on promise'. The 
inheritance has been implied in vv 15-17: promises made with regard to a man's 
descendants involve the principle of inheritance. If the inheritance of Abraham's 
descendants were based on law-more specifically, the Mosaic law-then it 
would belong to the people of the law (cf. v 10, 6001 ... > ieYwv vbµov 
Eka(v), i.e. the Jewish nation. But if it is based on the promise made to Abraham, 
generations before the giving of the law, then the law cannot affect it. It belongs 
to the people of faith (cf. v 7, of ex n(atE(0s) who, whether of Gentile or Jewish 
birth, are the true children of Abraham. And it is certainly on promise that the 
inheritance is based: u3 be 'A(3ea6µ St' i;JtayyeX(ag XExaetatat 6 9E6s-by 
promise, and therefore by faith, for it was on account of his faith in the promise 
of God that Abraham was justified (v 6). The perfect xExaetorau implies that 
God not only granted the inheritance to Abraham in the past but continues to 
make it good to his descendants. The promise to Abraham was entirely a covenant of grant (cf. K. M. Campbell, `Covenant or Testament?' EQ 44 [1972], 
107-111, especially 108).
A. Halmel (Uber romisches Recht ...) argued that Paul treats the law as 
a codicil to the promise, in accordance with the clear direction in Roman law 
that a codicil cannot affect inheritance (cf. Gaius, Inst. 2.273, `codicillis heres 
non instituitur'; Justinian, Inst. 2.25.2, `codicillis hereditas neque dari neque 
adimi potest'). `Thus the legal inferiority of a codicil as compared with a will 
illustrates the inferiority and transitoriness of the Law as compared with the 
Promise' (D. Walker, `Legal Terminology', 111, summarizing Halmel). But it 
is as certain as anything can be that Paul did not regard the law as a codicil to 
the promise. It was a completely different instrument, quite unrelated to the 
promise, introduced for a distinct purpose, as Paul now goes on to say.
(f) The purpose of the law (3:19-22)
What was the purpose of the law, then? It was added for the sake of transgressions, until the coming of the offspring to whom the promise had been made. It 
was administered through angels, by the agency of a mediator. Now a mediator 
is not for one party (only), but God is one. Is the law then contrary to the promises 
[of God]? Far from it! If a law had been given that was able to impart life, then righteousness would indeed have been based on law. But scripture has confined 
all under (the power of) sin in order that the promise might be given to believers 
on the basis of faith in Jesus Christ.


TEXTUAL NOTES
v 19 voµos; twv napa(3aocwv xapty JtpooEtrOr) / voµos; cwv 3tapa600ewv xaety 
ETEO1 D: / voµos; twv Jrpa~rwv xapty ETEO1J lat't'" / voµos rwv Jreal;Ewv; P46 
/ voµos twv npa~EWv; EtEOTI G Iren'a' Ambst
v 21 tov OEov K A C D G (om tov) W byz lat syr cop arm Ambst Chrys Hier Aug / 
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3:19 t( ovv o voµos; To the question `Why then the law?' (here the ellipsis 
of the verb is as natural in English as in Greek) two answers are given: (i) to 
multiply (and even to stimulate) transgressions; (ii) to confine all in the prisonhouse of sin, from which there is no exit but the way of faith.
tcuv Jtapa(36.cEwv x&ety, `that is, in order that there might be transgressions, the conscious disobeying of definite commandments' (C. E. B. Cranfield, 
`St. Paul and the Law', SJT 17 [1964], 46). xapty expresses purpose, not 
antecedent cause. The law was brought into the situation as an additional factor, 
in order to produce transgressions. Compare the argument of Rom. 4:15; 5:12-21: 
`where there is no law, there is no transgression' (Jrap6c(3aots), but `law came 
in by a side road (Jta@EtofiXOEv) to increase the trespass (JtctQ J rwµa)'. That 
the promulgation of specific enactments creates a corresponding category of 
specific violations, with opportunity (and perhaps temptation) to commit these 
violations, is a fact of human experience. But Paul's statement goes beyond this: 
the purpose of the law was to increase the sum-total of transgression.
Cranfield adds that the law `also increases sin in the sense that it makes men 
sin more', especially because it tempts sinful men `to try to use it as a means 
to the establishment of a claim upon God', which he regards as the essence of 
legalism ('St. Paul and the Law', 46f.). Cf. 1 Cor. 15:56, `the power of sin is 
the law'.
H. Hubner asks whose purpose it was that the law should produce transgressions, and finds the answer to his question in the following reference to angels. 
It was the angels who planned by means of the law to incite human beings to 
commit acts of transgression. Such angels are to be regarded as demonic beings 
who, unlike God, desired men's downfall, not their welfare (Das Gesetz bei 
Paulus, 28f.). `It is evident', he adds (33), `that Paul's whole course of argument 
here concerning the purpose of the law has a blasphemous sound in Jewish ears; 
it must shock Jews as such and not merely the Pharisaic section' But even if he 
is right in discerning the angels' hostile intention, their intention is viewed as 
overruled, if not directed, by God for the accomplishment of his purpose. Even 
in Galatians the law is ultimately God's law (if only by implication). E. P. 
Sanders (PPJ, 550) concedes that Paul makes an extreme statement here `in the 
heat of the argument', but finds evidence of `soberer reflection' in Rom. 2:13; 
10:2; Phil. 3:6.


There is, indeed, not much difference between this statement and that of 
Rom. 5:20a, except that there is no word of angels there. When Paul says that 
the law `was added' (npoarreOrl), he does not mean that it was added to the 
promise as a kind of supplement to it; he means that it was added to the human 
situation for a special purpose-a purpose totally different from that of the 
promise. The use of the verb na@Elos pxo tat (cf. its sinister nuance in 2:4 
above) in Rom. 5:20a ('the law came in by a side road') provides an apt comment 
on the sense of neooEtEOi here.
Several Western witnesses to the text exhibit the simple verb E'tEOtl ('was 
laid down') in place of npooEt> Orl, but this variant is usually combined with an 
alteration of Jtapa0aoEwv designed to remove what a scribe or editor felt to be 
the scandalous statement that the purpose of the law was the production of 
transgressions. The alteration of itapa(3aoEwv to ataeaSooEwv made the purpose of the law the creation of traditions (presumably in the sense of 1:14); its 
replacement by rtpa~cwv yielded a reference to the `law of works'.
&XoLS ov iXOrl to onepµa w enrly'EXtat, `until the coming of (Abraham's) offspring to whom the promise had been made', i.e. Christ (cf. v The 16). 
perfect emyyeXtaL either has pluperfect force or, like the perfect 
xaxa@Lotut in v 18, it emphasizes the abiding validity of the promise.
The law, then, was to remain in force until the coming of Christ; this is 
repeated in greater detail in vv 23-25. The suggestion has been made that Paul's 
Jewish education had taught him that the law would be abrogated with the advent 
of the messianic age, so that, when he was persuaded that Jesus was the Messiah, 
he drew the logical conclusion. There was an early Jewish doctrine of three 
epochs in world-history-the age of chaos, the age of law, and the messianic 
age-each lasting for 2,000 years, after which the eternal sabbath rest would 
be enjoyed (b. Sanh. 97a; m. Tamid 7:4). This doctrine was said to emanate from 
`the school of Elijah'-a phrase which denotes the same kind of antiquity for 
haggadah as `a commandment of Moses from Sinai' denotes for halakhah 
(W. Bacher, Tradition and Tradenten [Frankfurt, 1914], 25ff., 233f.). For one 
brought up in this doctrine it followed that, `if the "Days of the Messiah" have 
commenced, those of the Torah came to their close. On the other hand, if the 
Law, the Torah, still retained its validity, it was proclaimed thereby that the 
Messiah had not yet arrived' (L. Baeck, `The Faith of Paul', JJS 3 [1952], 106; 
cf. H.-J. Schoeps, Paul, 171 ff. ). For a comprehensive discussion see W. D. 
Davies, Torah in the Messianic Age and/or the Age to Come (Philadelphia, 1952).
But the question of Paul's earlier instruction on this subject is of minor 
importance: the logic which impelled him to the conviction that Christ had 
displaced the Torah was the logic of his Damascus-road conversion. See note 
on 1:8f. above.
StazaYEls bt' &yyeXwv, `administered through angels'; cf. Stephen in Acts 
7:53 (Els btataY&S &yy9kwv), also Heb. 2:2, where the law is `the word spoken 
through angels' (6 bt' &yysX(ov kakilOEIg Xoyos).
The angelic administration of the law finds no place in the OT. The nearest 
thing to it is the description of the theophany in Dt. 33:2, `Yahweh came from 
Sinai, ... he came from his holy myriads; from his right hand came a fiery 
law for them.' The phrase `a fiery law' (Heb. 'es dat) is of uncertain meaning; 
the LXX renders the clause ex SE~Lcuv avrov &yyEXot tet' aOZOV ('at his right hand were angels with him'). `It is probable', wrote John Calvin, `that both Paul 
and Stephen derived from this passage their statement that the law was "ordained 
by angels in the hand of a mediator", for its authority was greatly confirmed by 
its having so many witnesses' (Harmony of the Last Four Books of the Pentateuch, 
ETr, IV [Edinburgh, 1855], 381).


Paul, like Stephen, refers to the angelic administration of the law as something well known. But it is difficult to find any extant reference to it before the 
date of this epistle. In Jub. 1:29ff. the angel of the presence takes the tablets 
,of the law and of the testimony of the weeks' and dictates their contents to 
Moses; but this cannot be equated with the administration of the law Philo by angels. 
(Som. 1.141-143), discussing the angels seen by Jacob in his dream at 
Bethel, describes them as `mediators' (µEOitat) and says that it was to one of 
these mediators that the people said at Sinai, `You speak to us,... but let not 
God speak to us, lest we die' (Ex. 20:19)-although it was actually to Moses 
that this request was addressed. No more than the author of Jubilees does Philo 
speak of the angelic administration of the law. Comparison is also made with 
Test. Dan. 6:2, £yy(tete t4 0ew xal rw &yysX) tw napaLtovµevcu vµas 
('draw near to God and to the angel who intercedes for you'), but this angel is 
`the mediator (tea(rrlc) of God and man for the peace of Israel' and champions 
Israel (like Michael in Dn. 12:1) against `the kingdom of the enemy'.
What may be the earliest non-biblical reference comes in a speech which 
Josephus (Ant. 15.136) puts into the mouth of Herod, of all people: `we have 
learned the noblest of our doctrines and the holiest of our laws through angels 
sent from God' (SL' &yyEXwv Jnaea tov OeoU)-although it has been held that 
the ayyEkoL here are human messengers, prophets (or priests); cf. R. Marcus in 
the Loeb edition of Josephus, VIII (London, 1963), 66f.; also W. D. Davies, 
`A Note on Josephus, Antiquities 15:136', HTR 47 (1954), 135-140, who is 
disposed to agree with Marcus that &yyEXoL may be prophets but concludes that, 
even if they are angels, this in no way implies a limited duration for the law 
which, for Josephus, 606vatos btaµhvEL (Ap. 2.277).
The tannaitic midrashim-Mek. on Ex. 20:18, Sipre Nu. 102 on Nu. 
12:5 (cf. Pesiq. R. 21, 103a)-state, on the basis of Ps. 68:17, that God was 
attended at the law-giving on Sinai by myriads of angels but this, again, does 
not amount to their being the administrators of the law.
As for the NT references, Stephen's point is that the people showed their 
impiety by disregarding the law even though it was administered by beings as 
high and holy as angels, while the writer to the Hebrews argues that if `the word 
spoken through angels' was safeguarded by the severest sanctions, much more 
terrible must be the penalty for rejecting the saving message brought not by 
angels but by the Lord himself. Paul, for the polemic purposes of his present 
argument, uses the angelic administration as evidence of the inferiority of the 
law to the promise, which was given directly by God.
It has been asked if these administrators of the law should be thought of 
as good angels or bad angels. If they are the ministering angels who attended 
God when he appeared at Sinai, then they are ex hypothesi good angels, but 
some of the rabbis (e.g. Raba in b. Ber. 25b; RR. Joshua b. Levi and Judah 
b. Simon in Pesiq. R. 21, 97a; 25, 128a) suggested that they were not 
greatly pleased that God should give his law to human beings. According to A. Marmorstein, `Jews and Judaism in the Earliest Christian Apologies', Expositor, series 8, 17 (1919), 100-116 (especially 113), these suggestions `can 
only be understood as the denial of the often repeated idea that Moses received 
the Torah from the angels'.


tv (ELpi ieotov. The mediator has commonly been identified with Moses; 
cf. the repeated phrase Ev xELpi Mwvaew; in the LXX (Lv. 26:46; Nu. 4:37, 
etc.). Moses certainly was the Israelites' mediator with God throughout the 
wilderness wanderings; see Philo, Vit. Mos. 2.166 (lLEo(trl; xai SLaXXaxtrlc); 
also the certainly pre-Pauline Ass. Mos. 1:14, where Moses calls himself trio 
SLaOrlxrl; .EULtric (Greek as quoted by Gelasius Cyzicenus, Comm. Act. Syn. 
Nic. 2.18). It is plain in the Pentateuch that Moses served as go-between, receiving the law from God to give to the people (as in Dt. 5:5, `I stood between 
[6.v6. 1Eaov] Yahweh and you') and presenting their pleas to God (as in Dt. 
5:22-31). A. Oepke (TDNT IV, 615, 618, s.v. t(J(trls) compares the application of the term sarsor ('agent', `commissioner') to Moses in rabbinical literature, e.g. by R. Samuel b. Isaac (c. AD 300) in j. Meg. 4.74d: `the Torah was 
given by the hand(s) of a sarsor' (a close equivalent to Paul's EvXELei [tEUCtov).
To some the Mosaic identification of the mediator here is obvious: `The 
reference is of course to the part played by Moses' (C. E. B. Cranfield, Romans, 
858; similarly H. D. Betz, Galatians, 170). But to others the identification is 
not so clear: `The question of the identity of the "mediator" is even more fraught 
with problems' than the function of the angels (C. H. Cosgrove, `The Mosaic 
Law Preaches Faith', 158). In their view the `mediator' here is so closely associated with the angels that one might think more readily of the angels' mediator 
than of the Israelites' mediator. H.-J. Schoeps indeed holds that Paul viewed 
Moses as mediating between the angels and the people. Paul, however, has a 
further remark to make about the mediator.
3:20 6 SE [tEULtrlc tV6g o'Ux EorLV, 6 S:` OE6q EIS EatLV. The negative in 
the former clause goes logically with sv6S, but is attracted to the verb.
The two statements in v 20 are completely intelligible if each is taken by 
itself. It goes without saying that a mediator requires at least two parties between 
which he is to mediate; he cannot mediate on behalf of one party only. That 
God is one is the theological basis of Judaism and Christianity alike: et; o OEO; 
(Rom. 3:30); rlµfv EIS 6E6s o nat~e (1 Cor. 8:6). See E. Peterson, Ell OEOE 
(Gottingen, 1926).
It is the relation between the two clauses that constitutes the interpretative 
problem. In what way does the affirmation that God is one form an antithesis to 
what is said about the mediator? The number of solutions offered to the problem 
has been reckoned to exceed 300-one might wonder, indeed, if this is Robert 
Browning's `great text in Galatians' with its `twenty-nine distinct damnations' for 
the unwary exegete.
It is natural to suppose that Paul has in mind the fact that, in making his 
promise to Abraham, God acted unilaterally, in sovereign grace. In giving the 
law, he employed mediation; in bestowing the promise, he acted on his own, as 
one (Ets). No angelic intervention, no human mediation, was involved: God 
promised, and Abraham believed. But `God is one' would be a strange way of 
saying this.
A. Oepke (TDNT IV, 619, s.v. µco(trlS) takes Paul to mean: A mediator usually negotiates between two pluralities (here, the angels on the one side and 
the Israelites on the other). But God, being one and not a plurality, requires no 
mediator. To this it may be replied that a mediator may intervene as effectively 
between two individuals (cf. the mokiah, LXX Lco(Tls, of Jb. 9:33) as between 
one individual and a plurality (cf. 1 Tim. 2:5) or between two pluralities.


We can scarcely hope to grasp Paul's meaning unless we posit a logical 
relation between ivos in the former clause and eig in the latter. If a mediator is 
not `of one', whereas God is `one', it follows that the mediator to whom Paul 
refers here is not God's mediator.
Whose mediator is he, then? H. Lietzmann (An die Galater, 21f.) argues 
that, since he is not the mediator of one but of many, he must (in this case) be 
the representative not of God (who is one) but of the angels (who are many). 
G. Klein agrees and, taking Moses to be the mediator in question, concludes 
that Moses is here the `functionary' of the angels-the functionary, indeed, of 
powers opposed to God ('Individualgeschichte and Weltgeschichte bei Paulus', 
Rekonstruktion, 210).
But there is nothing in the context to warrant this view. Moses was in no 
way qualified to be the representative of angels; he was in every way qualified 
to be his people's representative, and indeed he served them effectively in this 
way on many occasions. Yet v 19 brings the tco(trls so closely into association 
with the angels that a µco(nig of the angels may well be implied. If the angels' 
µeolTrls was not Moses, who was he? A. Vanhoye (`Un mediateur des anges en 
Ga 3, 19-20', Bib. 59 [1978], 403-411) thinks of the angel of the presence 
who was with Moses in the wilderness and `who spoke to him at Mount Sinai', 
as Stephen says in the same sentence which states that Moses `received living 
oracles to give to us' (Acts 7:38; cf. Ex. 23:20f.; 32:34; 33:14). This angel, he 
suggests, was the µeo(T1ls of the angels as Moses was the teoitrls of the 
Israelites; he compares the roles of the two 'anse benayim in the valley of Elah, 
where Goliath represented the Philistines and David the Israelites, except that 
in the valley of Elah the two representatives clashed in conflict whereas at Sinai 
they met for communication (cf. 1 Sa. [LXX I Ki.] 17:4, 23; in v 23 LXXA 
renders 'is benavim by &v~p o &µeooaios, presumably a corruption of &v71p o 
µe(Yatog, `the middleman'). On the whole, Vanhoye's interpretation commends 
itself as the best solution of the problem.
Perhaps the point about the law is that it `was negotiated not directly between the principals but through deputies' (W. H. Isaacs, `Galatians iii.20', Exp 
Tim 35 [1923-24], 567). And a point to note about o µ£a('11; is that the article 
here is not generic: whatever be true of mediators in general, `the mediator' in 
this situation (the law-giving) is a representative not of one, but of many.
The one God is God of Jews and Gentiles alike (cf. Rom. 3:29f.). The law 
divided them; the gospel brings them together. And since the God of Jews and 
Gentiles is one, it is fitting that he should provide one way of salvation for 
both-the way of faith (cf. U. Mauser, `Galater iii.20: Die Universalitat des 
Heils', NTS 13 [1966-67], 258-270).
As for the law, it is shown to have been intrusive, temporary, secondary 
and preparatory. That is, says C. E. B. Cranfield (Romans, 858f.), the law apart 
from Christ-nuda lex, as Calvin styles it (Inst. 2.7.2). See notes below on 
5:14 ('the whole law') and 6:2 ('the law of Christ').


3:216 ovv voµos xata T V EnayyEXI(nV; `Is the law then contrary to the 
promises?' The direction of the argument thus might prepare us for an affirmative 
answer, rather than for Paul's emphatic µl71 y>volto. This is not the only place 
in his writings where Paul repudiates an inference which might be drawn from 
his argument (cf., for a good parallel to this instance, Rom. 7:7). If the promises 
are God's promises, the law (even in Galatians) is God's law; they cannot therefore be opposed in principle to each other. Now, after interposing his µ7I yevoIto, 
he goes on, characteristically, to state his reason. True, he says (in a nearparenthesis), if a law had been given which could impart life, then righteousness (justification) would certainly be based on law. (This is another of the rare 
Pauline instances of an unfulfilled condition; cf. 1:10b.) But the law as a means 
of justification and life, in terms of Lv. 18:5 (cf. v 12 above), has been superseded 
by faith, in terms of Hab. 2:4b (cf. v 11 above); the conclusion is that, despite 
what is said in Lv. 18:5 (and in Rom. 7:10, f1 evtoXrl fl rLs ~(orlv), the law in 
fact proved unable to give life. Could it have given life, then indeed `Christ died 
in vain' (2:21). It proved, on the contrary, to lead to death: `the written code 
kills' (2 Cor. 3:6). The establishment of righteousness by faith as the way to life 
implies the inability and displacement of the law. Once again, l;wonolaw is 
practically synonymous with Slxalow. To be justified (by faith) is to receive 
life (by faith); `dikaiosyne, which often means the righteousness which leads to 
life, can become simply the equivalent of "life" ' (E. P. Sanders, PPJ, 503).
3:22 &XXa ovvex? eLoEv xtX. Paul goes on to show why the law, despite 
its purpose of producing transgressions, is not contrary to the promises. Since 
it is God's law, it serves as God's instrument to accomplish his purpose. It cannot 
of itself impart life, but (&),),,&) by showing the bankruptcy of human effort it 
shuts men and women up to the grace of God as their only hope.
The law does indeed produce transgressions, and by that very fact it demonstrates its inability to lead to justification and life. Those who use it as a way 
to justification and life are in fact misusing it; it is this misuse that nullifies the 
promise. What the law does is to bring to light the universal human plight: all 
are `under sin'. If, realizing this, men and women look round for a way of 
deliverance from their plight, they find it in the promise. Believing the promise, 
and the one who has made it, they are justified-justified by faith in Jesus 
Christ, in whom the promise and its fulfilment are embodied. Far from being 
against the promises, then, the law drives men and women to flee from its 
condemnation and seek refuge in the promises.
rl ypacpri, here tantamount to `the written law', concentrated in such an 
uncompromising form as Dt. 27:26 (quoted in v 10 above). It might indeed be 
held that, as in v 8, ri Yeacpri is practically equivalent to `God', who speaks in 
scripture (the more so since the verb ovvxXe(w is used similarly in Rom. 11:32, 
where God is the subject: `God has consigned them all to disobedience, that he 
may have mercy upon all'). But here the figure of speech is more vivid than in 
v 8: the written law is the official who locks the law-breaker up in the prisonhouse of which sin is the jailor. Unlike zovs Jt&vias in Rom. 11:32, 
the more general to Jt&via here is neuter plural; it embraces the whole human 
situation-man and all his works-in the aeon which the gospel age has displaced. Those who come to their senses in the prison-house and recognize the hopelessness of their predicament will be the readier to embrace the promise of 
liberty and life: the law thus serves the interests of the promise-and of the 
beneficiaries of the promise.


into &µaptiav, cf. Rom. 3:9, navtag vcp' &µaptiav Eivat, `that all are 
under (the dominion of) sin'; 7:14, nEnpaµ> vog vno rIv &µapt(av, `sold 
under sin', `sold into the ownership of sin'. This is the first of a series of 
veto phrases; cf. vno voµov (v 23; 4:4f.), vno nai&aywyov (v 25), vno 
Enttponous xal otxovoµovc (4:2), vno t& atoiXEta tov xoaµov (4:3).
Ex Jr(otews 'IiIoov Xptotov. For the objective genitive see note on 2:16. 
The faith by which the true children of Abraham (v 6) inherit the promises made 
to Abraham and his posterity (v 16) is specifically identified as `faith in Jesus 
Christ', the wrwa tov 'A(3paaµ parexcellence. G. Howard (Crisis, 58, 65) 
takes the phrase to mean (as in 2:16) `through the faithful act of Christ'; but the 
following tots tiotEVOVOLv points in the other direction: `that the promise 
based on faith in Jesus Christ might be given to those exercising such faith'.
(g) Liberation from the law (3:23-25)
Before faith came we were guarded and confined under law, until the revelation of the faith that was to come. So the law has been our custodian until (the 
coming of) Christ, in order that we might be justified by faith. But now that faith 
has come, we are no longer under a custodian.
TEXTUAL NOTE
v 24 yryovev / ryeveto PI B Clem.Alex1aftnm
3:23 The sense of v 22 is here repeated in different terms. The `coming of 
faith'-the `faith in Jesus Christ' just mentioned (in other words, the gospel)may be understood both on the plane of salvation-history and in the personal 
experience of believers. On the plane of salvation-history the coming of faith 
coincides with the appearance of Christ, in whom the parenthetic age of law was 
displaced by the age of faith (cf. 4:4), which fulfils the promise made to Abraham. In the personal experience of believers it coincides with their abandonment 
of the attempt to establish a righteous standing of their own, based on legal 
works, and their acceptance of the righteousness which comes by faith in Christ 
(cf. Rom. 10:3f.; Phil. 3:9).
vno voµov EcppovpovµE9a avyxXEtoµsvot is remarkably parallel to the 
confinement of v 22, but here, instead of sin as the jailor, law is the warden or 
custodian-a distinction without much of a difference, so that the reader might 
be disposed to ask, like the imaginary interlocutor of Rom. 7:7, `Is the law sin?' 
To be into voµov in the sense of v 23 is another way of expressing the experience 
of being vno &µapt(av in the sense of v 22. To be `under law' is in practice 
to be `under sin'-not because law and sin are identical, but because law, while forbidding sin, stimulates the very thing that it forbids. Cf. Rom. 6:14, where 
it is because `you are no longer under law, but under grace', that `sin shall not 
have dominion over you'-the implication being that sin has dominion over men 
and women so long as they are `under law'. As will be seen in 4:4, one purpose 
of the coming of Christ is the redemption of his people from their bondage 
`under law'.


As Gentiles and Jews alike are `confined under sin' in v 22, so Gentiles 
and Jews alike are `confined under law' here. For the sense in which Gentiles 
could be regarded as being `under law' see note on v 13 above. G. Howard 
(Crisis, 60-64) maintains that the law is the law of Moses, whether Gentiles or 
Jews are said to be under it-not in the sense that all are subject to its specific 
demands, but in the sense that `the law is a suppressor and a restrainer of 
mankind'; men and women are suppressed under its tyranny, but are released 
from that tyranny by Christ. The law kept the Gentiles out of the privileges of 
the people of God and kept Israel apart from the rest of mankind; this divisive 
force has been overcome by the unifying effect of Christ's redemptive act.
Els ttv µhXXovoav 7t(otty &7toxaXucp&ivat. For the construction cf. 
Rom. 8:18, 7Ep6s t11v µhX? ouaav 66~av &7toxaXvcpOrlvat Els t [tag (for the 
more classical construction cf. I Pet. 5:1, tfs µe),Xovorls &7roxaXv(p671vat 
66~rlg). The revelation of glory marks the consummation of Christ's saving 
work; the revelation of faith marks its inception.
3:24 cwaTE 6 voµos JtaLSaywyas 1"lµ(.ov yEyovsv E[S Xpto'tov. The naLSaywyos was the personal slave-attendant who accompanied the free-born boy 
wherever he went, from the time he left his nurse's care. It was his duty to teach 
the boy good manners (with the use of the birch, if necessary), take him to 
school (carrying his satchel and other effects), wait for him there, in the waiting 
room or in the 7ta1SaywyEtov, a place reserved specifically for 7taL8aywyo( 
(Dem. De Cor. 258), or even in the classroom itself (cf. the Duris cup [early 
5th century BC] in E. Pottier, Douris et les peintres de vases grecs [Paris, 1905], 
112, fig. 22), then take him home and test his memory by making him recite 
the lesson he had learned. During the boy's minority the na66aywy6s imposed 
a necessary restraint on his liberty until, with his coming of age, he could be 
trusted to use his liberty responsibly.
The 7taLbaywy6s, who, for all his disciplinary function, might establish a 
bond of close affection with his charge, was not an instructor, not a `pedagogue' 
in the modern sense. Paul does not ascribe an educative role to the law, unlike Plato, who regards the law as imparting 7taibEta (cf. Leg. 7.809a, [t6v 
vo.tocpv?axa] 7t6g &v rlµiv 6 v6[tog avtbs natSsv(JEiEV lxavths; `How 
would the law itself give an adequate education [to our guardian of the law]?'). 
The 7taLSE(a provided by wisdom in Proverbs is generally related by the rabbis 
to the instructive role of the Torah (see m. Ab. 3.18 for Aqiba's interpretation 
in this sense of Pr. 4:2, `I [Wisdom] give you good doctrine [a reference to 
`instruction' in the preceding verse, LXX 7ratbda]; forsake not my law'). Nor 
does Paul suppose that the presence of this 7taL6aywy65 will protect his charge 
from doing wrong, unlike Philo (Mut. Nom. 217), who assumes that this will be 
the effect of the presence of a 7tatbaywy65 (7raL6aywyov µev 7rap6vtos ovx 
av &µ&ptot 6 &y6.tvos, `when the 7taLbaywy6s is present his charge will not 
go astray').


A. Oepke (Galater, 86-88) mentions various kinds of 3taLbaywy65. Ancient authors disagree about their qualities. No doubt some were good and some 
were bad. A modern analogy is suggested by J. D. G. Dunn's use of the term 
'baby-sitter'.
In the phrase Eig Xptat6v the preposition Etc has temporal force: `until 
Christ' (contrast NIV, `to lead us to Christ'). As the slave-attendant kept the boy 
under his control until he came of age, so the law kept the people of God in 
leading-strings until, with the coming of faith, they attained their 19, spiritual majority in Christ. Cf. V &xets ov E~.6rl td anepµa  entjyyE?tat.
tva >x It(OTEW; 8Lxatw6Co[tEv. This clause amplifies the temporal phrase 
Eig XQLOt6v. The appearance of Christ gave effect to the purpose of God'that we (Jews and Gentiles without distinction) should be justified by faith', in 
accordance with the promise to Abraham. The justifying act of God in Christ 
obliterates the partition which the law erected between the two communities.
3:25 UOovorls Si;tfg JnlarEws ovxett vJtd 3rzatOaywy6v Eotrv, because 
with the coming of faith believers have come of age and no longer require to be 
under the control of a slave-attendant: vnd JtalOaywy6v has the same sense as 
vtto v6µov in v 23.-
To the figure of a prison warden, then, Paul adds that of a slave-attendant 
to describe the function of the law before the gospel age. Another, but related, 
figure is employed in 4:1f., but first he pauses to make one of his greatest 
affirmations about the new order of liberated existence 'in Christ'.
(h) Jews and Gentiles one in Christ (3:26-29)
For through faith you are all sons of God in Christ Jesus. All of you who 
were baptized into Christ have put on Christ. (In him) there is neither Jew nor 
Greek, there is neither slave nor freeman, there is no 'male and female'; for in 
Christ Jesus you are all one. And if you belong to Christ, then you are Abraham's 
offspring, heirs according to promise.

TEXTUAL NOTES
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3:26 Jtavtcs yap vioi 6EOV EotE. Those addressed as 'you' in v 26 are 
identical with those indicated by the inclusive `we' in vv 23-25: Gentile and 
Jewish believers are together in view. In v 7 those who are >ix nkatews are 'sons 
of Abraham'; here an even higher status is accorded them, for Sta tfg atiotews 
('through the faith' mentioned repeatedly in the foregoing verses) they are 'sons 
of God'-'sons of God in Christ Jesus', who is himself the Son of God par 
excellence (cf. 1:16; 2:20; 4:4). If it is 'through faith' that they have entered into this relationship, then it is not by legal works (cf. 2:16, etc.). The phrase iv 
XQLaicu 'Irloov is probably not governed by JrtotEws, as though the meaning 
were `faith in Christ Jesus'-this idea is usually expressed by Paul with the 
objective genitive, which indeed is exhibited here in p46, by assimilation with 
(e.g.) v 22. (For n((JtLg followed by Ev cf. Eph. 1:15; Col. 1:4; 1 Tim. 3:13; 
2 Tim. 1:13; followed by elS, Col. 2:5.) Believers in Christ are united with him, 
participate in him, are incorporated into him, and as he is God's Son inherently, 
so in him they become God's sons and daughters by adoption, anticipating now 
by the Spirit what is to be fully manifested in the coming glory (for further 
exposition of vlo6co(a see notes on 4:4-7 below).


The distinctively Pauline expressions `in Christ', `in Christ Jesus', `in the 
Lord', are by no means mere theologoumena; they express an early and widespread Christian experience: `the religious experience of the Christian is not 
merely experience like that of Jesus, it is experience which at all characteristic 
and distinctive points is derived from Jesus the Lord, and which only makes 
sense when this derivative and dependent character is recognized' (J. D. G. 
Dunn, Jesus and the Spirit [London, 1975], 342). It is not peculiar to Paul; it 
is closely akin to, if not identical with, the Johannine insistence on mutual 
`abiding', illustrated by the parable of the vine and the branches (Jn. 15:4-10). 
The concept is that which in I Cor. 6:15-17; 12:12-27 (cf. Rom. 12:4f.) Paul 
expresses in terms of the body of Christ, that body of which the people of Christ 
are members. It is difficult to find an adequate precedent for this idea of an 
`inclusive' Christ: it is different, for example, from the alleged Hebrew concept 
of `corporate personality'. The idea is sometimes spoken of as an instance of 
`Pauline mysticism' (cf. A. Schweitzer, Mysticism, 116ff., 270ff.), though 'mysticism' is not the aptest term to apply to it. Even less apt is the attempt to depict 
the idea by means of geometrical diagrams, as in A. Deissmann, Paul: A Study 
in Social and Religious History, ETr (London, 1926), 293-299. One of the most 
satisfying treatments of the subject is the chapter `The Corporate Christ' in 
C. F. D. Moule, Christology, 47-96; cf. a chapter with the same title in his The 
Phenomenon of the NT (London, 1967), 21-42.
The body of Christ (the believing community as a whole), together with its 
members one by one, is vitalized by the life of the risen Christ and energized 
by his Spirit. Incorporation into this body is effected by personal faith in Christ 
and sacramentally sealed in baptism (cf. v 27). Membership in the body of 
Christ has a far-reaching effect on each one who is so incorporated as well as 
on the community as such. Thus Paul knew himself to be 'a man in Christ' 
(2 Cor. 12:2); he had been 'crucified with Christ' and henceforth lived as one 
united by faith to the risen Son of God (2:20 above). His personal appropriation 
of the love manifested to mankind in the self-giving of Christ was as real as his 
awareness of faith-union with Christ as the source of his new life. For him in 
a special way this involved sharing the sufferings of Christ in the course of his 
apostolic service (see 6:17 below with notes). But each individual believer was 
a man or woman `in Christ', in whom Christ lived, and this inclusive relationship 
with Christ was to be shown forth in the ordinary life of each.
The relation of life `in Christ' to justification by faith is repeatedly debated. 
Thus, arguing that `righteousness by faith and participation in Christ ultimately 
amount to the same thing', E. P. Sanders speaks of Gal. 3:24-27 `as reflecting better the way Paul thought and Rom. 5:1 as being an unusually schematic 
presentation which he does not systematically maintain' (PPJ, 506 with n. 68). 
He contrasts this position of his with that of D. 0. Via ('Justification and Deliverance: Existential Dialectic', SR 1 [1971], 204-212), which views Rom. 5:1 
as Paul's exact thought and Gal. 3:24-27 as an instance in which Paul `uses 
language inexactly and juxtaposes the two'-justification (in the sense of acquittal) and deliverance (freedom from the power of sin)-`in an unclear way', 
whereas Paul's `dominant tendency' was to distinguish the two. In fact, we shall 
understand both justification and participation (or incorporation) better if we 
maintain a distinction between them in our thinking. Paul was justified by faith 
and incorporated into Christ simultaneously and instantaneously on the Damascus road, but he did not confuse the two realities. In Phil. 3:8-11, for example, 
it is because he no longer had `a righteousness of my own, based on law, but 
that which is through faith in Christ', that he could make it his settled purpose 
in life to advance in the knowledge of Christ, `and the power of his resurrection, 
and the fellowship of his sufferings'.


3:27 6ooL yap Eig XpLotbv e(3a?tt(oOTE, XpLotov evrn)oao6E. To be 
`baptized into Christ' is to be incorporated into him by baptism, and hence to 
be `in Christ'. A fuller statement is given in Rom. 6:3-11, although there the 
theme of `baptism into Christ Jesus' is developed as a disincentive to continuing 
in sin, which is not Paul's point in this immediate context.
This is the only reference to baptism in Galatians, and it is difficult to 
suppose that the readers would not have understood it as a statement about their 
initiatory baptism in water `into the name of the Lord Jesus' (that Paul's converts 
were so baptized is a reasonable inference from 1 Cor. 1:13: `was it into Paul's 
name that you were baptized?'). J. D. G. Dunn, however, expresses the opinion 
that `(3w7tiiteoOaL Els XQLozov is simply a metaphor drawn from the rite of 
baptism to describe the entry of the believer into Christian experience-or, more 
precisely, the entry of the believer into the spiritual relationship of the Christian 
with Christ, which takes place in conversion-initiation' (Baptism in the Holy 
Spirit [London, 1970], 109).
Christian baptism took over from the baptism of John its connexion with 
repentance and remission of sins and its significance as a pointer to the new age. 
But it was now administered specifically in Jesus' name and was the outward 
and visible sign of admission to the new community: `in one Spirit', says Paul 
to the Corinthians, `we were all baptized into one body' (1 Cor. 12:13).
The question arises here: if Paul makes baptism the gateway to `being-inChrist', is he not attaching soteriological efficacy to a rite which in itself is as 
external or `material' as circumcision? With reference to the `creative act of 
justification', E. P. Sanders says that its Sitz im Leben `is baptism, and the gift 
of the Spirit the means. For Paul, baptism, justification of the sinner, and [new] 
creation are inseparable' (PPJ, 533n.). This may be true, but Paul, who had 
learned so clearly the religious inadequacy of the old circumcision, was not the 
man to ascribe ex opere operato efficacy to another external rite. If he were 
asked where and when he received justification by faith, he would have pointed 
to the Damascus road at the moment when the Lord appeared to him; his baptism, which took place some days later, could have been no more than a seal of 
what had happened there and then. (Even in Acts 9:17f. it is implied that his baptism followed his filling with the Spirit.) If it is remembered that repentance 
and faith, with baptism in water and reception of the Spirit, followed by first 
communion, constituted one complex experience of Christian initiation, then 
what is true of the experience as a whole can in practice be predicated of any 
element in it. The creative agency, however, is the Spirit. Baptism in water per 
se is no guarantee of salvation (cf. 1 Cor. 10:1-12) as the indwelling presence 
of the Spirit is (cf. 4:6 below; Rom. 8:9).


On baptism in Paul see also O. Cullmann, Baptism in the NT, ETr (London, 1950), 
23ff.; G. W. H. Lampe, The Seal of the Spirit (London, 1951), 3ff.; G. R. BeasleyMurray, Baptism in the NT (London, 1962), 127ff.; D. E. H. Whiteley, The Theology 
of St. Paul (Oxford, 1964), 166ff.; R. Schnackenburg, Baptism in the Thought of St. 
Paul, ETr (Oxford, 1964); G. Wagner, Pauline Baptism and the Pagan Mysteries, ETr 
(Edinburgh, 1967); K. Barth, CD IV/4, ETr (Edinburgh, 1969), 32ff. (on the relation 
and distinction between water baptism and Spirit baptism); H. Ridderbos, Paul: An Outline of his Theology, ETr (Grand Rapids, 1975), 396ff.; J. D. G. Dunn, Unity, 158ff.
To `put on Christ' is for Paul another way of expressing incorporation into 
him. The closest parallel to Xptarbv EveSvaaade here is Rom. 13:14, 
axvS6oaa8e iov xvetov 'Irloovv XptorOv, but there believers are exhorted to 
do what they are here said to have done already. This indicative /imperative 
oscillation is not unparalleled in Paul. `Be what you are', he says in effect, 
meaning `Be in ordinary practice what God's grace has made you.' So in Rom. 
6:11f. those who are said to have `died to sin' in Rom. 6:2 are urged to consider 
themselves `dead to sin'; as regards the use of the `putting on' figure, believers 
are said in Col. 3:9f. to `have put off the old man' [the one they formerly were 
in their unregenerate state]... and put on the new man', whereas in Eph. 4:22ff. 
(if ato0eo0at and f;vSvoaa0at are infinitives in an indirect command) they 
are exhorted to `put off the old man... and put on the new man'. But in Col. 
3:10 and Eph. 4:24 putting on the new man implies the assumption of a new 
way of life (which indeed is the point of the exhortation to `put on the Lord 
Jesus Christ' in Rom. 13:14), whereas in Gal. 3:27 the ethical aspect is not 
primarily in view (it is introduced in due course, in 5:13ff.). Here it is the new 
status, the new order of existence `in Christ Jesus', that is emphasized.
The metaphorical sense of `putting on' may have been suggested by the 
converts' divesting themselves of their clothes before baptism and being reclothed 
afterwards (cf. C. F. D. Moule, Worship in the NT [London, 1961], 52f.). Certainly ' "to put on Christ" is simply a figurative usage to describe more expressively the spiritual transformation which makes one a Christian' (J. D. G. Dunn, 
Baptism in the Holy Spirit, 110; cf. his Unity, 159); but this still leaves open the 
question of the origin of this particular figurative usage. S. J. Mikolaski, saying 
that `we strip off the clothes of the old life to be clothed with the garments of 
Christ's righteousness through faith-baptism', points to OT precedents in Ps. 
132:9; Is. 61:10; 64:6; Zc. 3:3 (NBCR, 1099). The OT background is much 
more convincing than the attempt to find a pagan background. In some forms 
of religious initiation known in the Graeco-Roman world the donning of a new 
garment appears to have symbolized the conferment of immortality or even 
participation in the divine nature (cf. J. Leipoldt, Die urchristliche Taufe im 
Licht der Religionsgeschichte [Leipzig, 1928], 60; H.-J. Schoeps, Paul, 112f.; cf. 
G. Wagner, Pauline Baptism and the Pagan Mysteries, 29 n. 102 et passim, for a critique of theories accounting for Pauline baptismal imagery in such terms). 
While Paul was not influenced by such ideas or practices, they could certainly 
have influenced some of his Gentile converts in their understanding of his teaching. (For gnostic usage see H. D. Betz, Galatians, 188 n. 61.)


3:28 ovx evi. In origin, Evi is a strengthened form of the preposition Ev, 
but in classical usage it became a variant of ev&oa(v) (cf. 1 Cor. 6:5). Here, 
however (as in Col. 3:11; Jas. 1:17, where also it is negatived by ovx), it is an 
emphatic equivalent of eoiw.
We have parallels to such open religious fellowship elsewhere in antiquity; 
for example, in SIG3 111.985 there is an account of a private cult-group in 
Philadelphia, founded in the first or second century BC by one Dionysius in 
pursuance of directions received from Zeus in a dream, which was explicitly 
open to `men and women, free persons and household slaves', and in which 
ethical probity was insisted on.
The first stipulation here, however, is that in Christ there is neither Jew nor 
Greek (for "EXXrly in the sense of `Gentile' see on 2:3); the breaking down of 
the middle wall of partition between these two was fundamental to Paul's gospel 
(Eph. 2:14f.). By similarly excluding the religious distinction between slaves 
and the freeborn, and between male and female, Paul makes a threefold affirmation which corresponds to a number of Jewish formulas in which the threefold 
distinction is maintained, as in the morning prayer in which the male Jew thanks 
God that he was not made a Gentile, a slave or a woman (S. Singer, The 
Authorised Daily Prayer Book [London, 1939], 5f.). This threefold thanksgiving 
can be traced back as far as R. Judah b. Elai, c. AD 150 (t. Ber. 7.18), or his 
contemporary R. Me'ir (b. Men. 43b)-both with `brutish man' [bor] instead 
of `slave'. The reason for the threefold thanksgiving was not any positive disparagement of Gentiles, slaves or women as persons but the fact that they were 
disqualified from several religious privileges which were open to free Jewish 
males.
The formula may be even earlier, for it seems to have been modelled on a 
Greek formula going back as far as Thales (6th century BC), who is reported 
by Hermippus to have said that there were three things for which he was grateful 
to fortune: that he was born a human being and not a beast, a man and not a 
woman, a Greek and not a barbarian (Diog. Laert., Vit. Phil. 1.33). Substantially 
the same saying is attributed to Socrates (Diog. Laert., ibid.) and Plato (Plut., 
Marius 46.1; Lactantius, Inst. 3.19.17). A comparable saying from a Zoroastrian 
source is mentioned by H. D. Betz, Galatians, 185 n. 26 (quoting J. Darmesteter, 
Une priere jud~o-persane [Paris, 1891]).
It is not unlikely that Paul himself had been brought up to thank God that 
he was born a Jew and not a Gentile, a freeman and not a slave, a man and not 
a woman. If so, he takes up each of these three distinctions which had considerable importance in Judaism and affirms that in Christ they are all irrelevant. 
He may here express an insight of his own, arising out of his sure grasp of what 
was involved in the attitude and achievement of Jesus. Another view is that he 
is quoting `what is almost surely a fragment of an early baptismal formula' 
(R. Scroggs, IDBSup 966, s.v. `Woman in the NT'; he cites the parallel structures of I Cor. 12:12f. and Col. 3:9-11); if so, it may be asked if the formula 
was not based on Paul's own teaching and practice.


Paul makes some reference to these three dual categories in 1 Cor. 7 where 
he exhorts the circumcised and uncircumcised to remain as they were in this 
regard at the time of their conversion (vv 18f.), the slave and the free person to 
be content with their respective stations in life and not try to change them (vv 
21-23), and married and unmarried persons to continue so, in the one way or 
the other: `in whatever state each was called, there let him/her remain with God' 
(v 24). Either way, it can make no difference to one's status in Christ.
ovx Evt 'IouSuios oiS "EkkTIv. The cleavage between Jew and Gentile 
was for Judaism the most radical within the human race. It was indeed possible 
for a Gentile to become a Jewish proselyte; some Jewish teachers indeed thought 
that the greatest kindness they could show to Gentiles was to win them: `love 
your fellow-creatures', said Hillel, `and bring them near to the Torah' (m. Ab. 1.12). 
But a Gentile who became a proselyte crossed over to the Jewish side of the 
gulf; the gulf remained. It is clear both from Paul's letters and from the record 
of Acts that the gospel principle of complete equality of Jew and Gentile before 
God was not accepted in the early church without a struggle. There were influential voices in the church which maintained that Gentiles could be admitted 
into its membership on a similar footing to the admission of proselytes into the 
Jewish community: they must be circumcised (if males) and conform in some 
degree to Jewish law and custom. Some who took this line probably regarded 
the indiscriminate evangelization of Gentiles as unwise; they could well have 
taken up and appropriated the logion: `Let the children first be fed, for it is not 
right to take the children's bread and throw it to the dogs' (Mk. 7:27).
This attitude seems to have hardened in the interval between the Jerusalem 
conference of Gal. 2:1-10 and the development of the crisis which called forth 
the present letter: on the former occasion, no voice was apparently raised to 
demand that the Gentile Titus should be circumcised, but now (in part, perhaps, 
because of external pressure) circumcision was being urged upon the Gentile 
members of the Galatian churches.
Paul's position was clear-cut: had the law shown itself able to impart life, 
this would have given the Jews an overwhelming advantage; but since the law's 
inability to do any such thing had been demonstrated, there was now no distinction between Jews and Gentiles before God in respect either of their moral 
bankruptcy or of their need to receive his pardoning grace. The law-free gospel 
put both communities on one and the same level before God, so that `in Christ' 
there was `neither Jew nor Greek' (cf. also Rom. 1:16; 3:22f.; 10:12; 15:8f.; 
1 Cor. 1:24; Eph. 2:13-22; 3:6; Col. 3:11).
ovx evi SovXos ov eXc iOeeoc. The social inferiority of slaves was 
marked enough in Jewish society, but still more so in Mediterranean society 
generally and most of all in Roman law.
Paul's general attitude to the status of Christian slaves is shown in 1 Cor. 
7:22, `he who was called in the Lord as a slave is the Lord's freedman 
(a.atEX60e(?os); likewise he who was free when called is Christ's slave'. Christian slaves should not chafe at their underprivileged status in the world; 'in 
Christ'-and on the practical level that meant in the church-they were entitled 
to enjoy equal rank with their free brothers and sisters. This could mean, for 
example, that someone who was a slave in the outside world might be entrusted 
with spiritual leadership in the church, and if the owner of the slave was a member of the same church, he would submit to that spiritual leadership. There 
is sufficient evidence that this was not merely a theoretical possibility.


When Paul sent Onesimus back to his master Philemon, `no longer as a 
slave but better than a slave, as a beloved brother' (Phm. 16), we do not know 
if Philemon responded to the apostle's hint and sent Onesimus back to continue 
serving him or retained Onesimus in much the same kind of household service 
as formerly. But Onesimus was now a fellow-member with Philemon in the 
church of Colossae (Col. 4:9). The church provided a setting in which the 
master-slave relationship (or, if Philemon emancipated Onesimus, the patronfreedman relationship) was irrelevant. If it could be established that Philemon's 
slave was the Onesimus who was bishop of Ephesus half-a-century later (Ign. 
Eph. 1:3; cf. J. Knox, Philemon among the Letters of Paul [London, 21960], 
88-92), this would provide sufficient evidence that former servile status was no 
bar to church leadership. Callixtus, bishop of Rome early in the 3rd century (AD 
217-222), was an ex-slave, if Hippolytus is to be believed (Haer. 9.1If.), and 
Pius I, an earlier occupant of the same see, was, if not a slave himself, at least 
the brother of a slave (Hermas, author of the Shepherd), according to the compiler of the Muratorian canon (lines 73-77).
On the general subject see M. I. Finley (ed.), Slavery in Classical Antiquity (New York, 
11968), and in relation to Christianity, S. S. Bartchy, MAAAON XPHXAI: FirstCentury Slavery and 1 Corinthians 7:21 (Missoula, 1973).
ovx z`vt apacv xat 071?cu. There is a slight change of construction here 
(with no substantial change in meaning): Paul does not say, following the precedent of the two companion clauses, ovx Evt apaev oOSi 0~Xv. The reason 
for the change is probably the influence of Gn. 1:27, t.poev xai "kv EJtoii1aEv 
avio5g, `he made them male and female' (cf. Mk. 10:6). In Christ, on the 
contrary, `there is no "male and female".' Paul's statement was echoed later in 
those gnostic circles which held that, in the new age, man would no longer be 
separated into `male and female' but would revert to a (supposedly) pristine 
androgynous state (cf. Gos. Egy., quoted by Clem. Alex., Strom. 3.45, 63ff., 
91, where Jesus is recorded as foretelling the day `when the two become one 
and the male with the female neither male nor female'). W. A. Meeks, `The 
Image of the Androgyne: Some Uses of a Symbol in Earliest Christianity', 
History of Religions 13 (1973-74), 165-208 (cited favourably by H. D. Betz, 
Galatians, 196 n. 122), thinks that Paul is here quoting a `baptismal reunification 
formula' which envisaged the restoration of a pristine androgynous image. But 
Paul himself is not concerned with any such fantasy; he is concerned with 
practical church life in which men and women (like Jews and Gentiles, slaves 
and free persons) are here and now fellow-members. It is not their distinctiveness, but their inequality of religious role, that is abolished `in Christ Jesus'.
Whereas Paul's ban on discrimination on racial or social grounds has been 
fairly widely accepted au pied de la lettre, there has been a tendency to restrict 
the degree to which `there is no "male and female" '. Thus it has been argued 
that these words relate only to the common access of men and women to baptism, 
with its introduction to their new existence `in Christ'. True, Paul may have had 
in mind that circumcision involved a form of discrimination between men and 
women which was removed when circumcision was demoted from its position as religious law, whereas baptism was open to both sexes indiscriminately. But 
the denial of discrimination which is sacramentally affirmed in baptism holds 
good for the new existence `in Christ' in its entirety. No more restriction is 
implied in Paul's equalizing of the status of male and female in Christ than in 
his equalizing of the status of Jew and Gentile, or of slave and free person. If 
in ordinary life existence in Christ is manifested openly in church fellowship, 
then, if a Gentile may exercise spiritual leadership in church as freely as a Jew, 
or a slave as freely as a citizen, why not a woman as freely as a man?


In other spheres, indeed, the distinctions which ceased to be relevant in 
church fellowship might continue to be observed. In Roman law the distinction 
between slave and free person remained; in the family the cooperation of husband 
and wife, or father and mother, depended (as it still does) on the distinction 
between them. But superiority and inferiority of status or esteem could have no 
place in the society whose Founder laid it down that among his followers `whoever 
would be first... must be slave of all' (Mk. 10:44).
How Paul allowed the principle of `no "male and female" ' to operate in 
practice may be seen, for example, in his appreciation of the Philippian women 
who `laboured side by side' with him in the gospel (Phil. 4:3) or his recognition 
of the right of women to pray and prophesy in church-the veil being the symbol 
of their authority (e~ova(a) to do so (1 Cor. 11:10; cf. M. D. Hooker, `Authority 
on her head: an examination of 1 Cor. xi.10', NTS 10 [1963-64], 410-416; 
A. Jaubert, `La voile des femmes (I Cor. xi.2-16)', NTS 18 [1971-72], 
419-430). Paul states the basic principle here; if restrictions on it are found 
elsewhere in the Pauline corpus, as in 1 Cor. 14:34f. (on the text of which see 
G. Zuntz, The Text of the Epistles [London, 1953], 17) or 1 Tim. 2:llf., they 
are to be understood in relation to Gal. 3:28, and not vice versa. Attempts to 
find canon law in Paul, or to base canon law on Paul, should be forestalled by 
a consideration of Paul's probable reaction to the very idea of canon law.
See J. Leipoldt, Die Frau in der antiken Welt and im Urchristentum (Leipzig, 21962); 
K. Stendahl, The Bible and the Role of Women (Philadelphia, 1966); P. K. Jewett, Man 
as Male and Female (Grand Rapids, 1975); S. B. Clark, Man and Woman in Christ 
(Ann Arbor, 1980); A. Cameron, ` "Neither Male nor Female" ', Greece and Rome, 
series 2, 27 (1980), 60-68.
JtavTEs yap vµEls ets GTE eV Xptotcu 'Irloov, `you are all one by being 
in Christ Jesus' (M. J. Harris, NIDNTT 3, 1192). For ev Xptatw 'Irlaov see 
note on v 26. Although Paul does not use `body' language in Galatians, his 
present statement is practically equivalent to Ev ahµa eal.1EV Ev XetaiCO (Rom. 
12:5), Ev ahµa of 7roUo(i asev (1 Cor. 10:17). Here, however, there is special 
emphasis on Jews and Gentiles (not to speak of free persons and slaves, males 
and females) being one in Christ (cf. 1 Cor. 12:13; Eph. 2:15).
3:29 Ei SE vµEis XQLotov. Those who are iv X@Lotcu are also `Christ's' 
(XQLotov), not only in the sense that they belong to Christ or follow Christ (cf. 
2 Cor. 10:7) but even more in the sense that they participate in him by the Spirit; 
cf. Rom. 8:9b (E1 Se ns JCVEVµa XpLotov ovx ExEL, ovtog ovx i (3tiv avtov); 
also Rom. 14:8 (tov xvplov Eoµav).
a .ea 'tov 'A(3pa6µ o7tepµa Ease. If Christ is Abraham's offspring, according to the promise (cf v 16), then those who are Christ's, participating in him by faith, whether Gentiles or Jews, are likewise Abraham's offspring (cf. 
v 7). If the agitators had insisted to the Galatians that it was desirable, and 
indeed necessary for salvation, to become sons of Abraham (by circumcision), 
Paul counters their arguments by insisting that union with Christ by faith is the 
only way of becoming Abraham's children in the sense that matters with God.


xat' s;nayyEX(av xkTlpovoµot. Because `there is neither Jew nor Greek', 
Gentile as well as Jewish believers are Abraham's offspring in Christ, heirs with 
him of the blessing promised to Abraham. The idea of inheritance here is on all 
fours with that expressed later in Eph. 1:13f.; 3:6, where Gentiles are fellowheirs (ovyx.rlpovoµa) and have received the Spirit as the guarantee and initial 
instalment (&ppa(36)v) of their inheritance, equally with Jewish believers P. (pace 
L. Hammer, `A comparison of kleronomia in Paul and Ephesians', JBL 79 
[1960], 267-272, who argues that the sense of xXrlpovoµ(a in Ephesians is 
different from that in the Pauline homologoumena, since in the latter it is orientated to the past, but in Ephesians to the future). According to Rom. 8:18-25, 
believers enter upon their full heritage when they receive their public investiture 
as sons of God on the day of final redemption (see 4:6f. below, with notes). Cf. 
also J. D. Hester, Paul's Conception of Inheritance (Edinburgh, 1968).
The principles enunciated in this paragraph (vv 26-29) were revolutionary 
enough even within the fellowship of small local groups here and there throughout the Graeco-Roman world. But when these groups and their members multiplied until they formed a significant segment of society, there was a real 
possibility that such revolutionary principles would infect society at large, and 
the imperial authorities in the second and third centuries saw the spread of 
Christianity as a disintegrating ferment in the body politic. In historical fact, 
however, influences worked in two directions: if the church increasingly influenced pagan society, pagan society in some degree at least influenced the church.
(i) From slavery to sonship (4:1-7)
Let me put it this way: so long as the heir is an infant, he is no different from 
a slave, though he is owner of everything, but he is under guardians and stewards 
until the time fixed by his father. So it was with us: when we were infants, we 
were enslaved under the elemental forces of the world. But when the appointed 
time had fully come, God sent forth his Son, born of a woman, born under law, 
to redeem those who were under law, in order that we might receive our instatement as sons. Now, because you are sons, God has sent forth the Spirit of his Son 
into our hearts, crying 'Abba, Father!' So then, you are no longer a slave, but 
a son, and if a son, then also an heir through God.
TEXTUAL NOTES
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4:1 Asyw 8, 'I mean', 'let me put it this way'. Paul takes up a different 
analogy from those used in 3:22-26 to set forth the contrast between the previous 
period of spiritual immaturity and the new life of full-grown freedom, bringing 
it up to date by including the theme of inheritance, introduced in 3:29. The law 
has been compared to a prison-warden and a slave-attendant; now its role is 
compared to that of the guardians and trustees appointed to take care of a minor 
and his property.
hp, oaov y,ovov o xXrlpovoltoc vrlntos eaity. The xXrlgovoµog is the 
son to whom the patrimony is to come in due course. While he is a vtntos, an 
`infant' in the legal sense-one who has not yet come of age-he is not given 
his freedom, he is hedged about with restrictions. He is `no different from a 
slave' (GO&V Sta#QEt SovXov) in this sense, that he is not his own master. 
The patrimony is legally his, yet he has no power to dispose of it.
4:2 &XX& vJto eJtttpoJtovs eativ xai oixovdµovs. Here it is i;JtftpoJtot 
and otxovoµot, guardians and stewards or trustees, who correspond to the 
Jta16aywy6s in 3:24, and like the JtaiSaywyos they represent the law.
In Roman law the heir, until he came of age at fourteen, was under the 
control of a tutor, nominated by the father in his will; then, until he reached the 
age of twenty-five, he was under a curator, appointed by the praetor urbanus 
(Justinian, Inst. 1.22, 23). In some parts of the empire at least, the father was 
permitted to appoint by will the curator as well as the tutor; thus the fifthcentury Syro-Latin law-book (see note on 3:15) allows him to nominate both an 
>rat(TQO tos and a xovpazwp (the Latin term transliterated) for his children who 
are under age (ed. K. G. Bruns and E. Sachau, 12). However, Paul's E t(teo)Tot 
and otxovol.tot need not be taken to correspond respectively to the tutores and 
curatores of Roman law in any strict sense; if there is any distinction between 
the two terms he uses, it might be suggested that the s t(T onog is in personal 
charge of the minor while the oixovoµos looks after his property.
&xpt ti1S JtpoO&Jt(as tov Jtatpos. In Roman law the time at which the 
son came of age and became a free agent (namely, at the completion of fourteen 
years) was fixed by statute. Yet some discretion was reserved to the father; cf. 
Justinian, Inst. 1.14.3: 'ad certum tempus, uel ex certo tempore, uel sub condicione, uel ante heredis institutionem, posse dari tutorem non dubitatur' ('Beyond question, a tutor may be appointed until a fixed time, or from a fixed time, 
or conditionally, or before the institution of an heir'). The certwn tempus could 
be what Paul means by the Jtpo0e0µ(a tov Jtatpos (so A. Halmel, Ober 
romisches Recht im Galaterbrief, summarized by D. Walker, 'The Legal Terminology in the Epistle to the Galatians', 118-120).
Paul's expression in this kind of context is illustrated by P. OxY. 491.8-10, 
in the will of one Eudaemon of Oxyrhynchus (AD 126), relating to two of his 
sons who were minors: `If I die before the said Horus and Eudaemon have 
completed twenty years, their brother Thonis and their maternal grandfather 
Harpaesis, also called Horus, son of Thonis, shall be guardian (s;niiponos) of 
each of them until he completes twenty years.' Here the twentieth birthday anniversary is the npo0ws(a rov na'rpos.


The word JtpoOet(a is used from classical times onwards of a `fixed term' 
in a variety of legal contexts, e.g. of the appointed day for the repayment of a 
loan, as in P. Oxy. 485.20, 27.
See E. D. Burton, Galatians, 212-215, for a detailed discussion.
4:3 ovtws xai i1tets, ore iiiv SESouxwli v>1Jttot, vJto to ototxeia tov xooµov 
illEOa vol. The juxtaposition of the two forms of the 1st plural 
imperfect of Elµl-7ltev (classical) and ilpe0a (Hellenistic)-is to be noted. 
While the textual evidence is divided, the natural tendency towards assimilation 
of the two forms speaks in favour of the UBS3 and Nestle-Aland26 reading. The 
periphrastic construction of the pluperfect passive, ~teOa SESoukwµevot (cf. 
BDF 352), emphasizes the state in which `we' were `when we were infants' 
more than eSESouW[tE a would have done; in any case, many of the straight 
pluperfect forms were falling into disuse.
The question arises whether the emphatic ij tets is inclusive ('we Christians, 
whether Jews or Gentiles by birth') or exclusive, distinguishing Paul and his 
fellow-believers of Jewish birth from his Galatian converts of Gentile origin 
('we Jews by birth as well as you Gentiles'). It is true, as v 9 indicates, that the 
latter also were enslaved to the crrotxEia, but probably Paul is making his point 
here with primary reference to the Jewish law; in v 8 he makes it with reference 
to the pagan worship of unreal gods.
He moves from the institution of guardians and stewards in ordinary life to 
the analogical situation in spiritual experience: when we were in our religious 
`infancy', he says, we were enslaved under the ototxeia of the world; they were 
our controllers or custodians. Whatever else may be said of these ototxeta, they 
plainly include the law, in the sense of 3:23 (which refers to the same situation): 
`Before faith came, we were guarded bitb voµov:
The word otOLXEia means primarily things placed side by side in a row; 
it is used of the letters of the alphabet, the ABCs, and then, because the learning 
of the ABCs is the first lesson in a literary education, it comes to mean 'rudiments', `first principles' (as in Heb. 5:12). Again, since the letters of the alphabet 
were regarded as the `elements' of which words and sentences are built up, 
crrotxeta comes to be used of the `elements' which make up the material world 
(cf. 2 Pet. 3:10, 12). This would be the natural sense of to atotxEta 'tov 
xooµov unless the context dictated otherwise; the exact phrase is used in this 
sense by Philo (Aet. Mund. -109).--
Elsewhere (Vit. Cont. 3) Philo speaks of the Greeks who revere the four 
elements (ototxEia)-earth, water, air, fire-and give them the names of divinities (respectively Demeter, Poseidon, Hera, Hephaestus); in yet another place 
(Decal. 53) he says that `some have deified the four elements (ctotXcia), earth, 
water, air and fire; others the sun and moon and the other planets and fixed stars; 
others again the heaven alone; others the whole world', and he mentions not 
only the names by which the elements are worshipped but those given to the 
luminaries and so forth. Cf. Wis. 13:2, where the various elements are mentioned 
as receiving worship from those who are ignorant of God, but are not called 
6rotxEia but rather JtpvtavEts xooµov ('rulers of the world').
Ps. -Call isthenes (Alexander Romance, 1.1) says that the royal enchanter 
Nectanebo `subjected to himself all the cosmic ototxcia, including the 
aseta atveuµaia xai of xaiax06vtot &iiLoves (the spirits of the air and the demons of the underworld)' and later (1.12) Nectanebo is said to observe sous 
ovpaviovs 8p6µovs twv xouiixwv atoiiwv ('the heavenly courses of the 
cosmic elements').


If Paul had been referring only to the former paganism of the Galatians, 
the otoLxEta tov xooµov might have had the same kind of meaning as in those 
quotations from Philo and Ps.-Callisthenes, but in the immediate context existence vato Ta otoLx,Eia Tov xooµov is equated with existence vJto voµov (vv 
4f.). He speaks of the time during which the people of God lived `under law' 
as the time they spent in the infant class learning their ABCs-which for them 
amounted to `the rudimentary notions of the world' (B. M. Metzger, The New 
Oxford Annotated Bible [New York, 1977], 1413). But this was not merely a 
time of elementary education; it was a time of bondage. Two further questions 
have to be asked about the atotXEta, although the attempt to answer them is 
best postponed to the further occurrence of the word in v 9: (i) Why are they 
called the otoLXEta of the world? and (ii) In what sense could it be said that the 
Galatian Christians in their pagan days were under the same atoLxEta as had 
controlled Paul and his fellow-Jews? For the present stage of Paul's argument 
it suffices to observe that the law ranks as one of the otoLXEta.
In arguing that Paul's reasoning proceeds back from his conviction of the 
universal solution (salvation by grace) to the human plight, E. P. Sanders (PPJ, 
474 with n. 2) points to the variety of expressions used by Paul to describe the 
human plight, of which universal enslavement to the stoicheia of the world is 
one-others being universal sin (Rom. 3:22) and universal death in Adam (Rom. 
5:18; 1 Cor. 15:22).
4:4 orE SE iXOEv to n),,ijpcoµa tov xpovov. The itX~pwto Tov xpovov 
in the divine act of adoption corresponds to the 1tpo6Eaµ(a in the adoptive 
procedure envisaged in v 2. Here, it may be said, we have the npoOEO!(a of 
the heavenly Father-the time fixed `for us to receive the vioOco(a'. The 
vtoOEa(a is the subject in the forefront of Paul's mind at this point in his 
argument: the sending of God's Son and his redemption of those who were 
`under law', important as these are in their own right, are here means to an end, 
the end being the uio6Eo(a of believers.
That the sending of God's Son took place at the nodal point of salvationhistory Paul both believed and affirmed. It is for this reason that the people of 
Christ are those `upon whom the ends of the ages (ta t£XTJ tcov aitvwv) have 
met' (1 Cor. 10:11). Cf. Mk. 1:15, AEatXrlpwtaL o xaLeos (see H. N. Ridderbos, When the Time had Fully Come [Grand Rapids, 1957], 48, 68f., et passim). 
But what is emphasized here is that the nodal point of salvation-history, marked 
by the coming of Christ (cf. 3:24, e[s Xpt(Jtov) or the coming of `faith' (cf. 
3:23, 25), constitutes the divinely ordained epoch for the people of God to enter 
into their inheritance as his mature and responsible sons and daughters. It is the 
coming of Christ that makes this particular epoch the rXr1ewto tov xpovov. 
Here it is the `realized' aspect of Christian eschatology that Paul presents, the 
`already' rather than the `not yet'. The Galatians must understand that the period 
of tutelage is past; their spiritual majority has arrived. See G. Bornkamm, Paul, 
196-200.
ei;aneotEiXEV o OE6g Tov vlov avtov. R. H. Fuller, `The Conception /Birth 
of Jesus as a Christological Moment', JSNT, Issue 1 (1978), 37-52 (especially 40f.), developing a suggestion of E. Schweizer (TDNT VIII, 374-376, s.v. 
vios), discerns here the beginning of a prePauline summary, perhaps of the 
kind described as a `baptismal anamnesis' by N. A. Dahl (`Anamnesis: Memoire 
et commemoration dans le christianisme primitif', ST 1 [1947], 69-95, especially 74f.), which Paul amplifies in vv 4-6. A tentative reconstruction of the 
summary, in six cola, would be:


[image: ]
Here the first three cola speak of God's sending of his Son, the second three of 
his sending of the Spirit.
Does the `sending' of the Son imply his pre-existence? If the Spirit was the 
Spirit before God sent him, the Son was presumably the Son before God sent 
him. Moreover, it seems clear that Paul believed in the pre-existence of Christ 
as the wisdom of God, his agent in the work of creation (1 Cor. 1:24, 30; 8:6b; 
cf. Col. 1:15-17), and as one who accompanied the people of Israel in the 
wilderness (1 Cor. 10:4, r`l JTetpa SE 'v o XpL6t6s, an instance of the `real 
presence' of Christ in the OT; cf. A. T. Hanson, Jesus Christ in the OT [London, 
1965], 10ff.). If, then, Paul thought of Christ as in some sense pre-existent, this 
idea may well have been in his mind when he spoke of God as sending his Son, 
even if the Son's pre-existence would not be necessarily inferred from his present 
language (cf. Rom. 8:3, 6 0e6s toy eavtov vlov 71eµas iv oµoLcbµatL 
oapxos aµapt(as xtX, where pre-existence certainly seems to be in Paul's 
mind). But if we have to do with a pre-Pauline summary here, would preexistence have been in the minds of those responsible for the summary? Probably 
it would, for the identification of Christ with the divine wisdom through which 
the worlds were made was not peculiar to Paul and does not appear to have 
originated with him (cf. Jn. 1:2f.; Heb. 1:2; Rev. 3:14). However, pre-existence 
is irrelevant to the present argument.
yevoµevov Ex yvvatxog, `born of a woman'; for this well-attested use of 
y(voµat as a quasi-passive of yevvaw cf. 1 Esd. 4:16; Tob. 8:6; Wis. 7:3; Sir. 
44:9; Jn. 8:58. The expression echoes Heb. y'lisd 'issah, `born of a woman' (cf. 
Jb. 14:1; 15:14; 25:4; 1QH 13:14; 1QS 11:21). The plural sv yevvrltolg yvvatxwv is found in Jesus' appraisal of John the Baptist in Mt. 11:11 // Lk. 
7:28. Nothing can be made of Paul's use of yevoµevov rather than yevvrltov. 
In this kind of context they are synonyms (but see C. E. B. Cranfield, Romans, 
59, on Rom. 1:3, iov yevoµevov Ex wJt£pµatos DaveiS). Paul's wording is 
applicable to any one of woman born; it throws no light on the question whether 
he knew of Jesus' virginal conception or not.
See J. G. Machen, The Virgin Birth of Christ (London, 21932), 259f.; E. de Roover, 'La 
maternite virginale de Marie dans l'interpretation de Gal 4, 4', Studiorum paulinorum 
congressus internationalis catholicus 1961 = AnBib 17-18 (Rome, 1963), 17-37; R. E. 
Brown, The Birth of the Messiah (Garden City, N.Y., 1977), 518f.; R. E. Brown etc. 
(ed.), Mary in the NT (London, 1978), 42-44.


The aorist participle yev6trvov is probably to be understood as 'simultaneous' or 'coincident' (see MHT I, 130-134); cf. Phil. 2:7, iv &vOptuncov oµoLwµacL 
yEv6µevos, where also yrv6µrvos seems to mean 'born': 'he emptied himself by taking the form of a slave, by being born in human likeness'. 
Here, then, God's sending his Son coincides with his birth from a woman. We 
may compare how in the OT the missions of the Servant of Yahweh and of 
Jeremiah are dated from their conception and birth (Is. 49:1, 5; Je. 1:5, 7); cf. 
also what Paul has said of himself in 1:15f.
yevoµevov vrro voµov. If the context is taken over from a pre-Pauline 
summary, this could be Paul's contribution. By being born of a Jewish mother, 
Jesus was born a Jew and, as such, vno voµov. He entered into the prisonhouse where his people were held in bondage so as to set them free. It is implied 
that he himself was not enslaved to the bondage in which they were held, and 
while Paul does not say so here explicitly, the reason must be that he remained 
free from sin-while vjro voµov, he was nevertheless not 'ro &µapr(av (cf. 
2 Cor. 5:21, toy µ7l yvovta &µaeiiav). He himself had no need of slaveattendant, guardian or steward, and he came to bring his people to the point 
where they too could dispense with their services.
Christ entered by birth into an inherited obligation to obey the law of God, 
but to him such obedience was no mere obligation but a spontaneous joy. Paul 
might have put on the lips of Christ the language of Ps. 40:8, 'I delight to do 
thy will, 0 my God; thy law is within my heart' (as the LXX version of the 
former clause [LXX 39:9a] is put on his lips in Heb. 10:7, 9); but when he 
speaks here of Christ having been born under law he bears in mind what he has 
already said about the curse of the law (3:10, 13). In Paul's thinking, for the 
Son of God to be born under that law which he rejoiced to fulfil involved his 
voluntarily taking on himself the curse which others, by their failure to fulfil it, 
had incurred. Only so could he accomplish the purpose of redeeming those who 
were 'under law' (v 5). 'He not only became man, bound to 
obedience...; but He became curse for us. He made our doom His own. He took on Him not 
only the calling of a man, but our responsibility as sinful men; it is in this that 
His work as our Redeemer lies, for it is in this that the measure, or rather the 
immensity, of His love is seen' (J. Denney, The Death of Christ, 156).
4:5 i;va tons vlto voµov e~ayog&arl, `to redeem those who were under 
law', bound, guarded and enslaved (3:23f.; 4:1-3). To be redeemed from existence `under law' is to be redeemed from `the curse of the law' (3:13). This 
redemption, according to 3:13f., was effected by Christ's enduring the death on 
which a curse was pronounced; thus God's sending his Son (v 4) is immediately 
associated with the death of his Son. Similarly in Rom. 8:3 God's sending his 
Son `in the likeness of sinful flesh' is immediately associated with the Son's selfoffering 7tepi &µaptias, by which God `condemned sin in the flesh'.
Even if Paul begins this section (vv 3-7) by thinking in particular of Jewish 
Christians (xai fijwts), who had lived more directly Uno v6µov, it is plain now 
that the beneficiaries of Christ's redeeming work (as in 3:13f.) include Gentiles 
as well as Jews. The oscillation between 'we' (Na ... &no?,wtrv, v 5; cf. 
rig tag xaebfag ijµwv, v 6), 'you' (ott SE EocE viol, v 6) and 'thou' (ovxett 
Ei Soiko;, v 7), attests the inclusive emphasis of Paul's wording and argument 
(as in 3:23-26).


The two Na clauses in v 5 are formally parallel, like the two Not clauses 
in 3:14, but this time the latter clause is materially dependent on the former, or 
at least carries on the thought to a point beyond that reached by the former. 
Those who have been redeemed by Christ from their former life `under law' are 
the `we' who through him receive their instatement as sons; indeed, it may be 
said that the purpose of Christ's redeeming them was that they-both Jews and 
(quite emphatically) Gentiles-should receive this instatement.
Lva rv v[o6EOfav &Jto?.,l3cutEV, `that we might receive the adoption'- 
i.e. instatement as sons. v[o6Ea(a (doJto6Tla6S in Attic law) is the equivalent 
of Lat. adoptio.
It is frequently said that adoption was not a practice known to Hebrew law 
or custom. The nearest institution to it-the levitate marriage by which a dead 
man might receive by proxy a posthumous son who would perpetuate his name 
and inheritance in Israel-is nowhere referred to in terms of adoption. It may 
be that in the patriarchal age adoption was practised in a manner similar to that 
attested in the Nuzu documents-cf. Eliezer's potential relation to Abraham (Gn. 
15:2f.) and Jacob's to Laban (Gn. 29:14ff.)-but there is no trace of it in postsettlement times. Neither vto0e(Aa nor the verb ViOOetew occurs in the LXX. 
Cf. R. de Vaux, Ancient Israel, ETr (London, 21965), 21f., 37f., 42, 51f.
On the other hand, although the term is unknown in the OT, something 
very like adoption is implied in Yahweh's relation to Israel, his `first-born son' 
(Ex. 4:22). Cf. Ho. 11:1, `When Israel was a child, I loved him, and out of 
Egypt I called my son', with the comment by G. A. Smith: `God's eyes, passing 
the princes of the world, fell upon this slave boy, and He loved him and gave 
him a career' (The Book of the Twelve Prophets, II [London, 21928], 317). `Paul's 
metaphor of adoption ... might even have been derived from Israel's deliverance 
out of bondage in Egypt' (D. J. Theron, ' "Adoption" in the Pauline Corpus', 
EQ 28 [1956], 14). And this is rendered the more probable by Paul's own 
reference to `Israelites, to whom belongs the vio9Eo(a' (Rom. 9:4).
But while the OT may have provided Paul with the theological background 
of his adoption terminology, contemporary practice is more likely to have provided him with some of his analogies (like the atpoOe(y.La of v 1). By contrast 
with Jewish law, Greek and (especially) Roman law were well acquainted with 
the institution of adoption. In Paul's day it played an increasingly important part 
in Roman life; for example, from the late first century to the mid-second century 
AD and beyond successive Roman emperors adopted men not related to them 
by blood with the intention that they should succeed them in the principate.
If the son to be adopted was not yet of age, his original father conveyed 
him into the potestas of his adoptive father by a pretended sale. Once adopted 
into the new family, the son was in all legal respects on a level with those born 
into that family. If the son to be adopted was of age, he was adopted by his new 
father in the ceremony of adrogatio, in which the pontifex maximus and the 
augurs were involved. It was also possible, later, for a testator to adopt some 
one in his will.
The Roman process of adoption required the presence of seven witnesses. 
Their testimony was crucial if, after the adoptive father's death, his `natural' 
heirs contested the validity of the adoption: the witnesses had to testify that a valid adoption had taken place in their presence. We may compare the twofold 
testimony confirming the divine adoption of believers in Rom. 8:15f.


Apart, then, from the theological background, there is justification for 
F. Lyall's statement that `Roman law is the only source of reference for Paul' 
('Roman Law in the Writings of Paul-Adoption', JBL 88 [1969], 459).
See also (in addition to literature cited in the preceding paragraphs) W. M. Calder, 
'Adoption and Inheritance in Galatia', JTS 31 (1930), 372-374, W. H. Rossell, 'New 
Testament Adoption: Graeco-Roman or Semitic?' JBL 71 (1952), 233f.; J. I. Cook, 'The 
Concept of Adoption in the Theology of Paul', Oudersluvs FS, 133-144.
M. D. Hooker finds here a further instance of the 'interchange' principle 
(see note on 3:14): `It is because Christ is acknowledged as righteous, that 
believers are "justified"; because he is declared to be Son of God that we, too, 
receive sonship; because he is glorified that mankind is restored to glory' ('Interchange and Atonement', 479).
4:6 "OnL Se Eonr UiO(. It is through faith that the Galatian Christians have 
become `sons of God' in Christ Jesus (3:26), just as it is through faith that they 
have received the Spirit (3:2, 14) and through faith that they have been justified 
(2:16; 3:6-9, 11). Their instatement as sons and their receiving the Spirit would 
thus appear to be simultaneous. If, however, ott be translated `because' (and this 
is the most natural way to understand it), then it is implied that logically, if not 
chronologically, the receiving of the Spirit is the sequel to their instatement as 
sons. But Paul generally presents the Spirit as the &ppaP6)v or initial downpayment of the ultimate inheritance, in which the u[oOso(a (the final investiture 
as sons, in the sense of Rom. 8:19-23) is included. An attempt is made to 
accommodate the present statement to Paul's general presentation by such a 
rendering as that of the NEB: `To prove that you are sons, God has sent ...'- 
but this is a precariously free translation. One might suggest `As for your being 
sons...' (cf. otL Sa in Acts 13:34), but even this may not be necessary. `The 
presence of the Spirit is... a witness of their sonship' (J. B. Lightfoot, Galatians, 169). `The purpose of the Son's mission was to give the rights of sonship; 
the purpose of the Spirit's mission, to give the power of using them' (H. B. 
Swete, The Holy Spirit in the NT [London, 1909], 204). Cf. H. Schlier (Galater, 
197): `God bestows on us not only the status of sons [through the sending of his 
Son] but also the character and knowledge of sons [through the sending of the 
Spirit]. And he bestows on us the character and knowledge of sons because we 
are already in the status of sons'. H. D. Betz (Galatians, 209f.) wisely warns 
against trying to settle such questions of construction and interpretation by the 
importation of `dogmatic and philosophical categories'. And statements in Galatians should not be assimilated to later Pauline statements on the same subject 
if this cannot be done without violating the natural sense of the language in 
Galatians.
> l;aneaTeL).ev o Oros to nvevµa tov utoi, avrov El; tas xapbias 7lµwv. 
The 2nd person pronoun vµtwv would be expected after i=oTS in the preceding 
clause (hence, no doubt, its wide attestation as a variant reading); ijµtwv has 
patently the inclusive force: `yours and ours'. The heart, as in the OT (e.g. Pr. 
4:23), is the seat of the will; the Spirit therefore takes up residence there.
The Spirit is here called the Spirit of God's Son, `crying "Abba, Father!" The fact that Christians call God `Abba', using the same word as Jesus used, is 
a token that they are indwelt by the same Spirit as indwelt him; `Abba', the 
ipsissima vox lesu (on his own lips), is the voice of the Spirit of Jesus (on the 
lips of his people). In Rom. 8:14-17 this Spirit is called the Spirit of v1o6EO(a, 
the Spirit `who imparts the assurance of sonship and enables believers to call 
God their Father' (F. Davidson and R. P. Martin, NBCR, 1031), so that they 
realize and express their new status as sons of God, anticipating their full manifestation as such at the parousia (Rom. 8:23). There, as here, the Spirit attests 
his presence by the invocation &(3(36 o Jtatip. `When we cry "Abba! Father!" 
it is the Spirit himself bearing witness with our spirit that we are children of 
God' (Rom. 8:15f.).


Two sure signs of the indwelling Spirit, for Paul, are the spontaneous 
invocation of God as `Abba' and the spontaneous acknowledgement of Jesus as 
xvptoc, `Lord' (1 Cor. 12:3).
xpal;ov, 'A(3(3& o JrctT1e. In Aramaic and post-biblical Hebrew 'abba is 
freely used as a hypocoristic for `father' (cf. 'imma, `mother'). Thus in the 
Palestinian Targums on Gn. 22:6, 10 Isaac addresses Abraham as 'abba. So far 
as can be ascertained, Jesus was unique in applying this designation to Godnot the 'abinu CourFather') of synagogue prayers nor yet the more personal 'abi 
('myFather'), but the domestic term by which a father was called in the affectionate intimacy of the family circle. The one apparent exception to the avoidance 
of 'abba in reference to God comes in a prayer of Hanin ha-nehba (late 1st 
century BC) who, in a time of drought, was mobbed by schoolchildren who 
cried, `Abba, Abba, give us rain!' Thereupon he prayed, `Lord of the universe, 
do it for the sake of these children, who cannot yet distinguish between an abba 
who can give rain and an 'abba who cannot give rain' (b. Ta'an. 23b). But 'abba 
is applied here to God ('the 'abba who can give rain') only because the children 
called Hanin `Abba': Hanin's own preferred mode of address to God was evidently `Lord of the universe' (ribbon Jel `olam).
Jesus addressed God as Abba: in one place (Mk. 14:36) the term is taken 
over as a loanword in the Greek gospel narrative: &(3(3a o JMr~p (in Mt. 26:39 
716ETEQ µov correctly translates abba). It is reasonably certain that Abba lies 
behind the vocative fIatEp with which the Lord's Prayer opens (Lk. 11:2; the 
fuller IlatEp huiv 6 s;v rots ovpavots of Mt. 6:9 seems to be an adaptation 
to liturgical usage). Jesus also spoke of God to others as Abba, thus expressing 
his sense of loving nearness to God and his implicit trust in him. In addition, 
he taught his disciples similarly to call God Abba and to look to him with the 
same trustful expectation as children show when they look to their fathers to 
provide them with food and clothes.
Abba was so distinctively a locution of Jesus and, after him, of his disciples 
that it passed without change into the vocabulary of Greek-speaking Christiansfollowed by the Greek rendering o JraTi!p which accompanies it in each of its 
three NT occurrences. Whether &(3(3L o Jratr1Q was current as an invocation in 
pre-Pauline Hellenistic churches is uncertain; what is certain is that Paul assumes 
its currency among the Gentile Christians of Rome, who were not converts of 
his (Rom. 8:15), as confidently as he knows it to be current among those of 
Galatia, who were his converts. Among these (and presumably other) Gentile 
Christians &(3(36t 6 JraTi!p seems to have been used as a free-standing invocation; when they said the Lord's Prayer, on the other hand, they evidently began with 
Gk. J16TEQ (ilµwv).


See J. Jeremias, Abba: Studien zur neutesta,nentlichen Theologie and Zeitgeschichte 
(Gottingen, 1966), 15-67; `The Lord's Prayer in Modern Research', Exp Tin 71 (1959-60), 
141-146; The Central Message of the NT (London, 1965), 9-30; The Prayers of'Jesus 
(London, 1967), 11-65; C. F. D. Moule, The Phenomenon of the NT (London, 1967), 
47-55; G. Vermes, Jesus the Jew (London, 1973), 210-213 (he points out that Abba 
was used of God by charismatic Jews of later times).
It is noteworthy that both here and in Rom. 8:15 the verb used for the 
pronouncing of Abba is xpai;w. E. Bammel compares Mk. 14:36, where Abba 
on Jesus' lips `is there not as a simple matter of course, but a cri de coeur, which 
summons God, practically compels him-one is tempted to say-to be Father' 
('The Jesus of History in the Theology of Adolf von Harnack', Modern Churchman n.s. 19 [1975-76], 100 with n. 25). He thinks particularly of the victim 
of persecution crying out loud: Rom. 8:12-39 in particular, he finds, expresses 
a martyr-theology. Persecution would certainly provide one occasion, but 
xeai;ov suggests the spontaneous ejaculation of `Abba' in any situation not only 
of external compulsion but also of inward impulsion; it might, for instance, 
suggest a Spirit-inspired prophetic utterance (cf. Rom. 9:27, 'Hoatas S£ xpatEL 
Whereas here it is the Spirit in `our hearts' that cries `Abba, Father!', in 
Rom. 8:15f. it is `we' who by the Spirit cry `Abba, Father!'-the same act is 
expressed either way.
4:7 dotE ovxett El bobkog &7,,),,a vlos. Instead of being imprisoned under 
law (or enslaved by the ototxEta of the world), instead of being under the 
control of a slave-attendant or in care of guardians or stewards, believers are 
now full-grown sons and daughters of God; they have been given their freedom 
and the power to use it responsibly.
The transition from leading-strings to liberty is crucial for religious development, although there are some who never attain it but prefer to live indefinitely 
under spiritual direction. John Wesley, looking back in spiritual maturity on his 
Christian career before the crisis which is commonly called his conversion, said 
very aptly, `I had even then the faith of a servant, though not that of a son' 
(Journal [London, 1872], I, 76n.).
`The soteriological significance of Christ's sonship with God... comes 
out in the fact that sonship of the believers is based on the sending of the "Son" 
and attested to them by his Spirit. He does not call them to be "Christs" and 
"Kyrioi", but "sons" and "heirs" ' (G. Bornkamm, Paul, 249).
El 8% v[6g, xal xXrlpovoµoc (as in Roman law). See 3:29, with note on 
the xXrlgovoµla. The wording is practically identical with Rom. 8:17, El Se 
z>xva, xal xXrlpovoµot (there is no theological difference in Pauline usage 
between u[o( and tiExva). If Paul does not add ovyxXrl[?ovoµot SE Xptoiov 
here, as he does in Rom. 8:17 (from which the phrase is added here in W), he 
implies it.
Sta 6Eov. The many variants indicate that this lectio ardua presented scribes 
and editors with a problem: the use of St& with the genitive might suggest that 
God was the agent through whom believers were made heirs; `heirs of God', `heirs through Christ', `heirs of God through Christ' are felt to express the truth 
better. But an original bLa 6EOV will account satisfactorily for the variants, as 
none of them will account for SLa 6sov. The preposition Sta is implied before 
6sov in 1:1, but there the preceding 866 'Irloov XQLotov provides a sufficient 
explanation. Here the force appears to be `through God who adopted you' (J. B. 
Lightfoot) or `made so by God' (E. D. Burton).


(j) No turning back! (4:8- 11)
Now at that time when you did not know God you were enslaved to those 
beings which by nature are no gods. But now that you have come to know God, 
or rather to be known by God, how can you turn back to the weak and beggarly 
elemental forces, to which you desire to be enslaved all over again? You are 
observing days and months and seasons and years! I am afraid for you, in case 
I have laboured over you in vain.
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4:8 'AX T6TE µiv ovx d66TEs 6s6v. Here Paul addresses his Gentile 
converts more particularly. Like the Thessalonian Christians, it was only through 
Christ as proclaimed in the gospel that they had come to know and serve the 
`living and true God' (1 Thes. 1:9; cf. the exhortation to the people of Lystra in 
Acts 14:15 to `turn from these vain things [&ULO TO.6TCOV 'twv tataiwv] to a 
living God'). ovx etS tes is a rare instance of the classical use of ov with the 
participle; in Hellenistic Greek there is a steady drift towards the use of µ7j, as 
in the following tot; qoEL µth ovoLV 6EOts (although there pn would be quite 
classical, since the sense is generic).
ebovXEVaate tots (pvoei µ7l ovoty OEois. The beings which they had 
served in their pagan days were at that time reckoned by them to be gods, but 
they were not really so. They were among the many `so-called gods' of I Cor. 
8:5. Cf. 1 Cor. 10:22, `what pagans sacrifice they offer to demons and not to 
God' (from Dt. 32:17, iOuoav Satµov(ots xcti ov &6), Orois ots ovx h&Eto(Xv). 
The deuteronomic Song of Moses provides further precedent for this kind of 
language, e.g. Dt. 32:21, according to which Israel in the wilderness provoked 
Yahweh to anger by worshipping a `no-god' (arat' ov 066); therefore he provoked 
them to anger by means of a `no-people' (ht' ovx EOvE1, cf. Rom. 10:19). This 
form of words appears to have become commonplace in Jewish polemic; cf. Is. 
37:19; Je. 2:11; 5:7; 16:20; Bar. 6 (=Ep. Je.): 24, 28, 49-53, 64, 68, 71. The 
application of such language to Israel in Dt. 32:17, 21 warns us against assuming 
in advance that it could not embrace Jews as well as Gentiles here; however, 
Paul has dealt with Jews like himself in v 3 (xai iwEig), and for the moment he is now addressing former pagans. Here, then, we have a further description 
of the enslavement from which Christ has liberated his people: they were in 
bondage to counterfeit gods, `dumb idols' (t& EZ&ACt t& 6y(ova), as they are 
called in 1 Cor. 12:2.


In Paul's mind these so-called gods were thoroughly `demythologized'; they 
were nonentities, as the `men of knowledge' in the Corinthian church recognized 
(1 Cor. 8:4). But what those `men of knowledge' did not sufficiently recognize 
was that, on people who still believed, or even half-believed, in them, these 
idols continued to exercise a sinister, indeed demonic, influence (1 Cor. 8:7).
4:9 vvv bE yvdvtEg OEOV, `but now, having come to know God' (the aorist 
participle is ingressive). This phrase is the antithesis to ovx EWTEs OEOV (v 8); 
o1ba and ytvtaxw are thus used interchangeably (not that they are exact synonyms, but they share a considerable area of a wide semantic field).
Paul's swift correction, µaXXov Se yvwoOs vtEg vJro OEOV (`or rather having come to be known by God'), may be calculated not only to stress the divine 
initiative in this reciprocal knowledge, but also to exclude any gnostic inference 
from his words. Cf. 1 Cor. 8:3, `if one loves God, he is known (Eyvwotat) by 
him', where Paul overcomes the antithesis between yvwots and &y&,nTI which 
he has drawn in v lb; also 1 Cor. 13:12b, where God's perfect knowledge of 
his people is expressed by the aorist (ettEyvhoOrlv), while their perfect knowledge of him is expressed by the future (Errtyvt)ooµat). For µakkov S£ introducing an epidiorthosis cf. Rom. 8:34, `Christ Jesus who died, yes (µakkov Se), 
who was raised from the dead'.
A. D. Nock (Essays, 128) points out a verbal (though not material) parallel 
in Corp. Herm. 1.15, 21 where man, being `subject to destiny' (vnoxE(µrvos 
tit ElµaQµevrl), can be released from this subjection only by 
selfknowledge: o evvovs &VOflwnos &VayVWQLO&tw eavtov. Yet even to Paul's epidiorthosis, 
he goes on to point out, there is a Hermetic parallel: `God is not ignorant of 
man; he knows him thoroughly and would be known by him, for it is only 
knowledge of God (h yvthoLS tov OEou) that brings salvation to man' (Corp. 
Herm. 10.15).
For Paul, there is no real distinction between being known by God and 
being chosen by him (Rom. 8:29).
71COS e7LIOTQkPFTE n&Xtv bnl, T&, &OOEV1 xai nTwx& UTO6xE6a 01; n&XLV 
avwOEV bouXeiciV OEAETE; Those who behaved in the preposterous way contemplated by the Galatian Christians had manifestly no conception of the new 
order into which faith in Christ had brought them.
The ototxEia (see on v 3), it is now made plain, not only regulated the 
Jewish way of life under law; they also regulated the pagan way of life in the 
service of gods that were no gods. To be enslaved to such counterfeit deities 
was to be enslaved to the ototxeia, and the Galatians would be enslaved to the 
ototxEua all over again if they `reverted' not to their former paganism but to 
Jewish religious practices. That, as Paul saw it, his Gentile readers were tending 
to revert to a form of religion which they had practised before their conversion 
to Christianity is emphasized by his repeated at&Xtv... t&Xv avw6EV. For 
all the basic differences between Judaism and paganism, both involved subjection to the same elemental forces. This is an astonishing statement for a former Pharisee to make; yet Paul makes it-not as an exaggeration in the heat of 
argument but as the deliberate expression of a carefully thought out position.


The otoLXEta to which the Galatians had been in bondage were the counterfeit gods of v 8; the bondage to which they were now disposed to turn back was 
that of the law. But in our discussion of 3:13f. and 4:4f. we concluded that 
Gentile as well as Jewish believers are reckoned to have been redeemed from 
existence `under law'-not, so far as Gentiles are concerned, explicitly under 
the Mosaic law, in relation to which they were avotot (cf. 1 Cor. 9:21; Rom. 
2:12ff.), but under legalism as a principle of life. `The demonic forces of legalism, then, both Jewish and Gentile, can be called "principalities and powers" 
or "elemental spirits of the world" ' (G. B. Caird, Principalities and Powers 
[Oxford, 1956], 51).
Similarly B. Reicke, `The Law and this World according to Paul: Some 
Thoughts concerning Gal 4:1-11', JBL 70 (1951), 259-276, recognizes that 
Gentiles and Jews alike were subject to the law and the ototxEta. The Galatian 
Christians are, he finds, expected to know about the ototxEla to which Paul 
refers; they did not know, however, that by submitting to the law they were 
reverting to the service of those ocolxEia by which they had formerly been 
enslaved, the entities of v 8 which received divine honours to which they were 
not entitled. Reicke further equates the OTOLXEIU with the `angels' of 3:19 
through whom the law was administered, considering that by that reference Paul 
has already prepared his readers for what he now says about the ototxEta and 
that the Galatians probably thought already of angels as founders and guardians 
of the law. But Paul's reference to the angels in 3:19 is too incidental for us to 
be sure of this. The ototxE6a of Col. 2:8, 20 may well (as that context suggests) 
be identified with angels (possibly with the rulers of the planetary spheres), but 
only with caution may the argument of Colossians be allowed to influence the 
exegesis of Galatians. (Much greater caution is called for in admitting as evidence the teaching of Simon Magus, who justified his antinomianism, according 
to Iren. Haer. 1. 16.2, by representing moral conventions as the arbitrary decrees 
of the angels who made the world and whose purpose was to bring people into 
bondage to them.)
Even if we distinguish, then, between Jewish converts, who had lived under 
lawful guardians and stewards, and Gentile converts, who had lived under beings 
that by nature were no gods, it could be said of both groups alike that they had 
lived in bondage to the elemental forces of the world until Christ released them 
from their bondage and disabled the elemental forces.
According to G. Howard, Paul looked on the Judaizers' religion as no better 
than paganism since it made Yahweh in effect the God of the Israelites only and 
not the God of the Gentiles also (cf. Rom. 3:29f.): `For the Galatians to accept 
circumcision was for them to return to the concept of local deities and to be 
enslaved once again to the elemental spirits of the universe' (Crisis, 78).
D. E. H. Whiteley (The Theology of St. Paul [Oxford, 1964], 25) explains 
Paul's words on the ground that some Jews practised astrology. But the practice 
of astrology is not in view here; life under law is bondage, says Paul, and he 
equates bondage to the law with bondage to the ototxEta.
A. J. Bandstra (The Law and the Elements of the World [Kampen, 1964]) 
identifies the ototxcia with the law and the flesh. Law, in the sense of legalism, is certainly prominent among the ototxE%a, but the `flesh' (human nature in its 
unregenerate weakness) is scarcely one of the ototxEta, but is rather in bondage 
to them. Law, working on flesh, stimulates sin, and sin leads to death (cf. Rom. 
7:7-11). It is because of the inadequacy of the flesh that to be `under law' (3:23) 
is in practice to be `under sin' (3:22), whereas to be dead to law (2:19) is in 
practice to be dead to sin (Rom. 6:2, 11). (Cf. further P. Benoit, `La loi et la 
croix d'apres Saint Paul', RB 47 [1938], 488-509, especially 502 n. 3.)


The otoLxeta were powerful enough to enslave those under their control; 
if now they are described as `weak and beggarly', that is in relation to those 
who have been liberated from their control. Christ, the liberator of his people, 
is stronger than all elemental forces. Against those who enjoy `the liberty of the 
glory of the children of God' (Rom. 8:21) the ototxeict are powerless; they 
cannot reassert their authority over them unless these deliberately put themselves 
back under their power. That any should be so foolish as to do so Paul finds 
scarcely credible; yet this is what he feared some of his Galatian friends were 
actually in process of doing. This suggests that the otoLxeta are demonic forces 
which hold in thrall the minds of men and women who follow their dictates, but 
lose their potency as soon as those minds are emancipated, as they are by the 
grace of God and the power of his Spirit. If we think of modern counterparts 
to the otoLxeia, one of the most potent is the current climate of opinion (which, 
incidentally, might serve as a free paraphrase of `the spirit that is now at work 
in the sons of disobedience' of Eph. 2:2). The description of the OTOIXCLa as 
&oOev►l xai ntwxa is similar to the description of the `rulers (&pxovtec) of 
this age' in 1 Cor. 2:6, 8 as 'on the way out' (xatapyovµevoL).
Although no connective particle links v 10 with v 9, it is most probable 
that the Galatians' observance of the cultic calendar (v 10) is adduced as evidence 
of reversion to the service of the ototxE ct. The otoLXEt,a, therefore, include 
the forces by which the calendar is regulated, and since the calendrical divisions 
are for the most part controlled by the movements of the planets, the planets 
may well be included among the ototXEta. Pagans had their sacred calendars, 
as the Jews had theirs, although they tended to ascribe divinity to the planets 
as the Jews did not. Paul is not thinking of any conscious reversion to planetworship on the Galatians' part; he means that by treating the sacred calendar as 
a matter of religious obligation they are in effect putting themselves in bondage 
to the forces that control the calendar. It is not a valid argument against this 
interpretation that there is no example of the use of ototxet,ov in the sense of 
`star' or `heavenly body' before the second century AD (Justin, Apol. 11.5.2; 
Dial. 23.3) and no example of its use in the sense of `spiritual power' before 
the fourth-century Testament of Solomon (G. Delling,,TDNT VII, 681 n. 74, 
683 n. 85, s.v. ototxEZov); the phrase ototxeta tov xootov seems to be Paul's 
own contribution to religious vocabulary (Delling, ibid., 685), and the sense 
which he put on it must be gathered from the context in which he used it. From 
the context it may be gathered that the atotxe%a tov xoo.tov 'cover all the 
things in which man places his trust apart from the living God; they become his 
gods, and he becomes their slave' (H. H. Esser, NIDNTT II, 453, s.v. `Law'). 

See also J. B. Lightfoot, Colossians, 180, 202; E. D. Burton, Galatians, 510-518; 
E. Percy, Die Probleme der Kolosser- and Epheserbriefe (Lund, 1946), 156-167; H. N. 
Ridderbos, `Vrijheid en Wet volgens Paulus' Brief aan de Galaten', Grosheide FS, 89-103; E. Schweizer, `Die Elemente der Welt Gal 4, 3.9; Col 2, 8.20', Stdhlin FS, 245-259, 
reprinted in Beitrage zur Theologie des NT (Zurich, 1970), 147-163; P. Vielhauer, 
'Gesetzesdienst and Stoicheiadienst im Galaterbrief, Kdsemann FS, 543-555.


4:10 r`lµepac atapatrlWEfoOE xtX. It is possible to treat this sentence as a 
question, but there seems to be no good reason for doing so. It would in any 
case not make much material difference: `Are you actually observing... ?' is 
a more rhetorical way of saying, `You are actually observing .. '. P's, by 
reading atapaTrlpovvTEc instead of ragatrlge o0E, attaches the clause to the 
preceding question: `how can you turn back to the weak and beggarly elemental 
forces, ... by observing ?' H. D. Betz (Galatians, 217) thinks that 
Paul days... is not describing what the Galatians were actually doing, but rather 'the 
typical behavior of religiously scrupulous people', in which the Galatians would 
find themselves involved `once they took up Torah and circumcision'. He cites 
for this view J. Eckert, Die urchristliche Verkiindigung im Streit Zwischen Paulus 
and seinen Gegnern nach dem Galaterbrief (Regensburg, 1971), 92f., 126ff. 
(where incidentally the sentence is construed as a question), followed by 
F. Mussner, Galaterbrief, 301f. But it is more likely that Paul is referring to 
news which he has just received, to the effect that the Galatians were actually 
adopting the Jewish calendar. The suggestion that they were making a point of 
observing special times and seasons characteristic of some strands of sectarian 
Judaism (so H. Schlier, Galater, 206f.) has little in the context to commend it; 
the same may be said of the attempt to find a parallel to their scrupulous observance in the practices mentioned in Clem. Hom. 19.22.2-9 (cf. H. Riesenfeld, 
TDNT VIII, 148, s.v JtapaTrlpe(o).
Perhaps the compound middle atapatrlpEoµat is used not simply in the 
sense of observing special days and other seasons (in the sense of Rom. 14:6, 
o (ppovtuv rrly ijtµav) but in the sense of watching for them, calculating their 
arrival (cf. the noun napatrlprlats in Lk. 17:20). A. Strobel, `Die Passa- 
Erwartung als urchristliches Problem', ZNW 49 (1958), 163f., says that `the verb 
7tapairlp6v in Gal. 4:10 indicates the fixing of the calendar, obtained by observation of the sky..., and involving the thought of punctual observance as 
a religious obligation'.
Many Jewish Christians continued to observe the sacred occasions as a 
matter of course. Paul himself appears to have regarded some of them at least 
as convenient punctuation-marks in his apostolic schedule (cf. 1 Cor. 16:8; Acts 
20:16). But for Gentile Christians to adopt them de novo as matters of legal 
obligation was quite another matter.
tilµEpas ... xai µ'vas xal xatpovs xai Evtavtovs. Cf. Gn. 1:14, where 
the heavenly luminaries are, among other things, to serve `for signs and seasons 
and days and years' (ens orlµefa xai 1g xateovs xai ens r`lµepas xal ens 
Evtaviovs). (The omission of `months' from the Genesis list, despite the mention of the moon as one of the two great luminaries in v 16, may have provided 
theological justification for the author of Jubilees and his school to delete the 
moon from the luminaries appointed `for signs' on the fourth day [Jub. 4:9] and 
to ignore it in their divisions of time; in Jubilees the month, as well as the other 
divisions of time, is regulated by the sun.) The similarity between Paul's wording 
and that of Gn. 1:14 is too close for us to agree with W. Schmithals that Paul 
is simply `employing a current familiar list which was not widespread in Jewish orthodoxy but frequently occurs above all in the apocryphal and Gnostic or 
gnosticizing literature' (Paul and the Gnostics, 44).


With the list here we may compare the later Col. 2:16, `let no one sit in 
judgment on with respect to festival or new moon or sabbath' (eoQT g 
fl you... veonv(as i (Ja(3(36tcuv)-in which eoptij corresponds to xaLpoi here, 
veoµ,qvia to ls1v, and o6(3(3ata, perhaps, to itµat. In the Galatians list there 
is a progression from shorter to longer divisions of time: this is clearly so with 
the days, months and years, and 'seasons' are probably the OT festivals or 
XkTlxa) &yLat (cf. Lv. 23:2).
The observance of `days'-i.e. specially sacred days-can scarcely exclude 
sabbath observance (cf. Col. 2:16); see, however, J. Murray, `Romans 14:5 and 
the Weekly Sabbath', Romans, II, 257-259.
There is a relaxed attitude in Rom. 14:5f. ('Let every one be fully persuaded 
in his own mind. He who regards the day regards it "to the Lord" ') which 
presents a marked contrast to Gal. 4:10. Is this (like the contrast in tone between 
Gal. 1:8f. and Phil. 1:15-18) an indication of gradual mellowing on Paul's part? 
Or is a difference in principle involved? Paul sees `a world of difference' between 
`error in preaching (which, though harmful, might be committed in good faith)' 
and `intended deception'-between `theological error' and `moral fault'. `Where 
divergent opinion exists Paul is content to think and let think (Rom 14.5 )', but elsewhere `Paul is not content to disagree, but accuses his opponents 
of deceitfulness, not only of error but of moral perversity' (C. K. Barrett, 
`WEYDAHOETOAOI [2 Cor. 11.13]', Rigaux FS, 383). Such opponents are 
the people whom he calls `false apostles' or (as in Gal. 2:4) `false brethren'. He 
is far from reckoning his Galatian converts among these opponents, but he does 
so reckon the men who were upsetting them, under whose influence they were 
being persuaded to accept circumcision and keep the sacred calendar: hence his 
peremptory tone here.
J. C. Kirby (Ephesians: Baptism and Pentecost [London, 1964], 79) thinks 
that the tolerant note in Rom. 14:5f. has to do with fast-days (stationes); in Gal. 
4:10 (as in Col. 2:16), he suggests, Paul `is not forbidding Christians to have 
any festivals whatever, but forbidding only those which have lost their meaning' 
and have become a mere `shadow' (Col. 2:17). If so, the Galatians could be 
pardoned for failing to catch his meaning, as most commentators and other 
readers have failed to do. Agreed: he is not forbidding the Galatians to have any 
festivals whatever, he is deprecating their scrupulous Jragatrlpr)ats as something 
imposed by law.
The `months', as has been said, are probably the new moons (cf. Nu. 
28:11-15), and the `seasons' may be equated with the religious festivals and 
holy convocations (cf. Lv. 23:1ff.). As for the `years', it has been held (e.g. by 
J. Eckert, Die urchristliche Verkiindigung, 92) that, in the short time since their 
evangelization, the Galatians could scarcely have got around to the observance 
of special years; but W. M. Ramsay, after his conversion to an earlier dating of 
the epistle than that which he had adopted in his Historical Commentary, made 
the attractive suggestion that a report had newly reached Paul that they were 
observing the sabbatical year AD 47/48 (SPT'4, xxxi).
The traditions of Judaism, when accepted as ritually binding, were in Paul's 
eyes fetters which impeded faith and excluded liberty (cf. Col. 2:20-23). More over, if former pagans accepted the Jewish calendar, old astral associations could 
easily reassert themselves.


4:11 po(3ovtat vµ.as, `I am afraid for you', not `I am afraid of you'. 
Something like the oiba oc T(; t:I construction is to be recognized here, except 
that it is not the subject of the subordinate clause, but another element in it, that 
has been attracted into the principal clause as object of the main verb. Winer- 
Moulton3 compares Sophocles, O.T. 767f.:
[image: ]
(`I am afraid for myself, lady, lest too much may have been said by me; it 
is for this reason that I wish to see him'.)
µ7j nwg ENx xrxonlaxa etc vµag, a more specific expression of the 
cautionary µrl nws EI,S XEVOV teeyo ti KbQaµov of 2:2. For similar language 
involving xonos and xontaw cf. 1 Cor. 15:58; Phil. 2:16; 1 Thes. 3:5; the 
Servant's words in Is. 49:4, xevwg Exon(aoa, may have influenced Paul's 
phraseology in all these passages. Paul would indeed have laboured over the 
Galatians in vain if they had really reverted to legalism, just as his Corinthian 
converts would show that they had received the grace of God etc xevov (2 Cor. 
6:1) if they lapsed either into legalism on the one hand or into libertinism on 
the other (see on 2:21).
(k) Personal appeal (4:12-20)
I beg you, my brothers, become as I am, because I am as you are. You have 
done me no wrong. You know that it was on account of a bodily infirmity that I 
first preached the gospel to you, and you did not despise me or reject me with 
abhorrence because of the trial that my bodily condition must have caused you. 
Instead, you received me as a messenger of God, as Christ Jesus (in person). (You 
counted yourselves happy then.) Where is that sense of happiness now? I bear 
you witness that, had it been possible, you would have plucked out your eyes and 
given them to me.
So then, have I become your enemy because I tell you the truth? It is from 
no honourable motive that they court your favour; they want to exclude you from 
other influences so that you may court theirs. It is always good to be courted from 
honourable motives (as you are by me), and not only when I am present with you, 
my children! (My children indeed)-4 am enduring birth-pangs for you all over 
again, until Christ is formed in you. I could wish I were present with you right 
now, and change my tone of voice, because I do not know what to do about you.
TEXTUAL NOTES
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4:12 Paul tries to make it plain that he is not speaking as he does out of a 
sense of personal resentment, as though he were offended by their giving up his 
teaching in favour of someone else's. He has already protested that even if he 
himself were to bring them a different gospel from that which he originally 
preached to them he would fall under the divine curse. Even in a situation where 
he appears to have been personally attacked in one of his churches, he is not the 
man to harbour a grudge: speaking as 6 &&xrlOE(c he forgives the offence, d 
tt xE7,,6Eptoµat, `if I have had anything to forgive' (2 Cor. 2:10; cf. 7:12). His 
concern is for his converts' well-being and ultimate salvation, not for his own 
reputation or esteem.
He is anxious that they should enjoy the same open feelings of friendship 
and confidence towards him as he cherishes for them. The plea y(vEa6E u)s ~yw 
might in another context be taken as an instance of the imitatio Pauli theme (cf. 
1 Cor. 11:1; Phil. 3:17, etc.; see W. P. De Boer, The Imitation of Paul [Kampen, 
1962]), but here it must be understood in the light of the following ott x&yw 
wg i teis (sc. yEyova), `I (have become) as you are', `I have come to regard 
myself as one of you'-more particularly, I am your father and you are my 
children (cf. v 19). The situation is quite similar to that in 2 Cor. 6:11-13, 
where he appeals to his disaffected Corinthian converts as a father to his children: 
`My heart is wide open to you; let yours be wide open to me.' He assures the 
Corinthians there that he has done none of them any wrong (2 Cor. 7:2), as he 
assures the Galatians here that they have done him no wrong: among friends 
there should be no suspicion of wrongdoing on either side.
4:13 He now reminds them of the circumstances in which he paid them his 
first missionary visit: it was, he says, `on account of a bodily infirmity' (St' 
&oOsvEtavtfg oaexos). They knew exactly what he meant, so he had no need 
to go into details; his modern readers have not their advantage. It is natural to 
link this bodily infirmity with the `splinter in the flesh' (oxoXoip TTI oapxi) to 
which he refers in 2 Cor. 12:7-10, but we are too ill-informed to identify the 
two outright. Paul experienced the first attack of the `splinter' about AD 43 (cf. 
the `fourteen years' of 2 Cor. 12:2), and he was apparently still subject to its 
attacks when 2 Corinthians was written (c. AD 56). Whatever be the date of 
Galatians, it falls within these limits. (Both here and in 2 Cor. 12:7 o&p~ means 
`body'; by contrast, Sta Tiv 6Co0evEtav t71S oapx6g in Rom. 6:19 apparently 
means mental incapacity.)
If, then, Paul's first visit to the cities of Galatia coincided with an attack of 
this ailment, it might be hoped that his present language about it would provide 
a clue to its nature. Unfortunately, quite different inferences have been drawn: 
no certainty is possible.
(i) W. M.1Ramsay (SPT, 94-97), rightly taking 8t' &o0evEtav to mean 
`because of an infirmity' (cf. MHT 1, 172; BDF 223.3; E. Schweizer, TDNT 
VII, 125 n. 216, s.v. oae~), supposed that Paul contracted malaria in the lowlying territory of Pamphylia and made his way up to the high country around 
Pisidian Antioch, c. 3600 feet above sea-level, to recuperate.


(ii) The words ov8e ii~Ent)oatE (v 14) have been taken literally, `you did 
not spit out', and related to the practice of spitting to avert the evil eye or to 
exorcize an evil spirit believed to be the cause of certain afflictions, including 
epilepsy. This has then been used to support other arguments identifying Paul's 
ailment with epilepsy: so W. Wrede, Paul, ETr (London, 1907), 22f.; J. Klausner, 
From Jesus to Paul, ETr (London, 1944), 325-330, etc.
(iii) The statement of v 15, `if possible, you would have plucked out your 
eyes and given them to me', has been taken to show that Paul suffered from 
ophthalmia or some other affection of the eyes, as though he meant that, had 
eye transplants been a possibility, they would have given him their own healthy 
eyes to replace his diseased ones: so J. T. Brown, `St. Paul's Thorn in the Flesh', 
in Horae Subsecivae, ed. J. Brown (Edinburgh, 1858).
The fact that such diverse ailments as malaria, epilepsy, ophthalmia (to 
mention no others) have been suggested on the basis of this passage indicates 
that there can be no certain diagnosis. The infirmity may have been one of these 
three, or it may have been something quite different; it may have been identical 
with the `splinter' of 2 Cor. 12:7, or it may not.
If to np6tEpov in Evr)yyEXLo&xgv vµly to np6tEpov is interpreted strictly 
to mean `on the former occasion', Paul would have paid two visits to the cities 
where these Galatians lived. On the `North Galatian' view these could be the 
visits of Acts 16:6 and 18:23 respectively; on the `South Galatian' view there is 
the further possibility that they could be the eastward journey from Pisidian 
Antioch to Derbe (Acts 13:14-14:20), followed by the westward retracing of the 
same route (Acts 14:21). But it is not necessary to render to np6TEpov so 
strictly. In Hellenistic Greek `np6tEpog has surrendered the meaning "the first 
of two" to npcutos and now means only "earlier" ' (BDF 62); for to np6tEpov 
cf. Jn. 6:62; 7:50; 9:8; 1 Tim. 1:13.
E. H. Askwith, The Epistle to the Galatians (London, 1902), 73ff., has 
argued persuasively that to npoTEpov must be understood in relation to the 
implied `now' of v 16: `Formerly (to npotrQov) you congratulated yourselves 
on my coming to you; now you seem to regard me as your enemy.'
4:14 There seems to have been something repulsive in Paul's appearance 
at the time of his first visit to them: they might well have found it a trial (toy 
JtELpaoµov vµwv means `the trial which you experienced'; the variant toy 
JtEtpaaµ6v tov would mean `the trial which I caused'). It might indeed have 
proved a nELpaot6s to them in a fuller sense: they might have been tempted to 
treat both himself and his message with contempt and loathing. Like some of 
his critical converts in Corinth, they might have said, `his bodily presence is 
weak, and his speech of no account' (2 Cor. 10:10). The verb Exntvw might 
have its literal sense `spit out' (see note on v 13), but it may simply express a 
feeling or reaction of disgust and disdain. In fact, the Galatians did the opposite 
of what they might well have been tempted to do: far from despising Paul (ovx 
e~ovOrv oatE) because of his bodily condition, they welcomed him and his 
message with joy. They received him as a messenger of God (which indeed he 
was), as Christ himself (whom he represented).
When he says that they received him 6)g ayyEXov 6Eov he may, of course, 
mean that he was given a welcome worthy of an angel; cf. 2 Sa. (LXX 2 Ki.) 
14:17 (xa&.)s ayyEXos 6Eov ovtws 6 xv0ios µov 6 (3aoLXe)c); Ad. Est. 15:13 (LXX 5:2), E~Sov or, xufttE, tits &yyE)ov OsoU. But it is out of the question 
to relate this simile to the incident in Acts 14:11-13, where Barnabas and Paul 
were hailed at Lystra as gods who had `come down ... in the likeness of men'.


J. de Zwaan saw in this language the implication that the Galatians welcomed Paul as an angel whereas they might have been tempted to shun him as 
demon-possessed ('Gal 4,14 aus dem Neugriechischen erklart', ZNW 10 [1909], 
246-250).
Much less cogently W. Schmithals maintains that Paul's opponents accused 
him to the Galatians as being a man of the flesh ((3&ftxtvos), not a `spiritual' 
man (i.e. a gnostic), and that Paul replies ironically: `You did not find any 
objection in my "flesh" when I first came to you, so it cannot be because I am 
said to be a "man of the flesh" that you object to me now and regard me as an 
enemy; it must be because I am telling you the truth' (Paul and the Gnostics, 
50f.). Apart from the implausible transition from one meaning of a&p~ to another, there is no evidence in the letter that Paul's opponents accused him of 
being o&Qxtvos-it is an inference from Schmithals's assumption that the trouble-makers were themselves gnostics.
According to G. Howard (Crisis, 9-11), the judaizing visitors, hearing of 
the painful circumstances in which Paul had first preached to the Galatians, 
supposed that he had misgivings about his acceptance among them and had 
therefore refrained from saying anything about circumcision and other aspects 
of his message which he feared might be unacceptable to them. This is obviously 
untrue, says Paul; you remember that you were not at all put off by my repugnant 
presence but welcomed me as a messenger of God, and if I had wished to include 
circumcision in my message there was no reason why I should not. But this 
reading of Paul's words depends on the doubtful premise that his opponents 
believed that in his heart of hearts he still held to circumcision. (They charged 
him rather with having no firm convictions about it, so that he taught it or kept 
silent about it as he judged expedient; see 5:11.)
4:15 The Galatians rejoiced at Paul's arrival among them: they congratulated 
(taxaft(i;(t) themselves that this messenger of God had come with such good 
news. This was their taxaetoµos (a substantive derived from the verb 
taxap(l;w, `congratulate', `count happy'; cf. Acts 26:2, where >jyrlµat 
Etavtov taxd tov, `I count myself happy', might equally well have been expressed 
taxap(t(O Eµavtov, `I congratulate myself'). Where was that sense of congratulation now? Had it entirely evaporated?
to tupw yae vµly, `I bear you witness', is in origin a forensic form of 
words ('I am ready to go into the witness-box and swear..:), amounting to 
a solemn declaration. It is not quite so emphatic as the expression in 1:20-no 
one is disputing Paul's narrative of events in the present passage.
E[ Svvatov... EScitxate [tot is another unfulfilled condition (cf. 1:10; 
3:21), this time without av in the apodosis (its inclusion was no longer felt as 
obligatory). The ellipsis of 71v with d 6uvatov is comparable to Eng. `if possible' for `if it were possible'.
`You would have given me your most precious possessions; you would have 
given me the very eyes out of your heads', says Paul, emphasizing their readiness 
at that time to do anything at all for him. It is precarious to take the mention of 
`eyes' too literally, especially to suppose that the language implies Paul's own eye trouble. The most that can be said is that, if it could be established otherwise 
that he suffered from some eye-affliction, there would be special force in his 
choice of words here.


What Paul's language does bring out is not only his own exceptional capacity for affection (cf. v 19) but also his capacity for inspiring a responsive 
affection in others. There is no sacrifice, it is implied, which one will not make 
for a friend. H. D. Betz, who sees the whole paragraph vv 12-20 as devoted 
to the topos of friendship, adduces at this point the story of the Scythian friends 
Dandamis and Amizoces in Lucian, Toxaris 40f.: Dandamis sacrificed his eyes 
to ransom Amizoces from captivity, and when Amizoces was then set free he 
blinded himself because he could not bear to see his friend's blindness (Galatians, 228).
4:16 It was natural that a certain uneasy reserve should begin to mark the 
Galatian Christians' attitude to Paul. They knew that the teaching to which they 
were now giving ear could not commend itself to him, and that he would disapprove of their accepting it. This reserve would be reinforced if they entertained 
suggestions tending to discredit him, or to diminish his standing in their eyes. 
When he heard of what was happening, he could be trusted to tell them they 
were wrong, and such plain speaking was bound to be unpalatable.
bats is used here to introduce a rhetorical question.
It is hazardous to find in Paul's use of ixOeos here the source of his later 
designation among the Ebionites as ExOpos avOQWItos (Epistle of Peter to 
James, 2; Clem. Recog. 1.70f.), as is done by H.-J. Schoeps, Judenchristentum, 
120, 474; Paul, 82; a much more probable source is the s;xOpos avOpwnoc of 
Mt. 13:28 (cf. Schoeps, Judenchristentum, 127).
&kTJ0Eiwv vµfv. In telling them the truth Paul is their friend. The truth he 
is now telling them is the same as what he told them when first he came among 
them, and on that occasion it won their friendship for him. For this `truth' is 
nothing other than the good news of divine grace. If it is true, then the `other 
gospel' brought by the trouble-makers is self-evidently false. It is reading an 
alien idea into the text to say with W. Schmithals, `Precisely this argument of 
Paul shows that in truth people in Galatia were declaiming against Paul on 
account of the apostle's fleshly ["sarkic"] weakness' (Paul and the Gnostics, 50 
n. 107).
The situation, in fact, is not unlike that in which Paul was later involved 
with the Corinthian church, when it was visited by interlopers who brought a 
`different gospel' and tried to disparage Paul in his converts' eyes; Paul protests 
his unchanging love for his friends, even while he remonstrates vigorously with 
them: `If I love you the more, am Ito be loved the less?' (2 Cor. 12:15).
4:17 In that same context of 2 Corinthians, Paul expresses his `divine jealousy' (~rl],.co yap vµas 6soi ~rkcp) over his converts (2 Cor. 11:2), and something of the same sense attaches to his use of the verb trlXow here. Even if some 
Zealot-like pressure lay behind the action of the trouble-makers in Galatia, ~r11<,ow 
in this context has nothing to do with that. It is used rather in the sense of paying 
court to someone. This may be done with honourable (xaMog) or dishonourable 
intentions, and the intentions of the trouble-makers, says Paul, are dishonourable 
(l;rlkoboty vµas ov xaXtus); they want to gain adherents for themselves and 
to shut them off (ExXWOUL) from fellowship with Paul and, in effect, from 
fellowship with the Christ whose apostle Paul is. In Paul's eyes, to seek justi fication by legal works, as the Galatians were being urged to do by the troublemakers, was to be `severed from Christ' (5:4). Paul has no desire to gain adherents for himself-in the Galatian cities as at Corinth he would have repudiated 
the suggestion that any of his converts should say, `I belong to Paul' (1 Cor. 
1:12)-his ardent desire was to betroth his converts, so to speak, to Christ, to 
whom their undivided allegiance was to be given (cf. 2 Cor. 11:2).


Na avtovs r;rlkovtE (present subjunctive). The verb ~rlXow may be used 
not only of the quest for adherents but also of the adherents' attachment to their 
leaders or teachers, and such is the sense of tTJXoUTE in this clause. J. B. 
Lightfoot (Galatians, 176f.) adduces a passage from Plutarch (De Virtute Morali 
448E) where, after a reference to the mutual esteem between husband and wife 
(in an arranged marriage) developing into love, he goes on: `so again, when 
young men happen upon cultivated teachers, they follow them and emulate 
(lrlXovaty) them..:-but there ~rlXow is used of a less ardent attachment than 
that which develops when they become s;paata( of their teachers. Those people, 
says Paul to his converts, want you to count yourselves as exclusively their 
followers, enrolled members of their school.
4:18 It is always good, he goes on, to be courted with honourable intentions, 
as you were `courted' by me when I was present with you; but as it is, no sooner 
has my back been turned than you let someone else come and `court' you with 
dishonourable intentions!
4:19 texva [LOU, ovs na),,ty tS(vw. The masculine relative pronoun after 
the neuter antecedent is an instance of constructio ad sensum.
`Christ lives in me' (2:20) was true not only of Paul but (potentially at least) 
of all believers. Paul longs to see Christ visibly living in the Galatians-to see 
the likeness of Christ manifested in their lives. Cf. 2 Cor. 3:18 where believers 
in Christ are described as `being changed into his likeness from one degree of 
glory to another' through the inward operation of `the Lord who is the Spirit'. 
Here he expresses the same thought in terms of the embryo being formed in the 
mother's womb until it reaches maturity and is ready to be born. So Calvin ad 
loc.: nascitur in nobis, ut vivamus eius vitam ('he is born in us, that we may live 
his life'). This birth involves birth-pangs, but it is Paul himself who endures 
them on his converts' behalf. He is enduring them, in fact, for a second time 
(raXIV); the first time was when he preached the gospel to them and they came 
to faith in Christ. Cf. I Cor. 4:15, where he is the father who has begotten his 
converts through the gospel, and I Thes. 2:7, where he cherishes them like a 
nurse (zpo(pos); here he plays a mother's part. The language vividly expresses 
the intensity of his love and concern for them.
H. Lietzmann (An die Galater, 28) renders the µexpts ov clause as `until 
Christ has become incarnate in you' (bis Christus in euch Mensch geworden ist). 
H. Schlier (Galater, 214 with n. 2) understands the language not of the formation of Christ in each individual among them but of the formation of the body 
of Christ in their community as a whole. But `the community is born through 
the growth of Christ in individuals' (A. Wikenhauser, Pauline Mysticism, ETr 
[Edinburgh, 1960], 44).
Paul's thought here is not essentially different from his language about the 
daily renewal of the inner man (2 Cor. 4:16), about the putting on of the new man, who 'is being renewed in knowledge after the image of his creator' (Col. 
3:10; cf. Eph. 4:23), or even about `putting on the Lord Jesus Christ' (Rom. 
13:14). But the thought is more vividly expressed here, and certainly the metaphor of birth is more effective than the catechetical formula of `putting on'. (It 
is unlikely that any substantial analogy can be discerned between this passage 
and the description in 1QH 3.13 of the pangs preceding the birth of a `wonder 
of a counsellor' [pele' yb'es] in the covenant community, even if the Messiah is 
meant (on this cf. H. Ringgren, The Faith of Qumran, ETr [Philadelphia, 1963], 
191-194).


It is not that Paul sees two stages in Christian experience-being justified 
by faith and having Christ formed within one-it is rather that the one implies 
the other and reliance on law for salvation negates both. It should not have been 
necessary for him to endure birth-pangs all over again on their behalf, but if they 
put themselves under law, then they are not justified by faith in Christ and Christ 
is not `in them': they have not yet been transferred from slavery to sonship (v 7) 
or from the old creation to the new (6:15). (Cf. E. P. Sanders, PPJ, 469.) The 
classic treatment of Christ's being formed within the believer is H. Scougal, The 
Life of God in the Soul of Man, published about 1672-73 (reprinted London, 
1961), from which G. Whitefield learned `that they who know anything of religion know it is a vital union with the Son of God-Christ formed in the heart' 
(Sermon preached in 1769, quoted in the foreword to the 1961 reprint of Scougal, op. cit., 12; cf. G. Whitefield, Journals I [reprinted London, 1960], 46f.).
4:20 Paul's written words in his letters when he was absent from his friends 
were substitutes for his spoken words when he was in their company-and, in his 
view, inadequate substitutes. There are situations in which the tone of voice and 
even the look on the face convey nearly as much as the words that are said, but 
when one is writing from a distance only the words can be conveyed. True, 
when the writer is well known one can, with no great effort of imagination, hear 
him speaking and see his facial expression, but in matters of delicate personal 
relationship such imagination is insufficient. It is evident from 2 Cor. 10:10 that 
some of Paul's converts contrasted the power and severity of his letters with the 
unimpressive way he spoke when he was present with them. Paul may be afraid 
here that his Galatian friends will concentrate on the uncompromising severity 
of his language and overlook the underlying concern and affection: if only he 
could be with them he could adapt his tone of voice to his deep-seated emotions. 
He is at a loss to know how best to approach them: the arguments which he 
might expect to be most compelling could leave them cold, or even confirm 
them in the course which he so much deplored.
fj6EXov Se 7rapelvau epos vµas &QTL. J. Knox ('Galatians', IDB II, 343) 
infers from Paul's language that he would certainly have visited them, or at least 
promised (or threatened) a visit, had he not been prevented by force majeure, 
and thinks it possible that Paul may have been in prison at the time-in which 
case he argues further that Galatians was written after Romans. But we are too 
scantily informed about Paul's circumstances to know why he could not pay a 
personal visit to Galatia just then.


(1) A lesson from scripture (4:21-5:1)
Tell me, you who wish to be under law, do you not listen to the law? Scripture 
tells us that Abraham got two sons, one by the slavegirl and one by the freewoman. 
The son of the slavegirl was born according to the flesh, but the son of the freewoman was born through promise.
Now these are allegorical entities. These women represent two covenantsone deriving from Mount Sinai, bearing children for slavery: that is Hagar. Now 
Hagar is Mount Sinai in Arabia; she corresponds to the present Jerusalem, for 
she is in slavery with her children. But Jerusalem above is free: she is our mother. 
Scripture says:
[image: ]
Now you, my brothers, are children of promise, as Isaac was. But just as 
then the son that was born according to the flesh persecuted the son that was born 
according to the Spirit, so it is even now. But what does the scripture say? 'Drive 
out the slavegirl and her son, for the slavegirl's son shall not share the inheritance 
with the son of the freewoman.' So then, my brothers, we are children, not of the 
slavegirl but of the freewoman.
With freedom Christ has set us free: stand firm, therefore, and do not be 
encumbered again with a yoke of slavery.
TEXTUAL NOTES
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4:21 Paul now endeavours to reinforce his argument by means of an allegorical interpretation of the Genesis story of Hagar and Sarah, with their respective sons Ishmael and Isaac. Paul himself calls his interpretation 'allegorical' 
(v 24)-that is to say, the entities in the story stand for something other than 
their prima facie sense, whether that 'something other' was intended by the orig final author (as, say, in Bunyan's Pilgrim's Progress) or is the contribution of the 
interpreter (and even when it is the contribution of the interpreter, the interpreter 
frequently thinks that he is bringing out the intention of the original author).


Paul was not the first to allegorize the story of Abraham's two sons: Philo 
had done so already, although there is no relation between Philo's interpretation 
and Paul's. According to Philo, Abraham is the virtue-loving soul in its quest 
for the true God; Sarah is virtue and her son Isaac is the higher wisdom, whereas 
Hagar is the lower learning of the schools and her son Ishmael is sophistry, 
shooting his arguments as an archer (Gn. 21:20) shoots arrows from his bow 
(Abr. 68; Fug. 128, 209f.; Mut. 255, etc.). In other words, Philo finds set forth 
in the patriarchal narrative the philosophy which to his mind constituted ultimate 
truth; Paul finds set forth in it the gospel of free grace which he was commissioned to proclaim and which he had already seen to be summed up in the 
statement that Abraham's faith was counted to him for righteousness (cf. 3:6).
4yETE [Wt, of vrtb voµov 9£XovTEs Eivat, toy vbµov ovx axo5EtE; We 
note the transition in this sentence from voµos in the strict sense of `law'-`you 
who wish to be under law' (as in 3:23; 4:4f.)-to voµos in the general sense 
of the Pentateuch. The patriarchal narrative does not belong to any of the lawcodes of the Torah, but it is part of the Torah, and it is doubtful if Paul and his 
contemporaries made the explicit distinction in their minds between the narrower 
and wider senses of the term that modern students readily make. Similarly in 
Rom. 3:19, after a catena of quotations drawn mainly from the Psalter, Paul 
applies them particularly to Jews because `whatever the law (o voµos) says, it 
says to those who are under the law (toffs Ev t4 voµ(p)'-where ev t4 voµco 
has much the same sense as vno voµov here, whereas 6 voµos is used in its 
widest sense to include all the sacred scriptures.
Paul reminds his readers of a phase in the patriarchal narrative, which he 
treats in such a way as to emphasize the incompatibility of life under law and 
life under promise. If you insist on the priority in the inheritance of Abraham's 
descendants xata aapxa, he says in effect, remember this: Abraham indeed 
had a son xata oapxa, of whom it is expressly stated that he was not to share 
the inheritance.
4:22 yeypa7tiaL, `it is written', `scripture tells us' (as in 3:10, 13).
'A(3paaµ Svo vlovs ioxcv, `Abraham acquired (soxEv, aorist) two sons'Ishmael, the elder, and Isaac, his junior by fourteen years.
When Sarah, Abraham's wife, had given him no child, and had now reached 
an age at which she was unlikely ever to have one, she decided to give him one 
by proxy through Hagar, her Egyptian slave-a practice which appears to have 
been socially acceptable in their culture (cf. On. 30:3-13). Hagar became pregnant immediately, and did not conceal her sense of superiority over her mistress, 
who felt correspondingly humiliated. Relations between the two women were 
thenceforth strained. Hagar in due course gave birth to Ishmael, who was his 
aged father's pride and joy (Gn. 16:1-16; 17:18). But some years later Abraham 
and Sarah received the divine promise that Sarah herself would have a son, and 
the promise was fulfilled the following year in the birth of Isaac (yishaq)-so 
called because of the laughter (shq), first of incredulity and then of exultation, 
which attended his annunciation and birth (Gn. 17:17; 18:10-15; 21:1-7).
The status of Ishmael and his mother now suffered a radical change: the security they had enjoyed so long as Hagar was the mother of Abraham's one 
and only son was imperilled. Matters came to a head at the festivities which 
marked the weaning of Isaac: `Sarah saw the son of Hagar the Egyptian, whom 
she had borne to Abraham, playing with her son Isaac. So she said to Abraham, 
"Cast out this slave woman with her son; for the son of this slave woman shall 
not be heir with my son Isaac" ' (Gn. 21:9f.).


Abraham's affection for Ishmael made him unwilling to do any such thing; 
he yielded only when God told him to do as his wife said and promised that 
Ishmael would become the ancestor of a great nation, `because he is your offspring' (Gn. 21:11-13; cf. v 18). (A parallel and expanded form of this promise, 
in Gn. 17:20, speaks of Ishmael as destined to become `the father of twelve 
princes', who are doubtless to be identified with the twelve sons of Ishmael listed 
in Gn. 25:13-18, eponymous ancestors of the Arab tribes which occupied the 
territory `from Havilah to Shur'-that is, in the Syrian desert, between the 
Euphrates and the Egyptian frontier.)
This narrative lends itself to interpretation at various levels, but most of 
these would be irrelevant to Paul's treatment. Source analysis of the narrative 
would be beside the point, for Paul's treatment views the narrative as a whole, 
within Genesis as a completed literary unit. Equally unhelpful here would be a 
study of the narrative in its dramatic setting, as compared with contemporary 
Near Eastern practice. According to the code of Hammurabi, for example, `the 
children of the wife shall divide the property of the father's house equally with 
the sons of the bondmaid; the son and heir, the son of the wife, shall choose a 
share (first) and take it' (paragraph 170). As for the case of a childless wife (as 
Sarah was for long), it is stipulated in marriage contracts from Nuzu that if a 
wife proves to be childless she shall provide her husband with a slave wife and 
that the son of such a slave wife shall not be expelled (cf. E. A. Speiser, `New 
Kirkuk Documents relating to Family Laws', AASOR 10 [1930], 1-73, especially 
31-33). It may be that Sarah, in refusing to let Ishmael have a share of the 
inheritance and in insisting on his expulsion, was in breach of established usage; 
if so, Abraham would have been the more reluctant to accede to her demand, 
until he was divinely directed to do so.
The narrative was naturally of great religious and ethnic interest to Jews. 
They were the descendants of Isaac, the promised son; they were therefore the 
chosen people, the heirs of the promise, the true children of Abraham, to whom 
the divine oracle said, `through Isaac shall your offspring be named' (Gn. 21:12). 
(It could not be denied that Isaac was the ancestor of the Edomites also, but the 
Edomites were not joint-heirs of the promise, for reasons which Paul points out 
in Rom. 9:10-13.) The Israelites were acquainted with their Ishmaelite neighbours who lived beyond the confines of the cultivated land, and they may have 
been familiar with some of their customs, such as the circumcision of boys at 
puberty, after the example of Ishmael himself (Gn. 17:25), and in contrast to 
their own custom of circumcision at eight days old, following the precedent of 
Isaac (Gn. 21:4). But as time went on, the Ishmaelites would readily rank as 
representatives of Gentiles in general, excluded from the special covenant which 
God made with Abraham and with his descendants through Isaac (and Jacob).
4:23 a?X' 6 REV i=x tf; atai6i6x'qS xata aagxa yeyevvrltal, o Se Ex iris EXEVOE(Jug St' iatayyWag. The perfect yeyi;vvgTat may imply that the 
reference is not only to the historical event of Ishmael's birth but also to the 
abiding truth that `what is born (to yEyevvt evov) of the flesh is flesh' (Jn. 
3:6). Alternatively, the reference may be to the abiding record in scripture: 
ycyEVVrhat `approximately' ='Eypaniat oit >'EVVij0r1 (BDF 342 [5]).


xata aapxa means `in the ordinary course of nature'. No moral censure 
is implied: unlike Philo (Sob. 8), Paul does not call Ishmael illegitimate (v60os). 
It is simply recognized that there was nothing exceptional about Ishmael's birth. 
Nor is anything in the nature of a virgin birth implied for Isaac (so, e.g., Marius 
Victorinus ad loc.: `non ex copulatione'). Abraham's real paternity of Isaac is 
implied in v 22, as it is, if anything, more clearly in Rom. 4:18-21. There is 
nothing here comparable to Philo's allegorical statement that Isaac was born not 
as a human being but as `a most pure thought (v&gta xa0ct )Tatov), beautiful 
by nature rather than by practice' (Fug. 167).
Yet the birth of Isaac was certainly contrary to the ordinary course of nature, 
in view of the advanced age of Abraham, and more particularly of Sarah, at the 
time of his conception: it took place by the enabling word of God, in direct 
fulfilment of his promise (cf. Gn. 17:19; 18:9-15).
4:24 &TLva EotLV &7,,X1yopovµeva. The compound &TLva (cf. 5:19) has 
taken over the function of the simple neuter plural a (so also iTLg for f in vv 
24b, 26).
`This is an allegory', says Paul, or `these are allegorical entities', each of 
them corresponding to a reality in the new situation (cf. NIV: `these things may 
be taken figuratively'). He is not thinking of allegory in the Philonic sense 
(allegory in the Philonic sense was introduced into Christian interpretation with 
Origen and his successors); he has in mind that form of allegory which is commonly called typology: a narrative from OT history is interpreted in terms of the 
new covenant, or (to put it the other way round) an aspect of the new covenant 
is presented in terms of an OT narrative. Typology presupposes that salvationhistory displays a recurring pattern of divine action: thus the exilic prophets 
portrayed their people's return from Babylon in terms of a second Exodus, and 
the NT writers portray the Christian redemption in terms both of the Exodus and 
of the return from Babylon. Paul supplies simple examples of such typology 
when he says that `Christ, our paschal lamb, has been sacrificed' (I Cor. 5:7) 
or shows how the people of Christ in this age experience their own counterparts 
of the Red Sea passage, the manna, the water from the rock and the vicissitudes 
of the wilderness wanderings (1 Cor. 10:1-11). The Exodus typology in particular was widespread in the NT period (cf. Heb. 3:7-4:11; Jude 5).
The one rather clear instance of non-typological allegory in Paul is his 
treatment of the command not to muzzle an ox when it is treading out the grain 
(Dt. 25:4) as the authorization of those who preach the gospel to live by the 
gospel (1 Cor. 9:8-10).
See A. T. Hanson, Studies in Paul's Technique and Theology (London, 1974); R. N. 
Longenecker, Biblical Exegesis in the Apostolic Period (Grand Rapids, 1975); F. P. 
Ramos, `Alegoria o tipologia en Gal 4, 21-31', Est Bib 34 (1975), 113-119, and La 
Libertad en la Carta a los Galatas (Madrid, 1977), 100-121; R. J. Kepple, `An Analysis 
of Antiochene Exegesis of Galatians 4:24-26', WTJ 39 (1976-77), 239-249.


Paul presents a more elaborate example of biblical interpretation in 2 Cor. 
3:7-4:6, in his midrash on Ex. 34:29-35. There the fading reflection of the 
divine glory on Moses' face is contrasted with the permanent glory in the face 
of Christ. But the argument is thoroughly typological in the sense that the 
distinctiveness of the new covenant is brought out by comparison and contrast 
with the old. The old covenant is the administration of law, meting out death to 
the transgressor, whereas the new covenant is the administration of the Spirit, 
imparting life to the believer. Since `where the Spirit of the Lord is, there is 
freedom' (2 Cor. 3:17), the contrast between law and Spirit is identical with the 
contrast between legal bondage and spiritual freedom which Paul illustrates by 
his present 'allegory'.
In the present `allegory', however, there is a forcible inversion of the analogy which is unparalleled elsewhere in Paul. Whereas in other typological passages the OT account is left intact, the argument here is up against the historical 
fact that Isaac was the ancestor of the Jews, whereas Ishmael's descendants were 
Gentiles. This unique clash between type and antitype demands an explanation, 
and a highly probable explanation has been put forward by C. K. Barrett ('The 
Allegory of Abraham, Sarah, and Hagar in the Argument of Galatians', Kdsemann FS, 1-16)-namely, that the incident of the two sons of Abraham had 
been adduced by Paul's opponents in Galatia in support of their case, and that 
Paul felt obliged to refute their argument by inverting it and showing that the 
incident, properly understood, supported the gospel of free grace, with its antithesis between flesh and spirit.
avtaL y$Q EkJLV no SLaOrlxau. The copula here means `stand for' or 
`signify'; cf. 2 Cor. 3:17, o Se x5tog to itvEVµa iatiV, ' "the Lord" [in the 
particular context of 34:34 LXX] means "the Spirit" ', and for a typological 
parallel 1 Cor. 10:4, Ex. neTpa SE 7lv 6 XpLotos, `and the rock was Christ' (see 
on v 4).-
If the one SLaOixq is the Sinaitic covenant, as is here stated, the other is 
the covenant with Abraham (cf. 3:15-17), which was characterized by `promise'. 
The initial fulfilment of the covenant-promise to Abraham was the birth of Isaac, 
who (with his mother) is presented by Paul as the embodiment or symbol of that 
promise.
A parallel to Paul's OT exegesis here has been recognized in CD 6.3-11 
(J. D. G. Dunn, who mentions it in Unity, 396 n. 19, acknowledges indebtedness to G. I. Davies for drawing his attention to it): the Song of the Well (Nu. 
21:18) is so interpreted that the `well' is the law, the `princes' who dig it are the 
members of the faithful community who left the land of Judah, the `sceptre' or 
`staff' with which it is dug is the `expositor of the law', and the `nobles of the 
people' are those who carry out his ordinances. But this exegesis, allegorical as 
it is, does not involve the reversal of historical actuality implicit in Paul's allegory; it probably has more in common with the treatment that Paul's opponents 
would have given to the story of Isaac and Ishmael.
If Paul, in the elementary class of his rabbinical school, had been set an 
exegetical exercise on the text, `Abraham had two sons, one by a slave and one 
by a free woman', the outline of his exegesis would have been predictable: Isaac 
was the ancestor of the chosen people; the Ishmaelites are Gentiles. The Jews 
are the children of the free woman; the Gentiles are children of the slave woman. The Jews have received the liberating knowledge of the law; the Gentiles are in 
bondage to ignorance and sin. The Jews are the people of the covenant; such 
blessings as the Gentiles enjoy (like the promise that Ishmael would become a 
great nation) are uncovenanted mercies.


If the trouble-makers in Galatia appealed to the story of Isaac and Ishmael, 
that is very much how they would have applied it. True, they would have 
conceded, the Gentiles of Galatia could not be sons of Abraham by natural 
descent, as Isaac was; yet there was hope for them: they could be adopted into 
Abraham's family by circumcision and so enjoy the covenant mercies promised 
to Abraham and his descendants. By accepting circumcision they would align 
themselves with the church of the circumcised in Jerusalem, the mother-church 
of the true followers of Christ.
Paul now inverts the exegesis which would have commended itself to him 
in earlier days. Now it is the people of the law who are the offspring of the 
slave woman; the children of the free woman are those who embrace the gospel 
of justification by faith, comprising a minority of Jews and a rapidly increasing 
preponderance of Gentiles. To Jews this exegesis must have seemed preposterous. It was crystal clear that they were Sarah's offspring, while Hagar's descendants were Gentiles. One could envisage a group like the Qumran community 
claiming that its members alone, because of their special devotion to the law, 
were sons of the promise, while the apostate majority of Israel deserved to be 
ranked with the Ishmaelites; but that bears no resemblance to Paul's argument. 
For Paul, law and promise are antithetical. His own experience had convinced 
him that the law brought men and women into bondage, while the gospel was 
a message of liberation. Therefore, he argues, the people of the law belong to 
Hagar's family, for she `is from Mount Sinai, bearing children for slavery'; those 
who believe the gospel are the children of Sarah, the free woman. We cannot 
know how convincing Paul's Gentile readers found his argument; much would 
depend on the degree to which they had assimilated his principles of OT 
interpretation.
What Paul had learned from his personal experience corresponded with his 
reading of the history of God's dealings with mankind. The gospel is the fulfilment of the promise made to Abraham that in him and his offspring all nations 
would be blessed (cf. 3:8, 16). The law, which was given later, was a parenthetical dispensation introduced by God for a limited purpose; its validity continued only until the promise to Abraham was fulfilled in Christ, and even while 
it was valid it did not modify the terms of the promise (cf. 3:17-25).
4:25 to 8e `Ayap X6va opos Eoti.v eV r 'Apa(3(a. This reading (the 
longer one) is preferable on intrinsic grounds; there would be little point in the 
shorter reading: `For Sinai is a mountain in Arabia'. Of course it is, but why 
would Paul make such a bald statement of geographical fact? The copula once 
more means `signifies' or `represents': `Hagar corresponds to Mount Sinai in 
Arabia' (from which the law was promulgated). It is probably irrelevant in this 
context that Hagar (Heb. hagar) is similar (but not identical) to a Semitic word 
meaning `rock' or `crag' (Heb. hagar, Aram. hagra', Arab. hagar): Paul 
certainly is not saying `Hagar means "mountain" in Arabia' (pace W. Bousset, 
Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments, II [Gottingen, 31917], 66). Nor is there 
much substance in the attempt of H. Gese (`to Se `Ayap Itva opos eotiv eV ru 'Aec4(a', Rost FS, 81-94 = Vom Sinai zum Zion [Munchen, 1974], 49- 
62) to see a reference here to el-Hekra (Medain Salih, 200 miles north of 
Medina) on the basis of Gn. 16:7, Tg. Onq., where Hagar takes the way to 
Hagra'; there, as elsewhere in Tg. Onq., hagra' is the regular (updated) Aram. 
equivalent of Shur, on the way to Egypt (cf. G. I. Davies, `Hagar, el-Hegra, and 
the Location of Mount Sinai', VT 22 [1972], 152-163).


(The earliest witness to the traditional identification of Mount Sinai with 
Jebel Musa comes in Egeria's Peregrinatio [AD 383/4]; she was assured of the 
identification by local monks. The `Hagrites' [Heb. hagrtm, hagrt'im] are 
referred to as an Arab group in I Ch. 5:10, 19f.; 27:31; Ps. 83:6.)
The identification of Hagar with Sinai means simply that she and her descendants represent the law, which holds men and women in bondage. If she 
also corresponds to the present Jerusalem ovorroLXsi (SE tIj vvv 
'Iepovoa?&), it is not so much the literal city that is meant as the whole legal system of 
Judaism, which had its world-centre in Jerusalem. If Paul's opponents were 
trying to bring his Galatian converts into subjection to the church of Jerusalem 
and its leadership, that would add point to Paul's reference to `the present Jerusalem'. The leaders of the Jerusalem church had reached an accommodation 
with Paul about the gospel which he preached and his commission to propagate 
it in the Gentile world (2:1-9); if they were now going back on that agreement, 
if they were a party to the attempt to impose the yoke of the law on the Gentile 
churches of Galatia (a charge against them to which Paul does not commit 
himself), then they would be making common cause with the community which 
is still `in slavery with her children'.
In vv 25 and 26 Paul uses the form 'IEpouoaXip. (a fairly close transliteration of the Hebrew), whereas in 1:17f. and 2:1 he has used the hellenized 
plural `IEpoooXvµa. In those earlier references he has the geographical site in 
view; here the emphasis is more on the religious significance of the city.
A. Harnack thought that `we can without difficulty discern the rule which 
guides his use of the respective names: where Jerusalem has religious significance (Gal. iv.25, 26), and in passages of special solemnity where the Apostle 
thinks of the "saints" in Jerusalem (Rom. xv.25, 26, 31; here Jerusalem is 
everywhere combined with of a?LoL) he writes [t, i.e. he chooses 
the Hebrew name, elsewhere he writes `Iepoo6Xvµa''Iepouoak, (The Acts of the Apostles, 
ETr [London, 1909], 76). He notes that Rom. 15:19 and 1 Cor. 16:3 (in both 
of which 'IepovoaXrlµ appears) seem to be exceptions to this rule, but considers 
that in the latter place Paul is thinking of the saints in Jerusalem, though he does 
not actually say of aYlol, and that in the former `his feeling of reverent wonder 
at the grandeur of the work that had been accomplished through him may have 
led him to write the name 'IepovoaX>1µ' (ibid., 77).
4:26 f1 SE avw 'IEpovoaki)t iXEVOEpa sor(v. `Jerusalem above' is the 
antithesis to `the present Jerusalem'. No explicit antithesis to Mount Sinai is 
mentioned, but `Jerusalem above' probably fills this role as well as that of 
antithesis to the present Jerusalem. The antithesis between Sinai and Jerusalem 
(or Zion) was early taken up and developed in a number of directions, as may 
be seen in Heb. 12:18-24 and later in the pseudo-Cyprianic anti-Jewish treatise 
De montibus Sina et Sion (PL IV.991-1000).
The idea of two Jerusalems, the lower and the upper, the earthly and the heavenly, is not peculiar to Paul. Two other NT writers make use of it (cf. Heb. 
12:22, with 11:10, 16; Rev. 3:12; 21:2, 9ff.). Paul's use of the idea here is 
probably the earliest literary reference to it, although the way in which he 
introduces it suggests that it was no new idea to him nor, it seems, to the 
Galatians.


As the wilderness tabernacle was to be constructed according to the pattern 
shown to Moses on Sinai (Ex. 25:40), so the temple and city of Jerusalem were 
regarded as material copies of eternal and heavenly archetypes. In 1 Ch. 28:19 
the plan of the temple which Solomon received from David is said to have been 
`made clear by the writing from the hand of Yahweh concerning it'. More 
precisely, in Wis. 9:8 Solomon, in prayer to God, describes his temple as `a 
copy of the holy tent which thou didst prepare from the beginning'-the `holy 
tent' being God's heavenly dwelling-place. The existence of the heavenly Jerusalem was later inferred from Ps. 122:3 ('Jerusalem, built as a city which is 
bound firmly together'), rendered `Jerusalem, built like the city which is its 
fellow' (with vocalization h°berah for MT hubberah; cf. Tg. and Midr. Tehillim, 
ad loc.). R. Me'ir (c. AD 140) said that, of the seven heavens, the fourth was 
called z%l, `in which are Jerusalem and the temple, and an altar is set up, at 
which Michael the great prince stands and offers sacrifice' (b. Hag. 12b). In the 
Apocalypse of Baruch, written shortly after the catastrophe of AD 70, Baruch 
is told that the earthly Jerusalem is not the true city of God: the true city was 
revealed to Adam before his fall, to Abraham when God made a covenant with 
him, and to Moses at the time when he was shown the plan of the tabernacle 
on Sinai (2 Bar. 4:2ff.).
In our present text, just as fl vvv 'Ie@ovaock,s is not primarily the geographical site, so 7j avw 'IEQovaak7jtis not spatially elevated but is the community of the new covenant.
TIuLS 17 Early tiirrlp iijuiv. Cf. Ps. 87 (LXX 86):5, pt1it1e Xicuv, E9EI its, 
"Zion is my mother", one will say' (i.e. `I was born in Zion'); cf. C. Gore, 
The Holy Spirit in the Church (London, 1924), 150 = The Reconstruction of 
Belief (London, 1926), 770; C. F. D. Moule, The Birth of the NT (London, 
31981), 60. A later parallel is 2 Esd. 10:7, `Zion, the mother of us all, is in deep 
grief...' (where again, as in Ps. 87, it is the earthly Jerusalem that is in view, 
after the disaster of AD 70). For the picture of Zion/Jerusalem as the mother 
of her citizens cf. also Is. 49:20f.; 54:1-13 (see quotation in v 27 below). For 
Paul it is the heavenly Jerusalem that is the counterpart of Sarah, the mother 
of the free-born people of God; cf. `the city which has foundations, whose 
builder and maker is God', prepared by him for men and women of faith (Heb. 
11:10, 16).
In Cyprian's Testimonia (1.20) the argument of Gal. 4:22ff. is summarized 
and then amplified with the inclusion of Jacob's two wives-the weak-eyed 
Leah representing the synagogue and Rachel, the mother of Joseph ('a type of 
Christ', he says), representing the church. He finds the same twofold analogy 
later in Elkanah's two wives, the church being represented by Hannah, the mother 
of Samuel (another `type of Christ'). The motif of the sterile wife ultimately 
getting the better of her fertile rival is recurrent in the OT narrative, as a demonstration of the grace and power of God (cf. Ps. 113 [LXX 112]:9 and, for a 
NT parallel, Lk. 1:36f.).


4:27 The ultimate triumph of the formerly childless wife over the other is 
celebrated in Is. 54:1, quoted here by Paul not only because it is a locus classicus 
for this theme but also because the mother here congratulated is Zion/Jerusalem. 
The derelict (Eprlµog) city of Jerusalem, bereft of her children who have been 
carried into exile in Babylon, is destined to be restored and to be blessed with 
returning children more numerous than those whom she lost. The prophet is not 
contrasting two distinct `women': he is rather contrasting the desolate Jerusalem, 
widowed and robbed of her children, with Jerusalem as she was in the days of 
her earlier prosperity and as she will be in days to come when she will be more 
abundantly compensated for her losses.
Moreover, Is. 54:1 is part of Is. 40-66, which in the NT is one of the most 
fertile fields of testimonia, from the `voice' of Is. 40:3 (cf. Mk. 1:3 par.; Jn. 
1:23) to the `new heavens and new earth' of Is. 65:17 and 66:22 (cf. 2 Pet. 3:13; 
Rev. 21:1). By the NT writers, and especially by Paul, this whole corpus of 
prophecy is given a gospel interpretation. For such a fresh interpretation the early 
Christians (whether they were aware of it or not) had pre-Christian precedent, 
as has been shown by the Qumran texts. The `voice' of Is. 40:3 ('In the wilderness prepare the way of the LORD; make straight in the desert a highway for 
our God') provided the Qumran sectaries with authority for their wilderness 
retreat (IQS 8.13f.); and in a fragmentary commentary on Isaiah from Cave 4 
(4Q Is") parts of Is. 54 are referred to the elect community forming the nucleus 
of the restored Israel of the new age. The promise to the widowed city, `I will 
lay your foundations in lapis lazuli' (Is. 54:11), is explained thus: `Its interpretation 
is that they have founded the council of the community, the priests and the 
peo[ple, to be] a congregation of his elect, like a stone of lapis lazuli among the 
stones.'
So by Paul the promises of Is. 54 are understood as addressed to the 
church of the new age, Jerusalem above. But for Paul the contemporary church 
was a predominantly Gentile community. Formerly the Gentiles were spiritually 
sterile, producing no fruit for God, but now their response to the gospel has 
made them more fruitful than the synagogue: the new Jerusalem has more children than ever the old Jerusalem had. The two women of Is. 54:1 have now 
become two distinct entities.
This is not the only place where an OT situation within the bounds of the 
chosen family is applied in the NT on a more comprehensive scale, embracing 
Gentiles as well as Jews. More NT writers than one, for example, interpret 
Hosea's Lo-ammi and Lo-ruhamah (Ho. 1:6-9) not of temporarily apostate Israel 
but of the Gentiles who were formerly unrelated to God but have now been 
brought into his family (cf. Rom. 9:25f.; 1 Pet. 2:10). The principle of divine 
action is the same, but in the Gentile mission it is exhibited on a broader canvas.
The Christian application of Is. 54:1 was probably not peculiar to Paul; it 
may well have belonged to the common exegetical stock of the church. But, if 
it lay ready to Paul's hand, he found it specially appropriate to his handling of 
the patriarchal narrative. Sarah, who `was barren (`"garah, (Jte%pa, as in Is. 
54:1) and had no child' (Gn. 11:30), certainly did exult when she gave birth to 
Isaac (Gn. 21:6f.). Even if Paul was moved to take up the Ishmael-Isaac analogy 
because of the use that was being made of it by his opponents in Galatia, he 
was able to turn it to his own purpose by tying it in with his insistence that Abraham's true offspring comprises all believers and with the unquestioned fact 
that Isaac's birth fulfilled the divine promise, belief in which had procured Abraham's justification.


Philo (Praem. 158-160) treats Is. 54:1 (in conjunction with the words of 
Hannah in 1 Sa. [LXX 1 Ki.] 2:5) as an ethical allegory of the history of the 
soul-the children of the married woman being vices and those of the barren 
woman (the virgin impregnated by divine seed) virtues (cf. Migr. Abr. 224f.). 
But, however congenial to Philonism this allegorization is, it is an aberration 
from the main line of biblical interpretation.
4:28 xata 'Ioaax E.nayyeX(as texva iot£. If the story of Abraham's two 
sons is to be allegorized at all in terms of the gospel order, it follows as the 
night the day that the analogy of Isaac, the son of promise, is maintained by 
those (Gentiles though they are) who in Christ Jesus have received `the blessing 
of Abraham,... the promise of the Spirit through faith' (3:14).
4:29 o xata aaexa ycvvrl6Els E&wxev toy xata ltvevµa. xara atVEVµa 
is the natural antithesis to xata oapxa, which in v 23 is set in opposition to 
St' e7tayyeX(as. We can distinguish two antithetic pairs: xata a&exa/xata 
nvEVlta and iJto voµov/St' snayyrXlas. But in the present context the two 
pairs correspond so exactly that one element in one of them (xata nvrVlia) can 
be replaced by the corresponding element in the other (St'lrtayyWas), as in 
v 23. For the antithetic xata oapxa/xata nvevµa cf. Rom. 1:3f., where the 
force of aae~ is less `theological' than it is here.
Biblical substantiation for the statement that Ishmael persecuted Isaac is not 
forthcoming, so far as the two individuals are concerned; there could be a 
reference to occasions when the descendants of Ishmael committed aggression 
against the Israelites, Isaac's descendants (cf. Jdg. 8:24; Ps. 83:6). But rabbinical 
tradition makes mention of rivalry between the two brothers, especially with 
regard to the inheritance. According to Gen. Rab. 55:4 (on On. 22:1), Ishmael 
claimed the inheritance because he had accepted circumcision willingly, at the 
age of thirteen (Gn. 17:25), whereas Isaac received it involuntarily when he was 
eight days old (Gn. 21:4).
More particularly, attention has been drawn to the statement that during the 
weaning festivities Sarah saw Hagar's son `playing with her son Isaac' (Gn. 
21:9). The words `with her son Isaac' are absent from the MT, but as they appear 
in the LXX and in some Vg codices they may well have been present in the 
Vorlage of these versions. The MT as it stands says that Sarah saw Ishmael 
`playing' or `laughing' (me'saheq). The `laughing' motif is so prominent in the 
account of Isaac's conception and birth that it is hardly surprising that Ishmael 
should have joined in the universal laughter. Had not Sarah said, `God has made 
laughter (s`'hoq) for me; every one who hears will laugh (yishaq) over me' (Gn. 
21:6)? What was the nature of Ishmael's laughter? According to Jub. 17:4, 
`Sarah saw Ishmael playing and dancing, and Abraham rejoicing with great joy, 
and she became jealous of Ishmael' and demanded his expulsion. But AV preserves a tradition that Ishmael's laughter was unfriendly: `Sarah saw the son of 
Hagar the Egyptian ... mocking: But even `mocking' is hardly tantamount to 
`persecuting'.
Some rabbis suspected a more sinister implication beneath the innocent 
participle m'saheq (`laughing', `playing'), and adduced texts where the verb denotes sinful or violent action (cf. Gen. Rab. 53:11 on Gn. 21:9). R. Ishmael 
(c. AD 100) charged Ishmael with pagan worship, on the strength of Ex. 32:6, 
where `to play' (11'saheq) is used in connexion with Israel's worship of the golden 
calf: more specifically, he said that Ishmael caught locusts and offered them in 
sacrifice (being a child, he could not catch larger animals). (Similarly Tg. Neof. 
[in loco] says that Sarah saw Ishmael `doing unseemly things', and an added 
gloss explains these things as actions pertaining to a foreign cult.) R. Ishmael's 
contemporary, R. Aqiba, identified Ishmael's conduct as sexual immorality, on 
the strength of Gn. 39:17, where Potiphar's wife complains that Joseph came 
`to insult me' (lishoq bi, literally `to play with me'). But R. Azariah, in the name 
of R. Levi, recalled the use of the same verb with a connotation of bloodshed 
in 2 Sa. 2:14, `Let the young men arise and play (yish"qu) before us', and 
expounded the situation thus: `Ishmael said to Isaac, "Let us go and see our 
portions in the field" [based perhaps on Cain's words to Abel in the original text 
of Gn. 4:8]; then Ishmael would take a bow and arrows [cf. Gn. 21:20] and 
shoot them in Isaac's direction, while pretending to be playing.' These observations are all later than Paul's day; whether there were earlier forms of any, 
specially of the last, which he knew we cannot say.


oiitws xat vvv. For Jewish persecution of Christians (whether of Jewish 
or Gentile stock) cf. 1 Thes. 2:14-16; on the genuineness of that passage see 
K. G. Eckart, `Der zweite echte Brief des Apostels Paulus an die Thessalonicher', ZTK 58 (1961), 33f.; W. G. KUmmel, `Das literarische and geschichtliche Problem des ersten Thessalonicherbriefes', 0. Cullmann FS (1), 213-227; 
B. A. Pearson, `1 Thessalonians 2:13-16: A Deutero-Pauline Interpolation', 
HTR 64 (1971), 79-94; E. Best, Thessalonians, BNTC, 122f.; H. Boers, `The 
Form-Critical Study of Paul's Letters: I Thessalonians as a Case Study', NTS 22 
(1975-76), 140-158 (especially 151f., 158). R. Jewett finds both in Galatians 
(cf. also 3:4, tooavta £Jr60EtE, and 5:11, ErL &thxotai) and in I Thessalonians 
evidence for his view `that Jewish Christians in Judea were stimulated by Zealotic 
pressure into a nomistic campaign among their fellow Christians in the late 
forties and early fifties' (`The Agitators and the Galatian Congregation', NTS 17 
[1970-711, 205). This is probably true. But, if the Galatian churches in this 
letter include those of Pisidian Antioch, Iconium and Lystra, then, according to 
the record of Acts (13:50; 14:2-5, 19), the Christians of those cities had firsthand experience of opposition stirred up by Phrygian Jews. 
4:30 Uk6 T( AEyEL T 'l For a similar question cf. Rom. 4:3; 11:2. 
It is a rhetorical way of putting the point that `the scripture says' (cf. Rom. 9:17; 
10:11; 1 Tim. 5:18); but it is not a rhetorical question in the usual sense, for the 
answer follows immediately, in the form of a text of scripture.
"Ex(3aXE t71v 3rarbloxr1v xai toy viov avtf1. The original point of this 
quotation (Gn. 21:10) was simple enough: the sight of Ishmael playing with her 
baby son reminded Sarah that Isaac had this older brother who had been since 
his birth the apple of his father's eye and she felt that Isaac's position was 
insecure so long as Ishmael was around. There is no reason to look for a further 
motive, as Josephus does when he credits her with the suspicion that, after 
Abraham's death, Ishmael might do Isaac an injury (Ant. 1.215).
It is, however, noteworthy that Sarah's uncharitable demand, `Drive out the 
slavegirl and her son...', is treated here not simply as something which scrip ture records but as something which scripture says (cf. the use of rl ypacpi as 
subject in 3:8). Whatever moral or legal issues might be raised by Sarah's demand 
in its historical setting, Paul treats it as the word of scripture-in effect, as the 
word of God. The reason for his doing so is not far to seek: apart from God's 
underwriting Sarah's demand (Gn. 21:12), the words ov yap µ7l xXr1eovo.tioEL 
o vlos tf1 naLSioxrlg teta tov vlov ills EXEVOEQas (the end of the quotation 
is adapted to the present context by the substitution of tov vlov tf1 E),,EU09(Qas 
for tov viov [LOU 'Ioaax) enshrine the basic gospel truth: legal bondage and 
spiritual freedom cannot coexist. The inheritance promised to Abraham belongs 
to the children of the promise who, being believers themselves, are blessed with 
believing Abraham (3:9). It does not belong to those who, being `under law', 
are still in bondage. If it was Paul's opponents who compelled him to take up 
the story of Ishmael and Isaac, they unintentionally provided him with a wonderful text to undergird the argument of this whole letter.


J. Bligh (Galatians, 390 et passim) regards Paul's appeal to the story of 
Ishmael and Isaac as the climax of his reply to Cephas at Antioch (which, he 
holds, runs, with occasional interruptions, from 2:14b to 5:13a)-as `the final 
demonstration from Scripture that the law of Moses has no place in the Gentile 
churches and must be excluded from them'. So the demand `Drive out the 
slavegirl...' requires as a practical measure to be enforced forthwith that those 
who continue to observe the law, Christians though they may be, must be banished from the Gentile churches. This, however, is contrary to Paul's policy 
elsewhere (cf. Rom. 11:13-21; 14:1-15:13) and is not a necessary inference 
from his language here. More convincingly C. K. Barrett argues that the quotation of v 30 is the 'next step' which logically follows when once it has been 
'confirmed that the Jewish Christians are, theologically, Ishmaels, and the lawfree Christians Isaacs'; it is not (pace Bligh) a call to the Gentile Christians in 
the Church of Antioch to rise up and expel their Jewish Christian brethren; it is 
rather the command of God to his (angelic) agents'-the singular imperative 
being presumably addressed to each of them individually-and `expresses what 
the fate of each party [oL >;~ ipywv voµov and oL >x Jtiotsws] is to be' ('The 
Allegory of Abraham, Sarah, and Hagar ...', 13).
4:31 bt6. C. K. Barrett (ibid.) says that `it is the fact of persecution that 
leads Paul' to the conclusion now stated. It was a matter of experience that 
Gentile Christians had not persecuted Jews or Jewish Christians (that was to 
come later); `therefore' those who suffered persecution corresponded to Isaac 
and those who inflicted it to Ishmael.
ovx eo t v JtaLSioxrls T xva &XX, tfg EXruOpag. The summing up of 
the point of the 'allegory' repeats the sense of v 28 in slightly different words. 
Those who by faith belong to Christ `are Abraham's offspring, heirs according 
to promise' (3:29), answering to the son of the free woman.
Paul's later, non-allegorical (but still in intention typological) reference to 
Abraham's sons in Rom. 9:7-9 comes to mind. There, emphasizing the sovereignty of the divine election, he insists that it is spiritual, not natural, descent 
that matters: `Not all are children of Abraham because they are his descendants; 
but "Through Isaac shall your descendants be named" [Gn. 21:12]. This means 
that it is not the children of the flesh who are the children of God, but the 
children of the promise are reckoned as descendants'-the `word of promise' being that spoken by God to Sarah in Gn. 17:21, confirming that she would give 
birth to a son.


5:1 i71 EXEuOEQ(a r`lµ&S Xptoios TlXEVOE(lwoEV. In 5:1 Paul sums up and 
applies, in non-allegorical language, the lesson of the preceding allegory and 
indeed the lesson of all his preceding argument from 2:14 on.
The dative r EXEVOEpla is best taken as instrumental. It is not simply 
intensive before 71Xc0> pwocv (like Lk. 22:15, itrL9vµ(a >;ttEBvµrlaa, or Jas. 
5:17, ttpoaEvXii trpoarlvl;ato) because the article specifies a particular liberty-the liberty held out in the gospel. It is with this liberty that Christ has 
liberated his people. The dative is less likely to be a dative of design or destination 
(as though the sense were `for liberty Christ has liberated us'). The dative tots 
LµaaLV (Acts 22:25), sometimes adduced as an analogy for this usage, is more 
probably instrumental also (cf. RSV `when they had tied him up with the thongs'). 
When, in v 13 below, Paul wishes to say `for liberty', i.e. `with a view to 
liberty', he says bT' ikEVOEp(a. (It is a matter of interest that F. J.A. Hort [WH 
App., 122] conjectured, quite unnecessarily, that tit in 5:1 'is a primitive corruption of EJt".)
This freedom is enjoyed by the `children of the free woman', the heirs of 
Goa's promise to Abraham. There is no hint that `freedom' was a watchword of 
the trouble-makers. The context provides no warrant for the view which 
W. Schmithals thinks `very probable', though not certain, that `Paul consciously 
is referring to the expressions of the Galatian opponents' when he speaks of true 
freedom here (Paul and the Gnostics, 51). Here standing fast in their freedom 
will safeguard the Galatians against submission to legal bondage; in v 13 it will 
safeguard them against danger from the opposite direction.
atrlxstE ovv, 'stand fast therefore'. GTrlxw is a Hellenistic present formed 
from the classical perfect £arrlxa, 'I stand'. Paul repeatedly urges his readers 
to stand fast-in the faith (1 Cor. 16:13), in one spirit (Phil. 1:27), in the Lord 
(Phil. 4:1; cf. 1 Thes. 3:8).
xai µl1 itaXty ~vycu 8ovXElas arvarXEOOE, `do not be subject again to a 
yoke of slavery'. The passive of evsxw is well attested with the dative in the 
sense `be involved in', `be subject to'.
The word `yoke' (~vy6s, Heb. 'ol) was current in an honourable sense 
of the obligation to keep the law of Moses (cf. Nehunya b. Haqqanah in m. Ab. 
3.5, kol hammegabbel 'claw '61 torah, `every one who takes on himself the yoke 
of the law'; Yohanan b. Zakkai in j. Qidd. 1.2 (59d), '61 male'kut Jamayim, `the 
yoke of the kingdom of heaven'; Joshua b. Qarha in m. Ber. 2.2, k1dI Jeyegabbel 
'claw '61 mal'kut Jamayim tehillah wP'ahar kak y"qabbel 'alaw '61 rniswot, 'in 
order that he may first take on himself the yoke of the kingdom of heaven [by 
reciting the Shema'] and then the yoke of the commandments [by obeying 
them]'). The words of Jesus in Mt. 11:29f. (6 yap l vy65 tov xprlat6s) are 
probably not related to this use of 'yoke' but to enrolment in the school of 
wisdom (cf. Sir. 51:26, toy tp&xrlXov vµwv vtr6eETE vitro ~vy6v). (It is to 
the words of Jesus that the paradox of 1 Clem. 16:17 is due: 'we who through 
him have come under the yoke of his grace', vtto toy ~vyov Tfls x&pttos 
avtov.) But 'yoke' can also be used in malam partem of a disagreeable burden, 
unwillingly tolerated, like slavery (cf. treos oia SovXElas i;vya 
xwgoi.v, Soph. Aj. 944f.; vitro ~vyov SoUXor, 1 Tim. 6:1). There is a hint of this in Peter's description of the law in Acts 15:10 as `a yoke ... which neither our 
fathers nor we have been able to bear'; he criticizes the policy of imposing it on 
Gentile Christians as a tempting of God (cf. his use of similar language in Acts 
5:9). By submitting to the legal obligation which was being pressed upon them, 
Paul warns the Galatians, they would be enslaving themselves to the atolxeta 
all over again (cf. 4:9).


 

V

CHRISTIAN FREEDOM
(5:2-12)
Let them not think that the law's demands can be satisfied by a token compliance with this or that requirement (such as circumcision); the law's demands 
can be satisfied only by total performance.
Those who have misled them into the course which they are now disposed 
to follow will have much to answer for.
(a) The law demands total commitment (5:2-6)
See, this is myself, Paul, speaking to you: if you get yourselves circumcised, 
Christ will be of no use to you. Once again, I solemnly assure every man who 
gets himself circumcised that he is under an obligation to perform the whole law. 
Those of you who seek justification by the law have been estranged from Christ; 
you have fallen out of your state of grace. For we by the Spirit, on the ground of 
faith, wait expectantly for the hope of righteousness. For in Christ Jesus neither 
circumcision nor uncircumcision has any validir,; what matters is faith, working 
through love.
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5:2 To his exposition of gospel freedom as against legal bondage Paul adds 
further arguments, by no means unrelated to what he has already said: in particular, he emphasizes the hopelessness of their plight if they rely on law-keeping, 
and the blessedness of the life of the Spirit to which they are called.
'IS& sytu fIaUXog X>yw uµiv. J. L. White (The Body of the Greek Letter 
[Missoula, Montana, 1972], 60-63) regards this personal note as a feature of 
what he calls the `body-closing' (cf. R. W. Funk's `apostolic parousia', Knox 
FS, 249-268); he compares Phm. 19 (e),cb fIafXog eypaWa) and Rom. 15:14f. (xal autos Eyw £ypaVa). He does not compare 1 Thes. 2:18 (Eyw µ%v 
rlavXoS ...), for that does not come in the `body-closing' but in a passage 
where Paul distinguishes himself from his colleagues Silvanus and Timothy. But 
Phm. 19 is also a doubtful parallel, for there Paul incorporates a signed IOU 
into a personal letter. Both in Rom 15:14f. and here, however, Paul is projecting 
his presence as effectively as he can among those to whom his letter is sent.


Paul speaks with the authority of an apostle of Jesus Christ-the apostle 
of Jesus Christ, so far as his Galatian readers are concerned-but he does not 
expressly invoke his apostolic authority in giving them the serious warning which 
immediately follows. `This is Paul speaking to you'-Paul whom you know, 
Paul your friend and father in Christ, not `the brothers who are with me' (1:2) 
but I, Paul, myself. Others had apparently undertaken to say what Paul believed 
or practised in the matter of circumcision (cf. v 11); here is Paul's own account.
ott Eav 7rE@LtE tviloOE. The verb is probably to be taken in the middle 
voice: `if you have yourselves circumcised' (cf.nEpttEtvojivp, v 3). Paul 
applies directly to the Galatians the general principle stated above in 2:21: `if 
righteousness [before God] is attained through law, then Christ died in vain'. For 
the Galatians to submit to circumcision as a legal obligation would be an acknowledgement that law-keeping (in this particular form) was necessary for the 
achievement of a righteous status in God's sight. Such an acknowledgement 
would be to nullify the grace of God (OOETEty t71v xapLV tov OEov, 2:21).
X(?totos vµ&S ovSev dWEXrloEL. Christ will provide unlimited help to 
those who place their undivided trust in him, but no help at all to those who bypass his saving work and think to become acceptable to God by circumcision or 
other legal observances.
5:3 µaptveoµaL Se nhXLV. This solemn asseveration repeats and reinforces 
the warning of v 2. That is the point of itdkLv here; it does not imply that he 
had already given them this warning when he was with them. When he was with 
them there was probably no occasion to mention circumcision. The occasion to 
mention it had only recently arisen.
icavti &vOpwtrp rrrpttetvoµevw, `to every one who has himself circumcised' (middle voice; cf. also 6:12, 13). One might be circumcised involuntarily-as, of course, every male Jewish infant was (although even that was reckoned 
to carry an obligation with it)-but for a Gentile Christian to accept circumcision 
by choice, as a matter of religious duty, implied the acceptance of the whole 
way of life to which circumcision was the initiatory rite.
ocpEtX,Etr)s Eatly ... atot~oat, a periphrasis for ocE(XEt atoLfaaL, `he is 
obliged to do....' Cf. Soph. Aj. 589f.: ov xatoLoO' Eyw 6EOt; / 6)g 
01b&V &pxefv EIµ' 6cpEL4TTJs 9 TL; ('Do you know that I am under no obligation to 
satisfy the gods any longer?').
In vv 2 and 3 it is indicated explicitly for the first time that the Gentile 
Christians of Galatia were being urged to accept circumcision. This might have 
been inferred from earlier references to circumcision in the letter, and its Galatian 
recipients knew from the outset what Paul was getting at, but only now does he 
say so in so many words. The `agitators' had not insisted on Gentile converts' 
submission to the Jewish law in its entirety; they strongly recommended circumcision as a token fulfilment of the law-together, possibly, with the observance 
of sacred days (4:10). It may be that they thought the Galatians could be more easily persuaded to take further steps in legal observance when once they had 
taken the primary step of circumcision; if, on the other hand, they themselves 
were acting under the pressure of militants in Judaea, circumcision was the one 
thing needful. If fraternizing with the uncircumcised was treasonable in the 
militants' eyes, then the `agitators', by persuading Gentile Christians to be circumcised, would (they fondly imagined) be immune from the charge of treason 
(see further on 6:12 below).


Paul, for his part, emphasizes that the Galatians cannot hope to make the 
legal grade by a merely token fulfilment of the law. If the agitators represented 
cicumcision as the final (but necessary) stage in the initiatory process of which 
the earlier stages were faith, baptism, reception of the Spirit-completing in the 
flesh what had been begun in the Spirit, as Paul ironically puts it (3:3)-Paul 
argues that this is an impossible position to hold. Circumcision as a minor 
surgical operation is neither here nor there, but circumcision voluntarily undertaken as a legal obligation carries with it a further obligation-nothing less than 
the obligation to keep the whole law. He who submits to circumcision as a legal 
requirement, necessary for salvation, accepts thereby the principle of salvation 
by law-keeping, and salvation by law-keeping implies salvation by keeping the 
whole law.
Not all rabbis would have agreed with Paul on this point, but many would. 
Gamaliel II, for example, is said to have wept when he came to the end of the 
thirteen requirements of Ezk. 18:5-9, saying, `Only he who keeps all these 
requirements will live, not he who keeps only one of them' (b. Sanh. 81a). A 
similar story is related of him in b. Makk. 24a, with reference to the 613 precepts 
of the law; but his colleagues held that he who kept but one was regarded as 
having kept them all (cf. Midr. Tehillim 15.7). R. Aqiba is credited with a 
specially liberal attitude in this regard, summed up in L. Finkelstein's statement 
that he sometimes `asserted God's mercy to be such that a single meritorious act 
will win a man admission to the future world' (Akiba New York, 1936], 186; 
cf. E. P. Sanders, PPJ, 125-147). The difference among rabbinical interpreters 
in this regard does not run along the line separating Shammaites from Hillelites. 
What concerns us here is Paul's position, which has already been set out in 3:10, 
where he interprets Dt. 27:26 in this sense. He may well have held the same 
position before his conversion: we cannot know for certain (see note on v 11).
o),,ov toy voµov noLtloat. Cf. 6 alas voµoc, v 14 (with note ad loc. ).
There was ample precedent for Gentiles' acceptance of circumcision as a 
prelude to full incorporation into Jewish faith and life. In Jud. 14:10 Achior the 
Ammonite, impressed by the downfall of Holofernes, had himself circumcised 
(tcg6EtEjEto tilt' (3d.pxa, middle voice) there and then and joined the house 
of Israel, with his family, `unto this day'. The Idumaeans subdued by John 
Hyrcanus were allowed to retain their homeland `provided they had themselves 
circumcised (EL JLE(J6tir tvotvto to alSoia, middle voice) and were willing to 
follow the Jewish laws' (Josephus, Ant. 13.257). It was not unknown, indeed, 
for a man to accept circumcision from self-regarding motives, with no serious 
intention of conforming to the Jews' religion; examples are Azizus of Emesa, 
for a short time husband of Drusilla (Josephus, Ant. 20.139), and Polemo of 
Cilicia, for a short time husband of her elder sister Berenice (Ant. 20.145f.). 
On the other hand, no amount of law-keeping or conformity to Jewish ways mattered in the eyes of stricter Jews unless circumcision had been accepted: only 
when King Izates of Adiabene had himself circumcised did the Galilaean Eleazar 
acknowledge him as a true proselyte (Ant. 20.44-48).


In warning the Galatians as he does here, does Paul mean, `Circumcision 
carries with it the obligation to keep the whole law, and this you are quite unable 
to do'? If one of them were to say, in answer to his warning, `In that case, we 
will keep the whole law', Paul could not have said, `That is quite impossible', 
for he himself had kept it all (Phil. 3:6b). The Pauline reply to such a declaration 
of intent would have been rather, `Even if you do keep it all, there is no salvation 
that way; I speak from personal experience.' Perhaps his choice of words, 
ocpEiXEtrls >otiv, implies that the way of law-keeping is a way of bondage-no 
fit way for those whom Christ has liberated (v 1). Being obliged to keep the law, 
in part or in whole, is for such people a return to bondage under the atoLXEia 
(4:9), a return to the curse incurred by all who are E~ eeYwv voµov (3:6). 
(When Paul uses similar language of himself, 6q)r:LtrigEtµi, in Rom. 1:14, 
he speaks of his Christian duty in terms of a personal debt, not in terms of a 
legal requirement; cf. Rom. 8:12; 15:27.)
5:4 xatrlpyrl0ilt£ &no XQLatov, proleptic aorist, `you have become estranged from Christ'; `your association with Christ has been nullified'. Cf. the 
same verb used in the opposite sense in Rom. 7:6, xatt1@y1Oiev &no tov 
voµov, `we have been released from the law'. Circumcision would be `the 
sacrament of their excision from Christ' (E. Huxtable, Galatians, 239, quoted 
by G. G. Findlay, Galatians, 306).
oCttves iv voµw StxatovaOE, `you who (the class of people who) seek to 
be justified by law'-conative present. They could seek justification through 
faith in Christ (and obtain it) or they could seek it through legal works (and miss 
it; cf. Rom. 10:3). To seek it through faith in Christ was to seek it on the ground 
of God's grace; to seek it through legal works was to seek it on the ground of 
their own merit. Whether this antithesis is supported by rabbinical teaching or 
not (see E. P. Sanders, PPJ, 297), it expresses Paul's understanding of the 
situation. Paul has already made it clear (3:10) that those who seek justification 
through legal works do not attain it (cf. Rom. 11:7) but rather incur the curse of 
the law; what he emphasizes here is the incompatibility of faith and works, of 
divine grace and human merit, where the justification of the sinner before God 
is in question.
trlc x&@Ltoc tlEJTEaatc, `you have fallen out of grace'-the reverse experience to that of Rom. 5:2, tily npooaycuyily Eaxrlxaµev ... els rv x&pLv 
tavttly iv ?I Eotrlxaµev, `we have obtained access into this grace in which we 
stand'-`into our present state of grace'. God had called the Galatians Ev x&QLtL 
(1:6); to forsake his call for the way of law involved self-expulsion from his 
grace, because they no longer relied on it (see on 2:21).
5:5 r`lµcts yap nvcvtati ex niatews iran(ba btxatoavvrls anEx6EX6tE6a. 
Perhaps because he is so concerned with the current situation in the Galatian 
churches, Paul in this letter makes minimal reference to the Christian hope. Here 
is such a reference, however: by contrast with the vain hope of righteousness by 
legal works, he says, we who believe in Christ are enabled by the Spirit, through 
faith, to wait confidently for the hope of righteousness. The law holds out no 
such sure hope as this. The `hope of righteousness' is the hope of a favourable verdict in the last judgment (Rom. 2:5-16). For those who believe in Christ 
such a verdict is assured in advance by the present experience of justification by 
faith, with its concomitant rejoicing `in hope of the glory of God' (Rom. 5: If.; 
cf. I Thes. 5:8, `the hope of salvation'). In their case the eschatological verdict 
of `not guilty' is already realized. Their hope is not vague or uncertain; it is 
fostered and kept alive by the indwelling Spirit of God. The theme of the Spirit's 
ministry in giving actuality here and now to the heritage of glory which awaits 
the believer in the resurrection order is amplified elsewhere in the Pauline corpus 
(cf. Rom. 5:1-5; 8:10f.; 2 Cor. 5:5; Eph. 1:13f.); it is in fact the most distinctive 
feature in Paul's doctrine of the Spirit. Compare the present and future aspects 
of `adoption' (Gal. 4:4-7; Rom. 8:15-25). (See F. D. Bruner, A Theology of 
the Holy Spirit [Grand Rapids, 1970], 273.)


Here and in v 6 it is faith and Spirit that Paul opposes to circumcision (cf. 
3:1-5). It is noteworthy that here he does not make baptism (cf. 3:27) the 
Christian counterpart to Jewish circumcision (contrast Col. 2:11f.).
5:6 ev yap Xptotti0 'ITloov o*UE JTegLToµrl tt loxvet ovtE aXpo(3uot(a. 
The Christian fellowship embraced both circumcised and uncircumcised; it made 
no difference whatsoever to their new existence `in Christ Jesus'. In the old order 
the distinction between circumcision and uncircumcision was of great importance; in the new order it had lost all relevance (cf. 3:28a; also Col. 3:11, where 
in the new humanity ovx evt ... JTEQLtoµ7l xal &Xp0(3UOT(a).
The statement that for Christians neither circumcision nor uncircumcision 
has any religious validity appears in two other places in Paul's writings: Gal. 6:15 
(see below) and 1 Cor. 7:19. In each place a different positive statement is added 
to the negative statement. In 1 Cor. 7:19 the positive statement is: `but (what 
matters is) the keeping of God's commandments! This could be taken, in an 
appropriate context, as a rabbinical ruling comparable (say) to Yohanan b. Zakkai's 
comment on the water of purification: `Neither does a dead body defile, nor does 
water purify; but the Holy One, blessed be he, says, "I have laid down a statute, 
I have issued a decree; you shall not transgress my decree" ' (Num. Rub. 19:8 
on Nu. 19:2). So one might envisage another rabbi as saying, `Neither circumcision nor uncircumcision matters in itself, but God has given a commandment, 
and his commandments must be kept.' Paul's intention is quite different: being 
circumcised or uncircumcised, he means, is irrelevant to the doing of God's will. 
J. W. Drane, Paul: Libertine or Legalist? (London, 1975), 65, sees in the clause 
`but the keeping of the commandments of God' (1 Cor. 7:19) an instance of 
Paul's more positive attitude to the principle of law (as a rule of life) in 
1 Corinthians than in Galatians. Paul probably knew that the permissive Corinthians required a different emphasis from the Galatians, with their leaning to 
legalism.
a),,X,a JTlotts St' &ythTTlg evE(jyovµ£vrl, `but (what avails is) faith operating 
through love'. It is better to construe ivEpyou[ttvrl as middle voice than as 
passive, as though the meaning were `faith energized (produced) by love'. In 
every NT occurrence of a form of EveeYEw which might be either middle or 
passive, a good case can be made out for taking it as middle (pace J. A. Robinson, Ephesians, 241-247). More importantly, in keeping with the general 
teaching of this and other Pauline letters, faith is viewed as the root, love as the 
fruit. See J. B. Lightfoot, Galatians, 204f.; E. D. Burton, Galatians, 281. G. S. Duncan (Galatians, 157f.) inclines to the rendering 'faith . . . which is 
set in motion by love'; he refers to 2:20, where 'Paul declares that what brought 
him to rest exclusively on faith was the revelation of a Saviour who loved him'. 
But in the present context the 'love' is much more likely to be Christian love 
than the love of God in Christ; cf. v 13: 'through love serve one another'. J. B. 
Lightfoot observes that 'these words 8t' &y&,nrls Eveeyou thvrl bridge over the 
gulf which seems to separate the language of St Paul and St James. Both assert 
a principle of practical energy, as opposed to a barren, inactive theory' (Galatians, 205).


Love, the primary fruit of the Spirit (v 22), is poured out through the Spirit 
into the hearts of those who are justified by faith (Rom. 5:5). It may be formally 
true that Paul does not make justification by faith the basis of his ethical teaching 
(cf. A. Schweitzer, Mysticism, 220-226, 294-297; E. P. Sanders, PPJ, 434- 
442), but the faith by which believers are justified is the faith which operates 
through love; it was by hearing with faith, the Galatians have already been 
reminded, that they received the Spirit (3:2). Justification by faith and life in the 
Spirit are like two sides of one coin; neither is present without the other. `Works 
based on faith are wrought through love, but man is not justified by love' 
(M. Luther, In epistulam Pauli ad Galatas, 1535, WA 40/2, 35).
This reference to 'love', after the mention of 'faith' and `hope' (v 5), completes the 'primitive Christian triad' of graces-faith, hope and love, 'the quintessence of the God-given life in Christ' (G. Bornkamm, Paul, 219). Cf. 
1 Cor. 13:13; 1 Thes. 1:3; 5:8; Rom. 5:1-5 (see A. M. Hunter, Paul and his 
Predecessors [London, 21961], 33-35). See p. 41.
(b) Stern words for the trouble-makers (5:7-12)
You were running well. Who put an obstacle in your way to prevent you from 
following the path of obedience to the truth? This persuasion does not come from 
him who calls you. 'A little leaven leavens the whole batch of dough.' I have 
confidence in the Lord with regard to you that you will not be otherwise minded; 
but the one who is causing you trouble will bear his judgment, whoever he may 
be. As for me, my brothers, if I am still preaching circumcision, why am I still 
being persecuted? In that case the cross has ceased to be a stumbling-block. I 
wish that those who are upsetting you would complete their cutting operationon themselves!
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5:7 'ETQEXETE xaXws. Paul uses an athletic metaphor for their spiritual 
progress, as he had used it of his own apostolic service in 2:2, µr1 uog rig 
xEVOV teexw t1 Kbgaµov (see note ad loc. and cf. 1 Cor. 9:26; 2 Tim. 4:7; 
Acts 20:24). When Paul last saw the Galatians, and when he last had news of 
them, up to the moment that he learned of the agitators' visit, the reports of their 
progress were encouraging. It was all the more astounding that they should have 
been side-tracked so quickly.
tic vµas Ev£xoWEV; The verb was used in this kind of context originally 
of breaking up a road so as to prevent progress (neoxoartEtV), but then came 
to mean `hinder' or `delay', originally with the dative of disadvantage (cf. 
Rom. 15:22; 1 Thes. 2:18 for other Pauline occurrences). C. E. DeVries takes 
Evxontw here to be an athletic term, `cutting in' in front of a runner so as to 
trip him up ('Paul's "Cutting" Remarks about a Race: Galatians 5:1-12', Tenney FS, 115-120). His further suggestion that the reference might be to the 
particular form of `cutting' involved in circumcising is far-fetched, despite the 
use of aaroxoartw in v 12 (the literal force of xontw in irvxonrw is otiose, 
and Paul is not much given to etymologizing).
[t71] &4166a, the truth of the gospel mentioned above in 2:5, 14. Cf. 
R. Bultmann, TDNT I, 238-247 (s.v. &7,,i19rta); D. J. Theron, `AAHOEIA 
in the Pauline Corpus', EQ 26 (1954), 3-18; A. C. Thiselton, NIDNTT III, 
874-901 (s.v. `Truth').
[tl nEi0Ea0at. The phrase r 6C410Eia µrl nEl0E00ar was imported from 
here in some texts into 3:1, to follow the question ris vµas ar(3aaxavev; which 
is closely parallel to tic vµas avExoWEV; and manifestly requires the same 
answer. The Western addition µrlSEVL Jtri0Ea0E makes the whole sentence run: 
`Who has hindered you? Obey no one (in such a way as) not to obey the truth.' 
The addition may have been due to a desire to make nELaµovrl (v 8) more 
immediately relevant to the preceding construction.
5:8 r1 JLELQµovil ovx ex tov xak0f1VTog 16µ&s. With the Western addition 
at the end of v 7, this means: `Obedience (to someone in such a way as not to 
obey the truth) does not come from him who calls you' (so BDF 488.1 (a)). If 
ovx be omitted in v 8, with a few Western witnesses, the meaning must be: 
`Obedience (to the truth) comes from him who calls you.'
This is the only Pauline (and NT) instance of nEtaµovrl. It is, in fact, a 
rare word; apart from `persuasion' it is used to mean `confidence', `reliability'. 
If we reject the Western addition (at the end of v 7), v 8 must mean: `The 
persuasion (that draws you away from the truth) does not come from him who 
calls you'-'persuasion' in the sense of `being persuaded'.
`He who calls you' is, of course, God: the present tense is used here because 
(as in Rom. 9:11; 1 Thes. 2:12 (?); 5:24) there is no emphasis on the time at 
which he called them, as there is in 1:6, where Paul expresses astonishment at 
their defecting so quickly from him who had (recently) called them, &ato tov 
xaXeoavtos vµas.
If the persuasion does not come from him who called them, it is implied 
that it comes ultimately from his great adversary, whoever the human agents 
were who put obstacles in their path (cf. 1 Thes. 2:18, EvsxoiEV ffLcL o aatavas).
5:9 µtxea lvµi1 oXov To CPveaµa ~vµoi. A few Western witnesses have bokoi ('spoils', `adulterates') in place of i;vµot ('leavens'). This is plainly a 
proverbial saying, used by Paul also in 1 Cor. 5:6, where he introduces it with 
oivx otSatE...; and goes on in some detail to apply the figures of ~tiµrl and 
cpveaµa ('lump,' `batch of dough') to the alarming possibilities of the tolerance 
of ztoevE(a in the Corinthian church. (To much the same effect is the proverbial 
verse from Menander's Thais quoted in 1 Cor. 15:33, cp0Elpovoty rlerl 
oµuXiac xaxai.) xpio0' Here he thinks primarily of the principle of legalism, which 
has no more right to invade the Christian community than leaven had any right 
to be present in a Jewish house on Passover Eve, although he could have used 
the same figure in relation to the quarrelsomeness against which he issues a 
warning in v 15 below and in relation to the general tendency to gratify `the 
desires of the flesh' (v 16).


The use of leaven as a symbol of evil and corrupting influences goes back 
to the prohibition of leaven for seven days at Passovertide (Ex. 12:14-20; 
Dt. 16:3-8). Hence Paul urges the Corinthian church to sweep out the `old 
leaven... of malice and evil' and celebrate their lifelong Christian festival `with 
the unleavened bread of sincerity and truth' (1 Cor. 5:7f.). When Jesus reminded 
his hearers that great enterprises may spring from small beginnings (with special 
reference to the kingdom of heaven) and illustrated his point with the parable 
about the handful of leaven which could leaven three measures ((yata Te(a) of 
flour (Mt. 13:33), he drew his analogy from the normal use of leaven in breadmaking; but there is no direct relation between this parable and the proverb twice 
quoted by Paul.
In a discussion of the defiling property of leaven in m. Orl., Gamaliel I 
(Paul's teacher) is quoted as saying that a quantity of leaven falling into dough 
,can never render the dough forbidden unless it suffices of itself to leaven the 
dough' (2.12)-but that is a halakhic ruling, not a proverbial saying.
5:10 i;yb ,nenotOa Els vµas ev xvpicu. The omission of £v xvelcu in B 
is probably accidental. The inclusion of the phrase adds weight to Paul's expression of confidence: his confidence arises from his trust in Christ and from his 
awareness that his Galatian friends and he are fellow-members of Christ: `I have 
confidence regarding you in the Lord.' For similar phraseology cf. Rom. 14:14; 
Phil. 2:24; 2 Thes. 3:4 (nEro(9aµsv Se ev xveiw e(p' vµas). He knows how 
the logic of the gospel works, and if they have really received the gospel (as he 
is convinced they have), they must accept the same logic and think no differently 
(oiSev aXXo (FQOVoETE) from himself. Cf. RSV `that you will take no other 
view than mine'. Something to the same effect comes to expression in Phil. 3:15 
(ooot ovv t>XEtot, TOf)TO cpeovwµcv• xal El f iteews (peoVEtTE...
o SE tapaaowv vµ&S (3aat6.OEL tb xeiµa. Paul's converts may still have 
been wavering at the time his letter reached them; they may already have been 
persuaded by the agitators. But even so, there was hope-good hope, Paul 
persuaded himself-that his letter would make them change their minds and 
rely on free grace as they had done before. The agitators were no converts of 
his-more probably they were his settled opponents-and he could expect to 
make no impression on them by his arguments. Yet some of them might read his 
letter, or learn of its contents, and a word of warning for them would not come 
amiss.
This presupposes that the singular 6 Taeaoowv is generic, in view of the plural oL taQ6.000vtes in 1:7 (cf. v 12 below, of &vaotatovvtes vµas). They 
could indeed have had an outstanding leader, or they may have invoked some 
impressive authority in Judaea. In any case, whoever troubled them by trying to 
impose circumcision on them would have to endure the judgment such conduct 
incurred. Similarly Paul says of the `false apostles' who infiltrated the church of 
Corinth, `Their end will be according to their works' (2 Cor. 11:15).


oasts i;av 7l, an instance of the Hellenistic encroachment of Eav on &v 
after a relative (cf. Acts 3:23, r`jtts Eav ...); see also v 17; 6:7. The meaning 
may be that Paul is not quite sure of the identity of the agitators, or of the 
authority behind them. Or it may be that he suspects the identity of that authority, 
but prefers to name no names.
J. L. White (The Body of the Greek Letter, 61, 64f.) finds in the `confidence 
formula' of this verse a further feature characteristic of the `body-closing unit' 
of a letter, he compares Rom. 15:14f.; Phm. 21.
5:11 'Eyw Se, &SEXToi, EL acE@LTOdV Ett xr1evoaw. This argument, not 
obviously related to anything in the immediate context either before or after, can 
be explained only as a reply to some allegation which was being made about 
Paul, and to which (he suspected) his converts might be disposed to pay heed. 
The allegation was apparently to the effect that Paul `still' preached circumcision. 
(The mainly western omission of ETL before xrlpv(3ow is stylistically motivated; 
sTt was felt to be inelegant here so shortly before its occurrence in the apodosis.) 
`If I still preach circumcision', he says-but when had he preached circumcision? 
Not, we may be sure, since he was commissioned to be an apostle of Jesus 
Christ: the logic of the law-free-and therefore circumcision-free-gospel was 
implicit in his Damascus-road experience. But if Paul had engaged in proselytization among Gentiles before his conversion, he would certainly have preached 
circumcision then: such a zealot for the traditions would not have viewed circumcision as optional, as something which might be neglected if expediency so 
directed (as the merchant Ananias advised King Izates of Adiabene, according 
to Josephus, Ant. 20.40-42). Paul's critics, if they knew of such earlier activity 
on his part, might have said, `He used to preach circumcision, and (when 
expedient) he still preaches it' (cf. E. Barnikol, Die vor- and fruhchristliche Zeit 
des Paulus [Kiel, 1929], 18ff., for Paul's pre-conversion mission to the Gentiles).
G. Howard (Crisis, 10, 39, 44) holds that those who represented Paul as 
still preaching circumcision honestly believed that he did so: it was only recently 
that he had disclosed the law-free character of his gospel to the `pillars' in 
Jerusalem, and that at a private meeting (2:2), so that others were still unaware 
of it.
But did Paul, by word or action, lend any verisimilitude to this representation? From our perspective, it is easy to see how preposterous was the charge 
that he still preached circumcision; but his contemporaries may not always have 
seen the situation so clearly. Perhaps he was accused of being a trimmer: of 
recommending circumcision on some occasions and forbidding it on others. 
Such an accusation might spring from his essentially neutral attitude towards 
circumcision. Circumcision per se, he held, was neither here nor there (cf. v 6): 
a Jewish believer had no need to remove the mark of circumcision, any more 
than a Gentile believer needed to receive it (I Cor. 7:18f.). Should Jewish believers circumcise their sons? According to Acts 21:21, 24, it was rumoured that Paul forbade the Jews of the dispersion to do so, but James the Just and his 
fellow-elders are sure that the rumour is false. The Paul of the epistles, who 
himself conformed to Jewish ways when living among Jews (1 Cot 9:20), would 
not have forbidden other Jewish believers to follow his example in this. If they 
wished to circumcise their infant sons out of regard for an ancestral custom and 
not as though the rite retained any covenant significance or established any claim 
on God, it is difficult to see how, on his own principles, he could have objected 
to their doing so. His own circumcision of Timothy, which took place, according 
to Luke (Acts 16:3), after the decision reached at the Council of Jerusalem (Acts 
15:28f.), was intended for sociological convenience, not religious validity. (If 
this epistle should be dated after Timothy's circumcision, the Galatian Christians-especially if they were South Galatians-would certainly have known of 
it. If, in accordance with the position preferred in this commentary, the epistle 
be dated earlier, and the recipients learned of Paul's circumcision of Timothy 
some time later, what must they have thought about it?)


True, even in the matter of Timothy's circumcision, Paul could not be said 
to preach circumcision; but his critics could have claimed some colourable 
ground for insisting that he was not always so totally opposed to circumcision 
as he appeared to be in his dealings with the Galatians. To claim this would be 
to overlook, whether inadvertently or deliberately, a fundamental distinction: the 
Galatians were Gentile believers for whom circumcision was not an ancestral 
custom, and they were being urged to accept it in order to secure the approval 
of God. The agitators who visited them may well have said, as the strict Jew 
Eleazar said to King Izates (in contrast to the earlier advice given him by the 
accommodating Ananias), `In your ignorance... you are guilty of the greatest 
offence against the law and thereby against God. For you ought not only to read 
the laws but also, and even more, to do what they command. How long will 
you remain uncircumcised? If you have not yet read the law concerning this, 
read it now, that you may know the nature of your impiety' (Josephus, Ant. 20. 
44f.).
TL Ett 6L6)Xoµat; `Our former persecutor', as some Christians called him 
(1:23), now endured persecution himself. Elsewhere Paul speaks of his 07,,l,ets, 
`tribulations' (neither 0Xipit nor the verb 0X1(3w occurs in this letter), frequently 
in close association with his 61wy to(, `persecutions', and treats them as tokens 
of his participation in the sufferings of Christ (cf. 2 Cot 1:5; Phil. 3:10; 
Col. 1:24). His afflictions came to him from a variety of quarters, but those 
which he has in mind here were due to his proclamation of a law-free gospel. 
He implies that, if he included some element of law (e.g. circumcision) in his 
preaching (cf. 1:10, ri itt &v0gt)nots 7jpcoxov), he would be exempt from 
persecution. He would indeed have been exempt from the kind of attack launched 
by the militants who insisted on circumcision; for him to have preached circumcision would have meant going along with them. That the agitators' own zeal 
was reinforced by a desire to avoid persecution is stated in 6:12 below (see note 
ad loc. ).
aea xaTTIL:)tat to oxav&akov tov otaveov. The oxavSaA.ov of the 
cross, for Jews (cf. 1 Cor. 1:23), lay in the curse which it involved for one who 
was hanged on it (cf. 3:13). That one who died such a death should be proclaimed 
as Lord and Christ was intolerable. In the eyes of Gentiles the idea that salvation depended on one who had neither the wit nor the power to save himself from 
so disreputable a death was the height of folly. But there is a more general 
ox&v&akov attached to the cross, one of which Paul is probably thinking here: 
it cuts the ground from under every thought of personal achievement or merit 
where God's salvation is in view. To be shut up to receiving salvation from the 
crucified one, if it is to be received at all, is an affront to all notions of proper 
self-pride and self-help-and for many people this remains a major stumblingblock in the gospel of Christ crucified. If I myself can make some small contribution, something even so small as the acceptance of circumcision, then my 
self-esteem is uninjured.


But to nullify the scandal of the cross is to rob the cross of its saving 
potency, it is to nullify Christianity as such: `the aim of the Epistle to the 
Galatians is to show that all Christianity is contained in the Cross; the Cross is 
the generative principle of everything Christian in the life of man' (J. Denney, 
The Death of Christ, 152).
5:12 "OTEkov xai &atoxoWovtaL 01 &vaataTOUVTEs vµa;. Here the 
agitators are called of &vaOTaTOVVTE; vµas, a stronger expression than of 
tc(oovtE; vµas (1:7). The aorist participle of this verb is used in Acts 17:6 
(ol ThV olxouµEVrly &vaotavcuaavtE;) of those (presumably Jewish militants) 
who had sown subversion in one city after another of the Roman Empire and 
in Acts 21:38 of the Egyptian who fomented a rising with 4,000 sicarii (o 
... &vaotacwaas ... tov; tci@axt3x6X(ou; avSpa; tcov oLxapi(uv) in the 
neighbourhood of Jerusalem about AD 54. The most famous non-literary instance of the verb comes in P. Theon, Oxy. 119.10 (2/3 cent. AD), where the bad boy 
writing to his father, reports his mother as saying of him, &vaOTaTOi 
µE• &pQOV avtov ('he upsets me; away with him!'). Paul's point here is that the 
agitators are subverting the Galatians, undermining their faith.
OcpcXov with the future indicative expresses an attainable wish: `Would 
that they would ... !' As for the middle of &Jtoxotttco, there is little doubt that 
Paul means `they had better go the whole way and make eunuchs of themselves!' 
(NEB)-or rather `have themselves made eunuchs'. A eunuch is called &Jtoxexo[tRvos in Dt. 23:1 (LXX), where he is debarred from the ExxXrlo(a 
xvplov. Several commentators since R. Bentley, Critica Sacra, ed. A. A. Ellis 
(Cambridge, 1862), 48, have noted the verbal parallel in Dio Cassius, Hist. 80 
1,(79).] where &Jtox6JtrE6v completes the process which begins with 
JtEpttEµvEty. Greek commentators regularly understood Paul's language thus; 
the Latins operated with a more ambiguous form of words, like Vg. utinam et 
abscindantur qui vos conturbant (cf. AV `I would they were even cut off which 
trouble you'). Some more recent commentators (e.g. H. N. Ridderbos, Galatians, 194f.) have noted that Pessinus, in North Galatia, was the centre of the 
cult of Cybele, who was served by galli, emasculated priests; but there is no 
need to posit such an allusion here. Elsewhere Paul demotes literal circumcision 
to the status of mere mutilation, xatatoµtj (Phil. 3:2), reserving the sacral term 
itciton for those who `worship by the Spirit of God' (Phil. 3:3).


 

VI
FLESH AND SPIRIT
(5:13-26)
The law of God is summed up in the commandment to love one another; but 
such love, with all its attendant graces, is fostered in those who live by the Spirit. 
The old order of the 'flesh' manifests itself in a very different set of attitudes and 
activities.
(a) The way of love (5:13-15)
For you, my brothers, were called for freedom. Only, do not treat your 
freedom as a springboard for the 'flesh', but serve one another through love. For 
the whole law is fulfilled in one commandment, namely this: 'You shall love your 
neighbour as yourself.' But if you bite and devour one another, take care that you 
do not exterminate one another.
TEXTUAL NOTES
v 13 SLa rig ayanr15 / try ayanrl tov nvevµatog D G 104 latvg(s•cl) copsabo(codd) 
Ambst (ex Rom. 15:30)
v 14 evt Xoyp / vµty Mcion Epiph / vµty cv cvt koyw D` G larb Ambst / oXtyw 
2495 syr''e'
nE7141pwtaL / nkilQovtaL D G' 0122 byz / avaxe(paXawvtat 365 pc
w5 oravtov / ws eavtov P46 G L N" P (The same variant appears in Rom. 13:9 
G L P. The cause in both places may be haplography, but the reflexive pronoun of 
the 3rd person encroaches on the forms for the 1st and 2nd persons in Hellenistic 
Greek; cf. BDF 64(1).)
5:13 `The dogmatic part of the Epistle ... passes naturally over to the 
practical part, inasmuch as the voµos is one of the chief ideas of the dogmatic 
part. It was necessary to show that freedom from the law does not by any means 
do away with the obligations of moral conduct' (F C. Baur, Paul, ETr I [London, 
1875], 255). But henceforth the obligations of moral conduct are fostered not 
by the dictates of the law but by the operation of the free Spirit.


vµEts yap in' EXEVOEpia exXrlOrltE, &SEXcpoi. £ni with the dative here 
expresses purpose (`you were called for freedom'); cf. 1 Thes. 4:7 (ov yap 
ix&a£oEV r`lµag o OEbs Eni &xaOapo(a); Eph. 2:10 (xtto0evtEs ... i.ni 
Epyots &y0ots). This is the purpose for which God originally called them (cf. 
1:6)-in' ikEVOEpia. If in v 1 Christian freedom is the bulwark against legal 
bondage, here it is the bulwark against libertinism: µovov µ7l Trly iXEVOEpiav 
EIS &cpopµ7ly Trl oapxi (note the ellipsis of the verb: some such imperative 
form as a,aµ(3&VFTE or ExETE is to be understood with trly ekEVOEp(av as its 
object). If freedom can be misused as an &Topµrl ('occasion') for undesirable 
ends, law is similarly misused in Rom. 7:8, where `sin, taking occasion (&cpopltrly 
... .a(3ovoa) through the commandment [forbidding covetousness], wrought 
in me all kinds of covetousness'.
W. Schmithals (Paul and the Gnostics, 51-53) thinks that Paul here launches 
an attack on the libertinism of the gnostics. But not all libertines were (or are) 
gnostics, any more than all gnostics were (or are) libertines; and there is nothing 
in the present context to suggest that the libertinism against which Paul now 
warns his readers was gnostic in origin or character.
The `flesh' ((y&p~) is used here not simply of weak human nature nor yet 
of life under bondage to the oTOtxEia as opposed to life in the Spirit; it denotes 
(as in vv 16f., 19, 24; 6:8) that self-regarding element in human nature which 
has been corrupted at the source, with its appetites and propensities, and which 
if unchecked produces the `works of the flesh' listed in vv 19f.
Many of Paul's friends would have assured him that the tendency to misuse 
the freedom of the Spirit as an excuse for enthusiastic licence could be checked 
only by a stiff dose of law. But Paul could not agree: the principle of law was 
so completely opposed to spiritual freedom that it could never be enlisted in 
defence of that freedom: nothing was more certainly calculated to kill true freedom. The freedom of the Spirit was the antidote alike to legal bondage and 
unrestrained licence.
The danger of unrestrained licence is touched on but briefly in the letter to 
the Galatians: it was danger from the opposite extreme that currently presented 
the greater threat to them. But how seriously Paul warned against the tendency 
to pervert gospel liberty into unrestrained licence may be seen in his Corinthian 
correspondence. The particular `work of the flesh' to which the Galatians were 
chiefly prone at this time seems to have been quarrelsomeness (v 15).
According to R. Jewett ('The Agitators and the Galatian Congregation', 
209-212), the Galatian Christians had been disposed to accept `external' features 
of the law, such as circumcision and the sacred calendar, without appreciating 
its more ethical emphases; hence Paul's ethical admonition to them. But Paul's 
understanding of the gospel excluded the principle of law in any form: to be 
`under law' was compatible with being under the dominion of sin, with living 
xata oapxa. The ethical emphases of the law could be effectively satisfied not 
through submission to the law but through `walking by the Spirit' (v 16). The 
law belongs to existence in the flesh, and stimulates the very sins that it forbids 
(3:19).
&XX& Sta Tfls &y&nrls SovXEVETE &xxrlxots, resuming the theme of v 6b. 
The article preceding &y&nrls may refer back to the &y&nrl of v 6b. There is 
at least one form of bov),.Eia that is not incompatible with Christian freedom. As Paul himself is the boilos of Christ (1:10) and of his converts (2 Cor. 4:5), 
so his converts should be Sov7,,ot one of another. But this is a completely 
different form of slavery from that against which he otherwise warns them. It 
is as though he said, `If you must live in slavery, here is a form of slavery in 
which you may safely indulge-the slavery of practical love for one another.' 
One could similarly envisage him as saying, `If you must live under law, live 
under the law of love-that is, the law of Christ' (cf. 6:2). This slavery, this 
law, are impelled by the Spirit within, not imposed by an external authority.


The call to freedom, then, is a call to oneness in Christ and to loving service 
within the believing community. The liberty of the gospel is not to be exercised 
in isolated independence. The Christian does not emulate the self-sufficiency of 
the Stoic, in se ipso torus teres atque rotundus (Horace, Satire 2.7.86); his 
sufficiency is in Christ, and he is involved in the interdependent and loving 
fellowship of the people of Christ.
5:14 o yap nas voµos Ev ivi Xoyw 1tE3t?QwtiaL. In v 3 Paul has warned 
his readers that everyone who submits to circumcision (as a legal requirement) 
thereby undertakes the obligation to keep every other requirement of the law 
(oXov T6v voµov). Here he tells them how the whole law may be fulfilled-by 
loving one another. Whereas 6kos o voµos in v 3 is the sum-total of the precepts 
of the law, o atas voµos here is the law as a whole-the spirit and intention of 
the law. On the distinction see H. Hubner, `Das game and das eine Gesetz', 
KD 21 (1975), 239-256; Das Gesetz bei Paulus (Gottingen, 1978), 37-39. In 
the phrase :v evi Xoyp we should probably understand Xoyos in the sense of 
`commandment' which, like Heb. dabdr, it sometimes bears in the Pentateuch 
(cf. Ex. 34:28 and Dt. 10:4, xai Eypapev... tovs Sexa k6yovs). The commandment in which `the whole law' is fulfilled (perfect TEAkpwtat, `stands 
fulfilled') is Lv. 19:18b, 'AyaltrloEts tov JtXio(ov oov ws oeavrov. In 
Rom. 13:9, after quoting some sample commandments from the second half of 
the decalogue which express one's duty to one's neighbour, Paul says that they 
are all summed up iv Tw Xoyw rovtw- `You shall love your neighbour as 
yourself'. He spells out the lesson of this: `Owe no one anything, except to love 
one another, for he who loves his neighbour has fulfilled the law.... Love does 
no wrong to a neighbour, therefore love is the fulfilling of the law' (Rom. 
13:8-10). By thus quoting Lv. 19:18b Paul `has isolated a keldl (basic principle 
of the law), as was customary in rabbinic practice' (H.-J. Schoeps, Paul, 208). 
Aqiba called this text `the great kelal of the Torah' (Gen. Rab. 24:7 on Gn. 5:1; 
cf. Sipra, Qedosim 2.4).
Lv. 19:18b was quoted by Jesus as the `second' commandment alongside 
the `first' commandment of Dt. 6:4, enjoining perfect love to God (Mk. 
12:28-31). In Lk. 10:27 a lawyer sums up the law in these two commandments, 
in response to Jesus' question; Jesus then tells him the story of the good Samaritan 
to explain what is meant by loving one's neighbour as oneself. Between them 
these two commandments, on which `all the law and the prophets depend' 
(Mt. 22:40), comprehend the whole of one's duty to God and neighbour, therefore, said Jesus, `there is no other commandment greater than these' (Mk. 12:31 b).
If Aqiba summed up the law in terms of Lv. 19:18b, Hillel, four generations 
earlier, is said to have summed it up, and incidentally explained the meaning of Lv. 19:18b, when he quoted the negative golden rule to a would-be proselyte: 
`What is hateful to you, do not to your neighbour, that is the whole law (kol 
hattorah [cf. Paul's o at&S vo[tos]), everything else is commentary (perish); 
go and learn it' (b. Shab. 31a). (On the historicity of this Hillel tradition see 
J. Neusner, The Rabbinic Traditions about the Pharisees before 70, I [Leiden, 
1971], 321-324.) Compare Jesus' positive formulation of the golden rule: 'whatever you wish that men would do to you, do so to them; for this is the law and 
the prophets' (Mt. 7:12).


For this reason loving behaviour is said to `fulfil the law of Christ' (Gal. 6:2). 
`Thus the true intention of the Law is fulfilled in the man who is set in love by 
Christ' (W. Gutbrod, TDNT IV, 1076, s. v. voµog).
Here and elsewhere Paul's ethical teaching is based on the tradition of Jesus' 
teaching (cf. especially Rom. 12:9-13:14, and compare Rom. 14:14 with 
Mk. 7:19b); perhaps that is why he calls this tradition `the law of Christ' (6:2). 
`Paul is in complete accord with Jesus: the real demand of the law is love, in 
which all the other commandments are summed up' (R. Bultmann, `Jesus and 
Paul' [1936], ETr in Existence and Faith [London, 1964], 224).
See J. Moffatt, Love in the NT (London, 1929); A. Nygren, Agape and Eros, ETr 
(London, 1932-39); C. S. Lewis, The Four Loves (London, 1960); H. W. Montefiore, 
`Thou shalt love the neighbour as thyself', NovT 5 (1962), 157-170; C. Spicq, Agape 
in the NT, ETr, I-III (St. Louis, 1963-66); V. P. Furnish, The Love Command in the NT 
(Nashville, 1972).
5:15 el S> &XXiovs SaxvetE xal xatec OLEtE, P)`,EatEtE [ti] vat' 
&kkik(Ov &vaXw6~tE. Paul's concern for the well-being of all his converts, weak and 
strong alike, comes out clearly from here to 6:10.
The introduction of the new teaching into the Galatian churches appears to 
have provoked controversy and quarrels: this was not the least of the troubles 
caused by the agitators. Internecine strife is the only `work of the flesh' against 
which Paul specifically warns the Galatians. There is no allusion in this letter, 
for example, to the sexual irregularities against which he puts the Thessalonians 
on their guard (1 Thes. 4:3-8), apart from their inclusion in the comprehensive 
list of vices in vv 19-21 below.
But the vice against which he does warn the Galatians here is serious 
enough; if not checked, it could lead to the disintegration of their fellowship and 
the disappearance of the churches of Galatia. The language which Paul uses 
suggests a pack of wild animals preying on one another: `if you keep on biting 
one another and tearing one another to pieces, take care lest you be annihilated 
by one another' (cf. BAG, s.v. xateoO(w, &vctXioxw).
(b) Walking by the Spirit (5:16-18)
What 1 mean is this: walk by the Spirit, and you will not fulfil the desire of 
the flesh. For the desire of the flesh is opposed to the Spirit, and that of the Spirit 
is opposed to the flesh,- these are contrary to each other, to prevent you from 
doing the things you wish. But if you are led by the Spirit, you are not under law.


TEXTUAL NOTES
v 17 tavra yap p461v'd' tt" B D"G 1739 lat / tavta SE K2 A C D2 W byz syrh"
5:16 Aeyw Se, `What I am saying is this' (cf. 4:1, XEy(o SE).
Jtvevµatt JLEpuJtatELtE, `walk by the Spirit'. For this ethical or religious 
sense of JtEptJtatEw (the prefix is otiose) cf. Heb. hdlak. Nouns meaning `way' 
are found in many languages in the sense of the ethical or religious life (Gk. 
oSos as in 1 Cor. 4:17; Acts 9:2, etc.; Heb. haldkdh, Syr. 'urhd, Arab. assabil, 
Sanskrit pathin, mdrga, Chinese tao, etc.). The Galatian Christians have already 
been reminded that they received the Spirit when they believed the gospel and 
that his presence with them was attested by mighty works (3:2, 5); let his presence be attested also by their way of life. `Walk by the Spirit' means `let your 
conduct be directed by the Spirit'.
The way of the Spirit is the way of freedom; the way of the Spirit is the 
way of love. The law of love (v 14) has the same construction as the statutes of 
the decalogue and of the Torah in general, but it is a different kind of law. No 
external force or sanction can compel the loving of a neighbour as oneself; such 
love must be generated from within-by the Spirit.
xai bTAUtiav oapxos ov [t tEX,EaritE, `and you will by no means fulfil 
the desire of the flesh'-ov µrl with the aorist subjunctive expresses a strong 
negative statement relating to the future. The RSV mistakenly translates the 
clause as a negative command: `do not gratify the desires of the flesh'. The 
words rather express a promise, which will be realized in those who walk by the 
Spirit. One might substitute hypotaxis for parataxis and render: `if you walk by 
the Spirit you will not fulfil the desires of the flesh' (cf. NEB). According to 
Philo (Migr. Abr. 92), circumcision was held to signify `the excision of pleasure 
and all passions' (~Sov~g xai JtaOcov Jt&vtwv Extoµrlv). It was no doubt 
natural to suppose that the most effective prophylactic against gratifying the flesh 
was the law, but Paul denies this. His persecuting activity in earlier days he now 
recognized as a species of gratifying `the desire of the flesh' (little as he thought 
so at the time), and the law did not guard him against it; it rather encouraged 
it. But the incapacity of the law (to... &Svvatov tov vbµov, Rom. 8:3) had 
now given way to the power of the Spirit.
The antithesis between atvEVsa and od can be brought out in written 
English if both Spirit and Flesh are spelt with initial capitals: `the Flesh' is `the 
power that opposes God' (E. P. Sanders, PPJ, 553) and enslaves human beings 
(cf. Rom. 8:6ff., 12f.). According to R. Jewett, `the flesh is Paul's term for 
everything aside from God in which one places his final trust' (Paul's Anthropological Terms [Leiden, 1971], 103). E. Kasemann makes some penetrating 
observations on the antithesis between JtvEVµa and caps in Perspectives on 
Paul (London, 1971), 25-27; cf his Romans, 218-227.
5:17 rl yap oap~ i;JtLOv[1ei xata tov Jtvrvµatos, to SE Jtveito xath 
TI]; oapxos, tav&a yap &XXrlXots &vtixEttat, lit., `for the flesh desires against 
the Spirit and the Spirit against the flesh, for these are opposed to each other.' 
There is a formal resemblance between this statement and Philo's µ&xEtat o 
Xoyos tcit n&6Et xai s;v tavrw µevEty ov Svvatat, `Reason is at war with 
passion and cannot remain in the same place with it' (Leg. All. 3.116). The writer to Diognetus goes in another direction when he says (Ep. Diog. 6:5f.), 
`The flesh hates the soul and wages war against it,... and the world hates the 
Christians, because they are opposed to its pleasures. The soul loves the flesh 
and limbs which hate it, and Christians love those that hate them' (this involves 
a confusion between the `ethical' and `physical' senses of oap~, and yields a 
meaning not unlike Eph. 5:29, o,Sels yap JLOTE t7ly iavtOV oapxa 
itkrloev, &WC exteETel xci ea),.JLE6 avtijv).


The antithesis between flesh and Spirit is treated later in Rom. 8:5-9, 12f., 
where it is emphasized that the flesh leads to death whereas the Spirit is the 
guarantee and, indeed, the very principle of resurrection life. The conflict between the two in human experience belongs to that `eschatological' tension 
which, so long as believers remain in mortal body, is inseparable from their life 
in Christ (cf. 2 Cor. 4:16-5:5).
It is natural to compare the interior conflict between flesh and Spirit with 
the tension described in Rom. 7:7-25, and the resolution of that tension in v 16 
above ('walk by the Spirit, and you will not fulfil the desire of the flesh') with 
the liberating experience of Rom. 8:2-'the law of the Spirit of life in Christ 
Jesus has set you free from the law of sin and death'. But (so far, at least, as 
Paul's language is concerned) the two forms of conflict are not identical. In 
Rom. 7:7-25 the power of indwelling sin prevents the person existing under 
law from fulfilling the divine law in which his inmost self delights: the `law of 
sin' in his members wages war against the `law of his mind' (Rom. 7:22f.), and 
at this stage no mention is made of the Spirit, whereas the conflict in the present 
text is that between flesh and Spirit. It might be said, indeed, that it is basically 
the same conflict that is described in different language in this passage and in 
that, but this would have to be established by exegetical argument: it could not 
be assumed.
Certainly v 16 expresses the gist of Rom. 8:5-9, 12f.; but it does not 
necessarily follow that v 17 expresses the gist of Rom. 7:7-25. Further light 
might be shed on the question by the final clause of v 17, 'a µrl a Eav AeXrltg 
tavta Jto6~r£ (lit. `in order that you may not do whatsoever things you wish' 
or `lest you do whatsoever things you wish'), if its precise force were certain. 
The construction (Na with the subjunctive) normally expresses purpose, but 
sometimes in Hellenistic literature (e.g. 1 Thes. 5:4) it is used to express consequence (cf. BDF 391.5; C. F. D. Moule, Idiom-Book, 142f.), and if this were 
so here, the meaning would be: `The result of this conflict is that you cannot do 
the things you wish'.
But to whom does the pronoun `you' refer? Presumably to the Galatian 
Christians who are being addressed. They had received the Spirit (3:2); otherwise 
they would have no experience of the conflict between the Spirit and the flesh. 
Is the meaning then that the `flesh' prevents them from doing what their mind 
approves and following the promptings of the Spirit? This is the view of those 
who relate v 17 closely to Rom. 7:7-25; so J. B. Lightfoot, Galatians, 210: 
`The parallel passage, Rom. vii. 15, 16, determines the meaning of 9eXety here. 
It denotes the promptings of the conscience; "video meliora proboque". Or is 
it that `the object of the striving of the Spirit in the believer is that he may be 
saved from yielding to the evil tendencies of his own nature' (preferred by C. F. 
Hogg and W. E. Vine, Galatians, 278f.)? The main difficulty with both of these views is that the inhibiting of `you' from doing `the things you wish' is ascribed 
either to the flesh or to the Spirit, to the exclusion of the other, whereas the text 
seems to ascribe it to both, or (unless tavta yd &X7,.~Xotc &vtfxEttat is a 
parenthesis) to the conflict between them. E. D. Burton (Galatians, 302) takes 
the Na clause to be a proper clause of purpose, the purpose being that `of both 
flesh and Spirit, in the sense that the flesh opposes the Spirit that men may not 
do what they will in accordance with the mind of the Spirit, and the Spirit 
opposes the flesh that they may not do what they will after the flesh. Does the 
man choose evil, the Spirit opposes him; does he choose good, the flesh hinders 
him' (so, with variations of emphasis, F. Sieffert, Galater, 332f.; H. Schlier, 
Galater, 248-250; F. Mussner, Galaterbrief, 377f.). But the believer is not the 
helpless battleground of two opposing forces. If he yields to the flesh, he is 
enslaved by it, but if he obeys the prompting of the Spirit, he is liberated and 
can make a positive and willing response to the command `Walk by the Spirit' 
and similar moral imperatives, `doing the will of God from the heart' (as it is 
put in Eph. 6:6).


H. b. Betz (Galatians, 280) concludes (perhaps rightly) that v 17 presents 
a `pre-Pauline' anthropology on the basis of which Paul works out his own more 
complex doctrine, which finds more developed expression in Rom. 7-8. What 
is said in Rom. 7-8, however, is not simply to be substituted for his statements 
here, as though these were insufficient and merely preliminary; they are appropriate to their present context.
5:18 EL SE rrvm.tats ayEQOE, ovx EotE vJro voµov. Here existence `under 
law' is antithetic to being `led by the Spirit'. It is existence `under law', according 
to Rom. 7:15, that exposes one unprotected to the malignity of indwelling sin, 
and involves one in the frustrating situation: `What I do is not what I want; it 
is rather the very thing I hate.' But there is no reason why those who were born 
under law should continue in this state any longer, even more emphatically there 
is no reason why those who have been delivered from spiritual bondage should 
gratuitously place themselves under law. With the coming of Christ and the 
completion of his redeeming work, the age of law has been superseded by the 
age of the Spirit. For the Galatians to retreat from grace to law would be to 
exchange the freedom of the Spirit for bondage to the stoicheia. When Paul in 
2 Cor. 3:17 concludes his contrast between the death-denouncing letter and the 
life-giving Spirit with the affirmation that `where the Spirit of the Lord is, there 
is liberty', he sums up in one epigram all that he has taught on this subject.
To be `led by the Spirit' is to walk by the Spirit-to have the power to rebut 
the desire of the flesh, to be increasingly conformed to the likeness of Christ 
(2 Cor. 3:18), to cease to be under law. To be under law affords no protection 
against the desire of the flesh. `Spirit' is equally opposed to `law' as to `flesh'. 
To be led by the Spirit brings simultaneous deliverance from the desire of the 
flesh, the bondage of the law, and the power of sin: `sin will have no dominion 
over you, since you are not under law but under grace' (Rom. 6:14). To be 
`under grace' is to be `led by the Spirit'. `The grace of God is the gift of God; 
but the greatest gift is the Holy Spirit himself, and therefore he is called grace' 
(Aug. Sermon 144.1). Cf. N. P. Williams, The Grace of God (London, 1930), 
for the thesis that the grace of God cannot be adequately conceived in impersonal 
terms-that it must be frankly equated with the person of the Holy Spirit, so that `there is no "higher gift than grace"; grace is "God's presence and his very 
Self, and Essence all divine" ' (110, quoting J. H. Newman's hymn `Praise to 
the Holiest' from The Dream of Gerontius). To experience grace of this order as 
a living reality is the effect of receiving `the Spirit of sonship' (Rom. 8:15).


It is not surprising that, in the one other reference to the leading of the 
Spirit to be found in his letters, Paul says that `all who are led by the Spirit of 
God are sons of God' (Rom. 8:14). So in Gal. 4:4f. the redemption effected by 
Christ for those previously `under law' meant their receiving `adoption as sons' 
(vloOeo(a, as in Rom. 8:15). If to be `under law' is to be a slave, to be led by 
the Spirit is to be a freeborn son or daughter, to enjoy `the glorious liberty of 
the children of God' (Rom. 8:21)-the liberty for which, as Paul has just told 
the Galatians, they had been `called' (v 13).
Bringing `the Jewish nomism against which Paul fought' up to date, 
E. Kasemann affirms that `it represents the community of "good" people which 
turns God's promises into their own privileges and God's commandments into 
the instruments of self-sanctification' (Perspectives on Paul, 72). Walking by the 
Spirit, the antidote to nomism of every kind, calls for resolution and staying 
power, as is made plain by Paul's frequent use of athletic metaphor for the 
Christian life. The struggle between flesh and Spirit is bound up with that 'eschatological tension'-arising from `belief in Jesus' resurrection as an event of 
the past and the experience of the Spirit as already given'-with which Christians 
are compelled to live so long as they exist on earth in mortal bodies (see J. D. G. 
Dunn, Unity, 23).
(c) The works of the flesh (5:19-21)
Now the works of the flesh are well known; they are as follows: fornication, 
impurity, wantonness, idolatry, sorcery, enmity, quarrelsomeness, jealousy, outbursts of rage, selfish ambitions, dissensions, party-spirit, envy, drunkenness, 
revelry and the like. I warn you, as I have warned you before, that those who 
practise such things will not inherit the kingdom of God.
TEXTUAL NOTES
v 19 nopveLa l praem µoLxsLa K2 D (µoLXei.at G)' 0122 byz syr` Iren'at Ambst
v 20 Eeic / eeEts C G iY 0122 byz lat syri ` cop Mcion CIem.Alex Epiph Iren'a' 
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povoL A C D G ' 0122 byz lat cop' (for this 'Gorgiastic' assonance cf. Rom. 1:29, 
cpOovov (povov, which may indeed have influenced the reading here).
5:19 tpavE S£ >atty to epya tris aapxos. `Paul considers that what 
constitutes proper behaviour is self-evident' (E. P. Sanders, PPJ, 513)-even 
the pagans having an innate awareness of it (Rom. 1:18-21, 32; 2:14-16). Therefore violations of proper behaviour show themselves publicly for what they are.
Lists of vices and virtues, such as we have here in vv 19-23, are well 
attested in literature of this period.


Examples outside the NT are found in 1QS 4.2-14 and in the catechesis 
of the Two Ways (Did. 1:1-6:3; Barn. 18:1-21:9). As for the NT catalogues of 
vices, these are studied by E. Schweizer in `Traditional ethical patterns in the 
Pauline and post-Pauline letters and their development', Black FS (2), 195-209; 
in addition to the present list, he examines those in 1 Thes. 4:3-6; 1 Cor. 5:9-13; 
6:9-11; 2 Cor. 12:20f.; Rom. 13:13; 1:29-31; Col. 3:5-8; Eph. 4:17-19; 5:3-5. 
These lists `emphasize sins against the common life in the brotherhood'; their 
function is not to `distinguish an outstanding group of high moral standards from 
the abominable immorality of the world' but `to show the church how much this 
world is still living in its midst' (207).
See A. Vogtle, Die Tugend- and Lasterkataloge im NT (Munster, 1936); S. Wibbing, 
Die Tugend- and Lasterkataloge im NT and ihre Traditionsgeschichte = BZNW 25 (Berlin, 1959); W. Barclay, Flesh and Spirit (London, 1962).
JtopvE(a, `fornication', means primarily traffic with Jtogvat ('harlots'); it 
is found also as a near-technical term (like Heb. zenut) for sexual relations 
within prohibited degrees (as in Mt. 5:32; 19:9; Acts 15:20, 29; 21:25; 1 Cor. 5:1) 
and, more widely, of sexual irregularity in general. This wider sense is probably 
intended here. In some of his letters Paul warns his converts specifically against 
this vice: &3TEXEO0at vµag &no zfsnopvE(as, 1 Thes. 4:3; ()EVyETE 
rv Jtoeve(av, 1 Cor. 6:18. It was so common in Graeco-Roman antiquity that, 
except when carried to excess, it was not regarded as specially reprehensible. 
Some of the Pauline churches had difficulty in abandoning their former pagan 
tolerance of it; there is no hint, however, that it was a major problem in the 
churches of Galatia.
&xaOapo(a, `impurity', has a wider range of meaning than nogvE(a. It 
includes the misuse of sex, but is applicable to various forms of moral evil: 
Demosthenes, for example, uses it of one who, pretending to be a man's friend, 
uses perjury to do him an injury (Meid. 119). In Pr. 6:16 LXX &xaOapo(a 
Wvxf15 is a paraphrase for to'abat napsb, `an abomination to his [God's] soul'. 
The word is used, naturally, of physical and ritual uncleanness, but it is its 
ethical sense that is relevant here, the tendency of vice to spread its corrupting 
influence.
&o£XyEta, `wantonness', is vice that throws off all restraint and flaunts 
itself, `unawed by shame or fear', vice paraded with blatant impudence and 
insolence, without regard for self-respect, for the rights and feelings of others, 
or for public decency.
5:20 E(bcoXo?.acp(a, `the worship of idols'-not only of graven images 
but of any substitute for the living and true God. In Col. 3:5 covetousness is 
described as a form of idolatry, because the thing coveted becomes an object of 
worship. In 1 Cor. 10:14 participation in a feast in a pagan temple is participation 
in idolatry.
(Papµaxe(a, `sorcery', the use of cpaeµaxa, `drugs', as in black magic, 
to do harm to others. In itself the word is as neutral as `pharmacy', its English 
derivative, meaning the dispensing of drugs for medical purposes. But it acquired 
two pejorative senses: the use of drugs to poison people and (as here) the use 
of drugs in witchcraft. In Ex. 7:11 cpap.taxo( is used of the `sorcerers' (Heb. 
mekass'pim) at Pharaoh's court. Apart from its present occurrence, the only occurrences of cpaeµaxsia in the NT are in Rev. 9:21; 18:23 (cf. cpapµaxov, 
Rev. 9:21, and (papµaxos, Rev. 21:8; 22:15). Sorcery was a serious offence in 
Roman law: it was dealt with by a standing court, the quaestio perpetua de 
sicariis et ueneficis (in which no very sharp distinction was made between the 
ueneficus as sorcerer and as poisoner).


exOpau, 'enmities', 'hostilities'-between individuals, or between communities, on political, racial or religious grounds. Not only hostile acts but the 
underlying hostile sentiments and intentions are in view. The £xOpos is the one 
who cherishes the hostile thought and performs the hostile act; the object of his 
hostility is not necessarily ex0e6s towards him (the term is not inevitably correlative). Jesus told his disciples to love their ix0po( (Mt. 5:44; Lk. 6:27, 35), 
and in this sense Paul quotes Pr. 25:21, `If your sx0p6s is hungry, give him 
bread to eat' (Rom. 12:20). Plainly the disciple who takes this teaching to heart 
does not cherish a spirit of ixOpa towards his >'xOpos. This particular `work 
of the flesh' can be neutralized by ?yairrl, the primary fruit of the Spirit (v 22).
Epos, `strife' or `quarrelsomeness', occurs frequently in lists of vices. `Strife' 
was personified and deified in early Greek thought: in Homer and Hesiod Eris 
is the goddess whose malignant influence produces war and destruction. Paul is 
specially concerned to keep 9Qcg out of his churches (cf. 1 Cor. 1:11; 3:3); it is 
the antithesis of the `peace' which belongs to the fruit of the Spirit (v 22).
~flxoS is not necessarily a vice (see note on ~rlxwiljs, 1:14). It was a word 
with an honourable heritage in the Greek Bible: Phinehas (Nu. 25:11), Elijah 
(1 Ki. 19:10, 14) and Mattathias (1 Macc. 2:24-26) had all shown zeal for God 
in times of apostasy, and it was from their precedent that the militant Zealots of 
the first century AD took their designation. Paul not only refers to the zeal which 
he showed in his persecuting days (Phil. 3:6) but speaks of his Oeov ~71Xos, a 
`zeal' or concern like God's, for the fidelity of the Corinthian church (2 Cor. 11:2). 
In Rom. 10:2 he credits his Jewish brethren with ~~xoS OEov, `zeal for God' 
(here the genitive is objective, whereas in 2 Cor. 11:2 it is subjective), but it is 
an uninformed zeal, ov xcrr' en(yv(Oaw. It is only the context that can indicate 
whether ~~xog is used in a good or bad sense; when, as here, it appears in a list 
of vices, it is plainly used in a bad sense, of selfish jealousy (cf. Rom. 13:13; 
1 Cor. 3:3; 2 Cor. 12:20, in all of which places it is associated with get;). 
Another's success may move a man to ~flxog in the sense of noble emulation, 
which is a good thing, or it may stir him to ~i)kos in the sense of resentment 
that another has enjoyed success or distinction (thus far) denied to him, and that 
is a bad thing, a work of the flesh. But vigilance and grace are necessary to 
prevent the good ~fkos from degenerating into the evil ~i kos.
Ou tol,'outbursts of rage', is the plural of Ovtbg, another word which (like 
lflXog) can be used in a nobler and a less noble sense. For Plato Ovµos is the 
`spirited' element in the human soul, which needs to be directed by the rational 
element, much as a sheep-dog requires to be controlled by the shepherd (Rep. 
4.440D). Aristotle is specially aware of the menace of uncontrolled Ovµog 
which, he says, `does seem to hear the voice of reason, but to hear it wrongly, 
like those impetuous servants who rush off before hearing all that is said and 
then do not carry out their orders properly, or like dogs which start barking 
before waiting to see if one is a friend or not' (Eth. Nic. 7.1149a3). Paul uses 
Oup6g of divine retribution against those who `obey wickedness' in Rom. 2:8; elsewhere (2 Cor. 12:20; Eph. 4:31; Col. 3:8) he uses it pejoratively, of something which Christians should renounce. The plural appears here and in 
2 Cor. 12:20. The word has much in common with og'' . To Ovµos as to opytil 
the injunction applies, Be angry (6py(i;ro0s) without sinning' (Eph. 4:26, quoting Ps. 4:4 LXX)-a way to achieve this ideal being `Do not let the sun go 
down on your anger' (opyr ).


epL9eia in the NT is always something to be avoided as evil. The plural 
is found here and in 2 Cor. 12:20 (indeed, the sequence Epis, ~11Xos, 
Outo(, EpL6eiaL occurs in both passages). It is derived from Eet8os, `hireling', `one 
who works for pay'; thus, when Tobit became blind, his wife Anna >1eL6rveio 
(as a dressmaker, evidently) to maintain the household (Tob. 2:11). But EptOela 
came to denote a mercenary spirit, selfish ambition, and its similarity to gets 
(with which it is not connected etymologically) probably suggested the rivalry 
and contention to which such a spirit gives rise. Cf. Rom. 2:8; Phil. 1:17; 2:3 
(and Jas. 3:14, 16).
Stxooiao(at, `dissensions', `divisions'. The other NT occurrence of the 
word is in Rom. 16:17, where Paul puts his readers on their guard against those 
who cause `dissensions' and stumbling blocks (oxavSaka), meaning probably 
those who introduce divisive teaching. Its one LXX occurrence is in 1 Macc. 3:29, 
which speaks of the SLyoarao(a caused by the Seleucid decrees abolishing the 
distinctive features of Judaism, the cleavage between those who adhered uncompromisingly to the old ways and those who were more pliable. The introduction 
of legalism was bound to cause divisions in the Galatian churches.
Meeoets are not so different from SLxoorao(cu. The noun is a derivative 
from alpsoµaL, `choose', and means basically `choice'; it gives us our word 
`heresy' and in the later NT documents, together with the associated ateetLxos, 
has the sense of `heresy' (2 Pet. 2:1) and `heretic' (Tit. 3:10). (See M. Simon, 
`From Greek Hairesis to Christian Heresy', Grant FS, 101-116.) In Acts it is 
used of parties within Judaism-the Sadducees (5:17), the Pharisees (15:5; 
26:5), the Nazarenes (24:5, 14; 28:22). Its other Pauline occurrence is in 
1 Cor. 11:19, of factions in the Corinthian church (it is not expressly used, 
though it might well have been used, of the partisan spirit deplored in 
1 Cor. 1:11f.; 3:4; these undesirable manifestations are called EeLSes). The formation of cliques, with the resultant exhibitions of party spirit, is in view both 
at Corinth and in Galatia.
5:21 cpOovoL are related to ~rlXos, but whereas ~fXo; can have a noble 
side to it, cp06vos is wholly evil. It is the grudging spirit that cannot bear to 
contemplate someone else's prosperity. `The envious', said Socrates, `are pained 
by their friends' successes' (Xen., Mem. 3.9.8). W. Barclay (Flesh and Spirit, 
48) illustrates this vice by the story of the illiterate man who asked Aristides 
(not recognizing him) to record his vote for Aristides's ostracism `because I am 
tired of hearing him called "the Just" ' (Plut., Aristides 7). Or we may think of 
the reply of the owner of the vineyard to the man who complained that the lasthired workmen had been over-generously paid: `do you begrudge my generosity?' (lit. `is your eye evil because I am good?') (Mt. 20:15).
00at, `drunkennesses', i.e. drunken orgies. As gluttony is excessive indulgence in food, so µhO1l is excessive indulgence in wine (and strong drink): 
both forms of excess are vices, but drunkenness is the more perilous because it weakens people's rational and moral control over their words and actions. In 
1 Cor. 5:11 and 6:10 it is closely associated with rapacity and verbal abuse (the 
thOvoos is neighbour to the Xotho(?os and the &pjra~). In 1 Thes. 5:7 it 
weakens the vigilance which is necessary for safety in moments of crisis; it is 
an enemy to sobriety (v1j(PELv) and leads to dissipation (aowtia, Eph. 5:18).


xwtot, `revels', `revelry', occurs three times in the NT, and always in close 
association with drunkenness (µE6aL here and in Rom. 13:13; Jtotot in 
1 Pet. 4:3). In classical Greek the word does not have such bad repute: it denoted, for example, the joyful procession and banquet held in honour of a citizen 
who had distinguished himself, as in a victory at the games (cf. Pindar, Pyth. 
5.22, SESE~at tov&E xCoRov &v>pwv). The closing stages of such a celebration, 
however, might well be attended by that would invite moral censure. 
W. insobriety M. Ramsay (Galatians, 453) reminds us that among the Greeks `Komos, the 
Revel, was made a god, and his rites were carried on quite systematically, and 
yet with all the ingenuity and inventiveness of the Greek mind, which lent 
perpetual novelty and variety to the revellings. The Komos was the most striking 
feature in Greek social life.'
Here, then, we have been given a list-not an exhaustive one-of `the 
works of the flesh' or, as they are called in Eph. 5:11, `the unfruitful works of 
darkness'. Some of them are perversions of qualities neutral or even good in 
themselves; others (like &oeX'yELa and (pOovos) are by their very nature evil. It 
is not necessary to suppose that all of them, including fornication and impurity, 
`reflect the actual behaviour of the Galatians' (R. Jewett, `The Agitators and the 
Galatian Congregation', 211). The fact, however, that the list includes not only 
those vices which belong to the stock-in-trade of Jewish polemic against paganism but enmity, quarrelsomeness, jealousy, outbursts of rage, selfish ambitions, 
dissensions, party spirit and envy, suggests that it was in these forms that the 
`flesh' manifested itself in the Galatian Christians (cf. v 26). For Paul, as R. Jewett 
wisely points out, flesh `is not rooted in sensuality but rather in religious rebellion 
in the form of self-righteousness which was in his terms a "boasting in one's 
own flesh" ' (Paul's Anthropological Terms, 114).
a neoX£yw vtiv, xaOws 7tpoEtnov. The relative a has to oIkoLa tovtois 
as its antecedent but it also anticipates to toLavta, the object of of 
Jr(JOooovtEs in the following onL clause. For the wording cf. 2 Cor. 13:2, 7tpoEip1xa xad 
OTL of to toLavta npaooov'res (3aoLXE(av 6EOb ov 
XkTIpovosiloovoty. T6 totavra means the various `works of the flesh'. In I Cor. 15:50, `flesh and 
blood (oap~ xai aiµa) cannot inherit the kingdom of God', oapi; has a different 
sense from its present one: there, as the collocation with aWa makes plain, it 
denotes the mortal body as presently constituted. But a close parallel to the 
present passage is provided in I Cor. 6:9f., where (without using the word (Japl;) 
Paul gives a catalogue of eleven types of wrongdoer who `will not inherit the 
kingdom of God' (cf. also Eph. 5:5). While good deeds in themselves do not 
admit one to the kingdom, evil deeds of the type mentioned certainly exclude 
one (cf. E. P. Sanders, PPJ, 517f.). In m. Sanh. 10.1-3 several categories of 
sinners are listed as having no `portion in the world to come' (heleq la'blam 
habba'); contrariwise, according to m. Ab. 5.22, `the disciples of Abraham our 
father... inherit the world to come' (noh"Cm ha'olam habba').


The expression `kingdom of God' has not appeared earlier in the letter, but 
Paul could evidently assume his readers' familiarity with it, no doubt because 
it had figured in his original preaching to them (ngoelnov may refer to oral 
instruction). (According to Acts 14:22, he and Barnabas warned their South 
Galatian converts that `through many tribulations we must enter the kingdom of 
God'.) The kingdom of God for Paul lies in the future: it is the heritage of the 
people of God in the age to come, the resurrection age. The gift of the Spirit 
here and now is the first instalment (&naQXr, Rom. 8:23) and guarantee (&epa4(bv, 2 Cor. 1:22) of that coming heritage.
In the later epistles there is more of a `realized' emphasis than in the earlier 
ones; cf. Col. 1:13, where believers have already been transferred by God `into 
the kingdom of his dear Son'-but there may be a distinction between the (present) kingdom of Christ (cf. 1 Cor. 15:25) and the (future) kingdom of God. (In 
Eph. 5:5 `the kingdom of Christ and of God' is one and the same kingdom.)
(d) The fruit of the Spirit (5:22-26)
But the fruit of the Spirit is love, joy, peace, patience, kindness, goodness, 
faith, gentleness, self-control: against such things as these law has nothing to say. 
And those who belong to Christ [Jesus] have crucified the flesh with its passions 
and desires.
If we live by the Spirit, let us also keep in line with the Spirit. Let us not 
become boastful, challenging one another, envying one another.
TEXTUAL NOTES
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5:22 6 be xaenbs tov nvevµatos. There may be some significance in 
the contrast between the `works' of the flesh and the `fruit' of the Spirit, but it 
is not because the figure of `fruit' or `harvest' is inappropriate to evil. In 6:8 
below the process of sowing and reaping is applied equally to the flesh and to 
the Spirit. (Cf. the principle `you will know them by their fruits' in Jesus' 
teaching in Mt. 7:16-20//Lk. 6:43-45.) Paul lists nine graces (again, not an 
exhaustive list) which make up the fruit of the Spirit-the lifestyle of those who 
are indwelt and energized by the Spirit. The first of these and, as he puts it in 
1 Cor. 13:13, `the greatest of these' is &y&nrl.
It is not quite accurate to say, as R. C. Trench does, that `&yditrl is a word 
born within the bosom of revealed religion' (Synonyms of the NT [London, 91880, 
reprinted 1961], § xii, 41); it is true that (unlike the verb &yand(o, which is 
attested as early as Homer) it is not found before the LXX, but the LXX translators used it because of its superficial similarity to Heb. 'aha¢ah as much as 
for any other reason, and as a synonym for §ews as often as not (in the LXX 
there is none of the contrast between &y&nrI and Sews suggested, e.g., in the 
title of A. Nygren's Agape and Eros; it is used of Amnon's passion for Tamar 
in 2 Sa. [LXX 2 Ki.] 13:15 and repeatedly of the mutual ardour of the lover and his beloved in Canticles). In the LXX and the NT it means divine love when 
this is the meaning indicated by the context (as, in the NT, it most usually is).


Paul has already spoken of love as the expression of faith (v 6) and of 
practical neighbourly love as the fulfilment of `the whole law' (vv 13f.). As for 
its being the fruit of the Spirit, he enlarges on this in Rom. 5:5, where the love 
of God has been `poured out' (Exx>xvtcu) into the hearts of believers by the 
Spirit. This is God's own love, as manifested in Christ (cf. Rom. 8:25, 38f.), 
which floods their lives and springs up in a responsive love to God and Christ 
and to one another, and overflows to all mankind (cf. 6:10, npos 3ravtas). `The 
love of Christ' is the motive force behind Paul's own apostolic ministry, as he 
beseeches men and women on Christ's behalf to be reconciled to God (2 Cor. 
5:14f., 18-20). Paul's classic celebration of divine love is 1 Corinthians 13, 
where, as many expositors have said, his description of love could be a penportrait of the character of Jesus. `Christian love springs to life when Christ is 
incarnated again in a man [or woman] who has given himself [or herself] absolutely to him' (W. Barclay, Flesh and Spirit, 76). (See the bibliography at the 
end of the note on v 14 above.)
xapa, 'joy', is mentioned, like love, in Romans 5 among the blessings 
which accrue to believers. We 'rejoice in God through our Lord Jesus Christ', 
says Paul, 'through whom we have now received our reconciliation' (Rom. 5:11). 
This rejoicing includes rejoicing 'in hope of the glory of God' (Rom. 5:2)- 
paraphrased in the RSV as 'our hope of sharing the glory of God'-another 
aspect of 'the hope of righteousness' for which, according to Gal. 5:5, believers 
wait 'through the Spirit, by faith'. Hope (>i?rls) is not listed separately here as 
belonging to the fruit of the Spirit, but it is an important element in Christian 
joy. It is hope that enables believers to rejoice even in sufferings, and their 
endurance of sufferings in a Christian spirit strengthens their hope (Rom. 5:3-5). 
Paul prays that 'the God of hope' may fill the Roman Christians 'with all joy 
and peace in believing' (Rom. 15:13); the kingdom of God, he tells them, means 
'righteousness and peace and joy in the Holy Spirit' (Rom. 14:17).
The juxtaposition of peace and joy in these two texts is not haphazard: 
`since we are justified by faith, we have peace with God through our Lord Jesus 
Christ' (Rom. 5:1), and peace and joy are spiritual twins. To have peace with 
God (the indicative Exoµev in Rom. 5:1 is a preferable reading to the subjunctive 
ExwµEv) is to be reconciled to him, and it is those who have been reconciled 
through Christ that have greatest cause to rejoice in God (Rom. 5:11).
In Paul's usage elp>jvrl may have in it something of the sense of 'wellbeing' 
or 'wholeness' inherent in Heb. sdlom. Those who are at peace with God receive 
something of the 'peace of God' which, as Paul puts it elsewhere, garrisons their 
hearts and minds 'in Christ Jesus' (Phil. 4:7) and should act as arbiter within 
their community (Col. 3:15). God himself is 'the God of peace' (Rom. 15:33; 
16:20a; 2 Cor. 13:11; Phil. 4:9; 1 Thes. 5:23; cf. Heb. 13:20); dissension and 
all that threatens peace come from a very different source (cf. v 20). In the OT 
wisdom literature the sowing of discord among brothers is hateful and abominable to God (Pr. 6:19). Peace is therefore one of the marks of the children of 
God-not only peace with God but peace with one another: in the home (I Cor. 
7:15), in the church (1 Cor. 14:33; Eph. 4:3), in the world (Rom. 12:18), between Jew and Gentile (Eph. 2:14-18). 'Let us then pursue what makes for peace (Ta Ti1S ELQYlv7lc) and for mutual upbuilding' (Rom. 14:19); this is the 
way to receive the blessing pronounced by Jesus on `the peace-makers, for they 
shall be called sons of God' (Mt. 5:9).


One could well believe that love, joy and peace formed a triad in early 
Christian language, like faith, hope and love (see end of note on 5:6). In the 
upper-room discourse of the Fourth Gospel Jesus gives his disciples 'my peace' 
(Jn. 14:27), bids them abide in 'my love' (Jn. 15:9f.) and desires that they know 
'my joy' (Jn. 15:11).
taxgoOvµ(a, `patience', is a positive virtue. It shares the same semantic 
field as &vox,rl, birotovrl and XoQTEQ(a, but is specially close to the third of 
these. It embraces steadfastness and staying-power. If in English we had an 
adjective `long-tempered' as a counterpart to `short-tempered', then saxpo9vµ(a could be called the quality of being `long-tempered'. The Latin NT 
renders µaxpoOus(a by longanimitas, but the English derivative `longanimity', 
used as its equivalent in the Douai-Rheims-Challoner NT, has not passed into 
common currency.
µaxpo0vµia is a quality of God: he is gaxe60vµog xal 
itokuXeos (Ex. 34:6; Ps. 103 [LXX 102]:8, where taxe60vµos renders Heb. 'erek 'appayim, lit. 'long in nostrils' [from which anger is vented], RSV 'slow to anger'). 
The same quality is to be reproduced in men and women-perhaps it is included 
in the image of God-so that e1ritwv &vr1e µaxeo0vµei (Pr. 19:11), `a merciful man is patient', i.e., he defers his anger, Heb. he'erik 'appb).
In 1 Macc. 8:4 the Romans' advance to world dominion is ascribed to their 
µaxpoOvµ(a, `that Roman persistency which would never make peace under 
defeat' (R. C. Trench, Synonyms of the NT, § liii, 184). In Test. Jos. 2:7 Joseph 
tells how he was steadfast (isax@^vgoa) in all his temptations, and adds 
that `taxpoOus(a is a great medicine and vnotovrl yields many good things'.
In the NT God shows patience (µaxeo0utet) over his elect (Lk. 18:7; NEB 
'he listens patiently to them'); and towards the impenitent (Rom. 2:4; 9:22; in 
great µaxeo0vµia he postpones the day of retribution). t1 &y6.tt1 µaxeo0vµ6, 
says Paul (1 Cor. 13:4); he urges his Christian friends to display 
µaxeo0ut(a to one another and to all (Eph. 4:2; Col. 1:11; 3:12; 1 Thes. 5:14).
xprlototr)s, `kindness', is also a quality of God. `Taste and see that the 
Lord is kind' (oTI xpilotos o xvpLos), says the psalmist (Ps. 34:8 [LXX 33:9]), 
in words echoed in 1 Pet. 2:3, and again, `0 give thanks to the Lord, for he is 
kind' (oTL xprloTOc, Ps. 136 [LXX 135]:1). God is `kind (xprl(Jtos) to the 
ungrateful and ungenerous', and those who imitate him in this `will be sons of 
the Most High' (Lk. 6:35). His `kindness and severity' (xprlotoTrls xai &noToµ(a) are displayed in his dealings with mankind (Rom. 11:22): his kindness 
to sinners is designed to lead them to repentance (Rom. 2:4) and his kindness 
to believers should encourage them to `continue in his kindness' (Rom. 11:22). 
There is no better way to continue in his kindness than by showing others `the 
kindness of God' (cf. 2 Sa. [LXX 2 Ki.] 9:3, although 94os, not xprl(YTOTnc, 
is the LXX word there), treating them as God has treated us (Eph. 4:32). For 
love, according to 1 Cor. 13:4, is not only patient (taxeoOvl6) but kind 
()(prloTEVETaL).
&ya0wovvrl, `goodness', has a range of meaning as wide as the adjective 
&ya06s. But in the present setting it may well mean 'generosity'-it is the antithesis to cp0ovos, which figures among the works of the flesh. The comment 
on woovoc (v 21) referred to Mt. 20:15, `is your eye evil (3tovrlp6s) because 
I am good (&yct06g)?'-where `generous' is precisely what aya06s means.


Jt(otts may mean either the act or attitude of believing (JrtoTel)etv), i.e. 
faith, trust, which is its most frequent sense in Paul's letters, or the quality of 
being worthy of belief-faithfulness, trustworthiness, loyalty. The sense of `faith' 
is probably to be attached to Jt(oTLg when it is listed as one among various `gifts' 
of the Spirit (1 Cor. 12:9; cf. Rom. 12:3, 6)-not the exercise of justifying faith 
but the appropriate measure of faith necessary for accomplishing some work for 
God. But the decisive factor in the present instance is the context in which the 
word appears. Its eight companions denote ethical qualities, and one should 
expect Jttotts to denote an ethical quality also, the quality of being JttoT6g. The 
adjective 3uLGT6g usually means `faithful', `dependable', in Paul, although occasionally, as in Gal. 3:9, it means `believing' (cf. 2 Cor. 6:15). God is Jrtotos 
(I Cor. 1:9; 10:13; 2 Cor. 1:18; 1 Thes. 5:24; 2 Thes. 3:3); in the one place 
where Paul speaks explicitly of God's Jt(otts (Rom. 3:3) it is his faithfulness 
that is plainly intended. Because God is faithful, because he can be relied upon, 
his people are to be faithful too, and the Spirit enables them to be so. The 
statement, `it is required of stewards that they be found trustworthy' (1 Cor. 4:2), 
is made with primary reference to apostles and their colleagues, but every Christian is in some degree a steward (obxovoµos) and is expected to be trustworthy 
(Jttotos) in the discharge of whatever the stewardship may be (cf. Lk. 12:42). 
This is the lesson of the parallel parables of the talents (Mt. 25:14-30) and the 
pounds (Lk. 19:11-27): `he who is faithful in a very little is faithful also in 
much' (Lk. 16:10).
In the Apocalypse Jesus Christ is called `the faithful witness' (Rev. 1:5) and 
each of his followers is called to be his `faithful witness', even though, as with 
Antipas of Pergamum, this witness involves martyrdom (Rev. 2:13): `here is the 
patience and faith (n(ods) of the saints' (Rev. 13:10).
5:23 Jrpavtrls, `gentleness', is defined by Aristotle (Eth. Nic. 2.1108a) as 
the mean between excessive proneness to anger (opyLXoTrlc) and incapacity for 
anger (&opyrlo(a). Moses was Jteabs ocp6bea, `very gentle' (Nu. 12:3), in the 
sense that, in face of undeserved criticism, he did not give way to rage but rather 
interceded with God for the offenders. Jesus was `gentle (Jteavs) and lowly in 
heart' (Mt. 11:29) but was perfectly capable of indignation (Mk. 3:5). Paul 
entreats the Corinthians `by the meekness (JteadTrls) and gentleness (btteixeLa) 
of Christ' (2 Cor. 10:1), but if the words that follow that entreaty are an expression of meekness and gentleness, one wonders what he would have said had he 
been unrestrained by these qualities. (There, as here, Paul's affectionate concern 
for his converts is matched by his fierce denunciation of those who troubled 
them.) `The meek (oi... Jteaetg) shall inherit the land' (or `the earth'), according to Ps. 37 (LXX 36):11-a saying which is incorporated in one of the 
Matthaean beatitudes (Mt. 5:5)-the suggestion perhaps being that the hotheads 
will wipe one another out and leave the meek in possession. For an animal to 
be Jteavs is to be tame or tamed (the verb Jteavvw is used of taming wild 
animals), but as an ethical quality Jreavs implies self-control, the fruit of control 
by the Spirit of God. Jteavtrls has much in common with l.taxeoOvµ%a, with 
which it is conjoined in Eph. 4:2 and Col. 3:12. Christians should show `all gentleness (Jtaoav ... 7tpavtqta, RSV `perfect courtesy') to all men' (Tit. 3:2).


EyxpatEta, `self-control', has something in common with rreavrrls, but 
denotes control of more sensual passions than anger. According to Aristotle, 
who devotes the seventh book of his Nicomachean Ethics to a discussion of the 
difference between EyxpatEta and its opposite, &xpaoia, the man who is 
Eyxpatrls has powerful passions, but keeps them under control; the &xpatis 
does not deliberately choose the wrong, but he has no strength to resist temptation 
(Eth. Nic. 7.1145bff.). As an ethical term, Eyxpateta was introduced by Socrates (Xen. Mem. 1.5.4). Plato sets it in opposition to over-indulgence in food 
and sex (Rep. 3.390B, Q. Paul says that the athlete practises it (EyxpaTE'UFtat) 
in all things, and applies the lesson to the spiritual athlete (1 Cor. 9:25). In 
1 Cor. 7:9 he advises single or widowed persons who cannot exercise sexual 
restraint to marry (Fi b% ovx Eyxpatevovtat, yaµrlaatw(Jav). The word-group 
is more often used with a sexual connotation than otherwise; hence `chastity' can 
usually be a suitable rendering. In the second century AD we meet a Christian 
sect called the Encratites (their best-known member being Tatian, the compiler 
of the Diatessaron); they were so called because of their insistence on EyxpaTEta 
which, however, they interpreted as asceticism, including abstention from flesh, 
wine and marriage (Iren. Haer. 1.28.1; Euseb. HE 4.28f.). How far this lifestyle departed from the NT standard of Eyxpateta may be seen from I Tim. 
4:1-5.
The punctuation of Nestle-Aland26 (but not of UBS3) divides these nine 
virtues into three groups of three, which would make for ready memorization. 
They are not the preconditions of justification; they follow it spontaneously. 
They are naturally found together, unlike the gifts of the Spirit, which are variously apportioned, one to this person and another to that person (Rom. 12:6-8; 
1 Cor. 12:8-11). Where love is present, the other virtues will not be far away; 
it is love that binds them all together in perfect harmony (cf. Col. 3:14).
If the works of the flesh as -a whole be compared with the fruit of the Spirit 
as a whole, it will appear that the works of the flesh are disruptive of xotvwvia, 
whereas the fruit of the Spirit fosters it.
xaTa Twv TOLO5TWV ovx eotiv voµos. Paul does not simply mean that 
the nine virtues which make up the fruit of the Spirit are not forbidden by law; 
he means that when these qualities are in view we are in a sphere with which 
law has nothing to do. Law may prescribe certain forms of conduct and prohibit 
others, but love, joy, peace and the rest cannot be legally enforced. `A vine does 
not produce grapes by Act of Parliament; they are the fruit of the vine's own 
life; so the conduct which conforms to the standard of the Kingdom is not 
produced by any demand, not even God's, but it is the fruit of that divine nature 
which God gives as the result of what he has done in and by Christ' (S. H. 
Hooke, `What is Christianity?' in The Siege Perilous [London, 1956], 264).
In Aristotle (Pol. 3.13, 1284a) the statement xata S£ ttuv totovtwv ovx 
>aTi voµos is used of persons who surpass their fellows in virtue (&pcti) like 
gods among men. They do not need to have their actions regulated by laws; on 
the contrary, they themselves constitute a law (a standard) for others (avtoi y&p 
Fiat voµos). Paul probably does not quote directly or consciously from Aristotle: 
the saying may have passed into proverbial currency, like many phrases from 
Shakespeare or the AV which are frequently quoted without awareness of their source. Aristotle's statement shows some (rather remote) affinity with what Paul 
says here; it has more in common with the observation in 1 Tim. 1:9 that the 
law is not laid down for the just but for the lawless and disobedient'.


5:24 of SE tov XQLotov ['Ii)oov], `the people of Christ [Jesus]'. For the 
designation cf. 1 Cor. 15:23. It includes all believers, unlike the misuse of the 
name of Christ by those who claimed in a distinctive sense eycu Si: XpLotov 
(1 Cor. 1:12; cf. 2 Cor. 10:7).
tiIv oapxa irotavpwoav. It is because they are Christ's in the sense of 
being members of Christ, incorporated eV Xptotcw, that they have `crucified the 
flesh'. The aorist probably indicates their participation in Christ's historical crucifixion. When Paul said earlier XetotaO ouveotavpwµat (2:19), he meant that 
the cross of Christ severed his relation to the law; here he says that the cross of 
Christ severs believers' relation to the `flesh'. For Paul, as we have seen already, 
the law and the flesh belong to the same pre-Christian order. But the cross of 
Christ severed Paul's relation to the law only as he himself was `crucified with 
Christ', thus becoming `dead to the law' that he might live to God; so also the 
cross severs the relation of believers in general to the flesh only as they reckon 
themselves to have been crucified in the historical crucifixion of Christ. The 
crucifixion of the former self-centred ego, that it may be replaced by the new 
Christ-centred mind-'it is no longer 1 who live, but Christ lives in me' (2:20)- 
is not materially different from the crucifixion of the flesh, that it may be replaced 
by a Spirit-imparted life and a Spirit-directed conduct. Cf. Rom. 8:13, `if by 
the Spirit you put to death the deeds of the body, you will live'.
Those who belong to Christ, then, those who acknowledge his lordship in 
no merely formal way (cf. Rom. 14:8, tov xvp(ov eoµ>v), have made a clean 
break with what they formerly were (cf. Rom. 6:6, o JtaXaio; rlµtuv 
avOQw3to; ovvEOTavpthOrl, Na xataQYrl07l to odto trls aµaeT(as); they have been 
delivered from the `present evil age' (1:4) and have become members of the new 
creation (6:15). It is the cross of Christ that makes this clean break. As truly as 
law and flesh are bound up for Paul with the present evil age, so truly is the 
indwelling Spirit the witness that the age to come has already broken in through 
the Christ-event. `Ideally, we must understand, this crucifixion of the flesh is 
involved in Christ's crucifixion; really, it is effected by it. Whoever sees into the 
secret of Calvary... is conscious that the doom of sin is in it; to take it as 
real, and to stand in any real relation to it, is death to the flesh with its passions 
and desires' (J. Denney, The Death of Christ, 162).
Alongside such a historical statement as this, in the indicative, stands the 
hortatory counterpart, in the imperative, as in Rom. 6:11 ('reckon yourselves to 
be dead to sin but alive to God in Christ Jesus'); Col. 3:5 ('put to death therefore 
your members that are on earth...'). What has been effected once for all by 
the cross of Christ must be worked out in practice.
ovv Tots JtaOrlµaow xai Tats EJt6OvµiaL;. The bTLOUµiaL are the desires 
by which the JtaO>j rata ('passions') are directed this way or that; if unchecked, 
they will express themselves in `works of the flesh'. There can be no more 
decisive check upon them than their `crucifixion'. Paul's own misdirected ~1lXo;, 
which had found expression in the persecution of the church, was now recognized 
by him to have been a Jt60ito or EJt60vµia Til; oapxo;. As such, it had been decisively `crucified'; as a quality of his character, it had been redirected along 
the path of God's will and Christ's service. See further on 6:14.


5:25 Et l;Tntcv trvevµatL, Jtvevµatt xai. etoLxcoµEV, `If the Spirit is the 
source of our life, let the Spirit also direct our course' (NEB). That their new 
life in Christ was lived by the Spirit they knew; the moral corollary of this, Paul 
reminds them, is that their conduct should be governed by the Spirit: they should 
march in line (keep in step) with him. For this ethical sense of JTOtxaw (denominative from atotxoc, `row') cf. 6:16; Rom. 4:12; Phil. 3:16; also Acts 21:24. 
On its significance here cf. A. Oepke, Galater, 145f.
Here too we have the characteristic Pauline interplay between indicative and 
imperative: we live by the Spirit (granted); therefore let us keep in step with the 
Spirit. He does not suggest that it is possible to do the former without also doing 
the latter. There is little material difference between Jrvevµait oiotx6v (here), 
Jtvevµacrt 3tEetJrace6v (v 16) and Jtvevµart 6yeo0at (v 18). Walking by the 
Spirit is the outward manifestation, in action and speech, of living by the Spirit. 
Living by the Spirit is the root; walking by the Spirit is the fruit, and that fruit 
is nothing less than the practical reproduction of the character (and therefore the 
conduct) of Christ in the lives of his people. `In his usual way, Paul draws an 
exhortation out of his doctrine. The death of the flesh is the life of the Spirit. 
If God's Spirit lives in us, let Him govern all our actions' (J. Calvin, Galatians, 
106).
It is those whose conduct is directed by the Spirit who are, in Paul's estimation, the true TLVEVµaILXO( (cf. 6:1), in contrast to those who claimed to have 
reached a stage in spirituality where ethical considerations lost their relevance.
5:26 The ethical considerations which were in danger of losing their relevance in the Galatian churches were those affecting personal relationships. The 
positive exhortation `let us keep in line with the Spirit' had, for their situation, 
the corollary: `let us not become boastful, challenging one another, envying one 
another'. To be xEv6bo~og is to boast where there is nothing to boast about: 
xcvoSo~ia (cf. Phil. 2:3) is empty pride or conceit, mere pretentiousness; it is 
synonymous with &Xa~ovEla (cf. 1 Jn. 2:16). The verb Jteoxct4oµat (here 
only in the NT) is used of mutual challenges to combat or athletic contest; it can 
be extended to other areas of life, as in Philo's story of Demosthenes who, when 
challenged to a slanging match (JreoxXriOEls EJLI XoiSoe(as), declined because, 
as he said, the winner would come off worse than the loser (Agric. 110). The 
spirit which Paul here deprecates has a refined manifestation in challenge to 
theological debate; perhaps it was in this way that the Galatians were challenging 
one another. As for envy, Paul has already warned them against this in general 
terms by including cp06vot among the works of the flesh (v 21); his specific 
warning against it here implies that it threatened the peace of the churches of 
Galatia. (The use of the dative of the person after cpOovEw-&kkrjots (pOovovvrEs-is classical; P46 B and many other manuscripts have the unclassical 
accusative &Xkikovs.) As has been indicated above (v 15), these were the evils 
against which the Galatians had to be put specially on their guard.
`Gnostic pneumatics', says W. Schmithals, `are splendidly described by the 
characterization in Gal. 5:26' (Paul and the Gnostics, 49). The language might 
indeed be applicable to certain Gnostics, if Gnostics were known to be in view; but any one acquainted with church life at local level knows that the tendencies 
against which Paul utters this warning-spiritual pride, mutual provocation and 
envy-can arise among the most ordinary Christians, who are quite innocent of 
gnosticism or ecstasy.


 

VII
MUTUAL HELP AND SERVICE
(6:1-10)
Mutual help is the hallmark of the community of faith. Gentleness, not arrogance, is the way of Christ. The teacher deserves the support of those whom he 
teaches. There is a rule of sowing and reaping in life; those who do good to others 
will reap a harvest of eternal life.
My brothers, even if some one be caught in some fault, you who are spiritual 
are to put the person in question right, in a spirit of gentleness. Have regard to 
yourself lest you be tempted also. Bear one another's burdens; so you will fulfil 
the law of Christ. If any one thinks he is something when he is a mere nothing, 
he is hoodwinking himself. Let each one examine his own work; then he will keep 
his achievement to himself alone and not compare it with someone else's, for each 
person will carry his own load.
Let the person who receives instruction in the word give a share in all good 
things to the one who imparts it.
Do not be misled: God is not to be treated with contempt. Whatever a person 
sows, this is what he will reap. Whoever sows for the flesh will reap a harvest of 
corruption from the flesh, whoever sows for the Spirit will reap a harvest of 
eternal life from the Spirit. Let us not grow slack in doing good; at the proper 
time we shall reap a harvest if we do not give up. So then, as we have opportunity, 
let us do good to all, especially to fellow-members of the family of faith.
TEXTUAL NOTES
v 1 avOpw3tos / tL; el; uµwv P syrpeS' / avOpwnos c vµwv q' pc syr°c1 copra
v2 avanl,rlpwoEtr B G lat syrpe5;' Mcion / aJronXr1ewoEtE P46 / 
avaX.rlpwaaTE K A C D W byz Clem.Alex
v 4 exaotos om P46 B syrpesn copsa(cod
v 7 j om Mcion Tert
V 10 ExoµEv / EXwµEV K B` 33 al
6:1 'AbEXTo(, £av xat neoX,r)µcpOrl 1xvOewnos ev TLVL napaLDtcuµaTt, 
vttg o[ nvEVµaTtxol xatapTltETE Toy Totovtov. The general teaching of 5:13-26 is now applied to some more specific situations. If mutual envy and 
provocation are to be renounced, mutual aid is to be fostered. One form of aid 
is that given to a member of one of the churches who may fall into some 
`transgression' (Jtapatttwµa). The precise force of neo],,qtp071 is uncertain: 
it may mean that he finds himself inadvertently involved in some wrongdoing, 
or that he is detected in it by someone else. The wrongdoing may fall under the 
heading of one of the `works of the flesh' (5:19-21); it will certainly be inconsistent with the fruit of the Spirit. Whatever form it takes, the offender must be 
rehabilitated, and not made to feel like a pariah. It is likely that Paul is not 
thinking of behaviour which so flagrantly flouts accepted standards that it brings 
the community into public disrepute (cf. 1 Cor. 5:5) or which can best be dealt 
with by a temporary withholding of social fellowship (1 Cor. 5:11; Rom. 16:17). 
A Jtapaitrcoµa is not a settled course of action but an isolated action which may 
make the person who does it feel guilty. The rehabilitation must be undertaken 
by those who are truly JtvEVµarLxo(, whose life and conduct alike are controlled 
by the Spirit of Christ. Paul uses the same verb (xacaet(l;w) in an ethical sense 
when he begs the Corinthian Christians to be joined (xatrJpttoj. voL) in unity 
of mind (1 Cor. 1:10) and, more generally, to mend their ways (xatapti~Eo0c, 
2 Cor. 13:11).


Since gentleness is included in the fruit of the Spirit (5:23), it follows that 
spiritual people will take this or any other kind of action `in a spirit of gentleness' 
(s;v Jtvevµatt JteavtrItos). It is easy for certain types of religious people to sit 
in judgment on one who has suddenly yielded to some moral temptation, to 
make their disapproval manifest, but this is not the way of Christ. If there were 
in the Galatian churches, as in the church of Corinth, some who regarded themselves as Jtvrutattxo( in a superior sense (cf. 1 Cor. 2:15; 3:1; 14:37)-`whoever 
feels himself a Pneumatiker' (H. Lietzmann, An die Galater, 38)-Paul impresses on them that one test of true spirituality is a readiness to set those who 
stumble by the wayside on the right road again in a sympathetic and uncensorious 
spirit. Similarly in Rom. 15:1 Paul calls on the Svvato(, those who are spiritually `strong', to show their strength by consideration for those who are spiritually weak, to the point of restricting their own liberty on their behalf. There 
Paul includes himself with the `strong' (7ltris of Svvatoi), and here, though 
he says vµeig of JtvevµaTtxo(, he no doubt reckons himself a Jtvevµattx6g 
(cf. 1 Cor. 7:40).
axoJUAV oEavtov µTl xaL av AE6(Ja301~s. The realization of one's personal 
vulnerability to temptation should prevent self-righteousness in the treatment of 
those who have yielded to it. Cf. 1 Cor. 10:12, `let any one who thinks that he 
stands take heed lest he fall'. This cautionary word is directed to each individual: 
`consider yourself'.
6:2 'ALkkjwv to (3apr) (3at3T6.1ETe. This more general injunction includes 
the precept of v 1. The obligation of burden-bearing is reciprocal, but a special 
responsibility lies on the Jtvevµattxo( to bear the burdens of the weaker, cf. 
Rom. 15:1, `we who are strong ought to bear with ((3aot6tety) the failings 
(&oOevirata) of the weak'. Paul himself was foremost in doing this very thing 
(cf. 1 Cor. 8:13; 2 Cor. 11:28f.). To bear the burdens of others is a divine quality; 
cf. Ps. 55:22 (LXX 54:23), EJtiptpov >;nl Kvptov trv tEitv&v Gov, xai 
avtos or StaOpEWet, echoed in I Pet. 5:7, Jtaoav T71v µhgtµvav vµtuv i;JttptipavTEc en' avtov, 6Tt avtCO µeXet ite(?i vµtwv. To obey this injunction 
therefore is to he God-like.


J. G. Strelan, `Burden-Bearing and the Law of Christ: A Re-examination 
of Galatians 6:2', JBL 94 (1975), 266-276, argues that Paul is here enjoining 
the sharing by each member of a common financial burden (primarily the maintenance of missionaries and teachers, as in v 6, together possibly with their 
contribution to the Jerusalem relief fund). The `law of Christ' which would be 
thus fulfilled is that referred to in 1 Cor. 9:14 `that those who proclaim the 
gospel should get their living by the gospel'. Financial burdens would not be 
excluded from the (3apr1 which are to be shared, but the case for seeing financial 
burdens as predominantly in view has not been made out.
xat ovTo)g avartXlWWthosTE Tbv voµov Tov XetoTov, `by so doing you 
will fulfil the law of Christ'. The `law of Christ' is not essentially different from 
the commandment of love to one's neighbour (quoted in 5:14), in which `the 
whole law' is comprehended. Paul speaks of his commitment to this `law' in 
1 Cor. 9:20, where he describes himself as >vvotos XptoTov (cf. C. H. Dodd, 
"Evvotos XQIOTOV', More NT Studies [Manchester, 1968], 134-148). It may 
be that Paul speaks of the law of Christ here as a contrast to the law which his 
converts were being urged to accept: the law of Christ is a `law' of quite a 
different kind, not enforceable by legal sanctions. `The law of Christ is essentially concerned with the quality of the act and the direction in which it is 
moving' (C. H. Dodd, Gospel and Law [Cambridge, 1951], 77f.).
See E. Bammel, `Noµos XQIotov', SE 3 = TU 88 (1964), 120-28; H. Schurmann, 
`"Das Gesetz des Christus" (Gal 6, 2). Jesu Verhalten and Wort als letztgultige sittliche 
Norm nach Paulus', Schnackenburg FS, 282-300.
In fine, the `law of Christ' is for t'aul the whole tradition of Jesus' ethical 
teaching, confirmed by his character and conduct (cf. Rom. 13:14; 2 Cor. 10:1) 
and reproduced within his people by the power of the Spirit (cf. Rom. 8:2, b 
... voµos tov JtvrvtacosTf ~wfjs eV XQIOTw 'Irl(Yov). The existence of 
this tradition provided a criterion by which claims to be guided by the Spirit 
were to be tested. `The Spirit of Christ must accord with "the law of Christ" 
(J. D. G. Dunn, Unity, 193).
`Galatians, which in attacking "Jewish" legalism proclaims the true freedom based on Christ, consequently contains more exhortation, admonition, and 
summons to obey the "law of Christ" ... than any other letter, and to quite a 
remarkable degree-a third of the whole letter' (G. Bornkamm, Paul, 83).
6:3 Et yap SoxEi, tts Ewat TL µrlSev wv. Twice over in this clause a neuter 
pronoun (Ti, t1lSv) is used in agreement with a masculine. For SoxEi TI; dvat 
Tt (`... to be someone special') cf. Gal. 2:6, 01 SoxovvTE; etva( TI. With 
µ718£v 6v ('being a mere nothing, a mere cipher') cf. 1 Cor. 13:2; 2 Cor. 12:11, 
ovSev EiRL, `I am nothing' (for the distinction between the two negative pronouns cf. Eur. frag. 532, TO ntlv et; ovSev [Et, `what is good-for-nothing 
tends to become absolutely nothing').
Like other gnomic sayings of which this section provides several examples, 
this one is not thrown out at random but is relevant to the situation in the Galatian 
churches: it is a warning against spiritual pride. The Galatians were not to think 
of themselves more highly than they ought to think (cf. Rom. 12:3). If they did, they would be inhibited from fulfilling `the law of Christ' by bearing one another's burdens or restoring those who had been overcome by some sudden 
temptation (this is probably the significance of the connective yap in the present 
sentence).


The form of the saying is similar to that of 1 Cor. 8:2, where knowing 
nothing, not being nothing, is the subject: et tts boxer eyvwxEVat tt, ovJtw 
iyvw xaOws bet yvtwvat (cf. 1 Cor. 3:18; also Plato, Apol. 2l D, where Socrates 
contrasts the man who oteta( tt e'LSevat ovx elbhs, `thinks he knows something when he does not', with himself, on, a µr1 oi.Sa ovbi; oLotat elbevat, 
`because what I do not know I do not even think I know').
qQEVaJtata ~avtov, `he deceives his own mind ((pprlv)'. The verb (not 
attested earlier) is hapax legomenon in the NT; cf. the noun cgQEVaJtatrls in Tit. 
1:10, where members of the circumcision party are called µatatok6yot xai 
q QEVaJtataL, `foolish speakers and deceivers'.
6:4 to be Epyov eavtov boxtµa~Etw >xaocos. The most practical principles of the gospel are apt to be debased. In his Diocesan Letter of February 
1980 the Bishop of Peterborough (D. R. Feaver) remarks that at the General 
Synod of the Church of England there was `a confusion in the minds of many 
which identified the apostolic precept, "bear ye one another's burdens", with 
minding other people's business'.
What Paul stresses here is personal responsibility. It is not for one Christian 
to assess or judge the ministry of another, each one is answerable to God for his 
own. Cf. 1 Cor. 4:3-5, where he takes little account of other people's estimate 
of his service: `it is the Lord who judges me'. The duty of self-examination was 
inculcated in several contemporary schools; the Pythagoreans, for example, were 
required to interrogate themselves regularly: 7cT JtapE(3rly; tL S' EeEi;a; t( µoL 
NOV ovx etEk9GOrl; `Wherein have I transgressed? What have I done? What 
duty have I left unfulfilled?' (Diog. Laert., Vit. Phil. 8.22). The Christian's selfexamination is conducted in the light of the law of Christ-especially the law 
or standard which is embodied in the person of Christ. (Cf. 1 Cor. 15:28 for 
self-examination before the Lord's Supper.)
xal tote dg eavtov µovov to xavxrlµa ihet xal ovx cg nov 
stepov. The xavxqµa is the ground of a person's boasting, his achievement. When in 
Rom. 15:17 Paul says that he has reason to boast (xavxrJots) so far as his work 
for God is concerned, he goes on to say that he will not venture to speak about 
what Christ has not done through him and that he will avoid building on anyone 
else's foundation (vv 18, 20). Similarly in 2 Cor. 10:13-18 he refuses to boast 
etc to &µetea, beyond the limit of his apostolic sphere (which includes Corinth), in contrast to those who invade another's sphere and boast of their achievements there. As the interlopers in Corinth are in view in 2 Cor. 10:13-18, so 
the trouble-makers in Galatia are probably in view here. It is not comparison 
with another (etc nov itepov) that provides a true standard of assessment; in 
2 Cor. 10:12 Paul speaks of the folly of those who `measure themselves by one 
another, and compare themselves with one another'. The Pharisee in the parable 
made the same kind of mistake when he thanked God that he was not `like other 
men,... even like this tax collector' (Lk. 18:11).
6:5 exaotos yap to 1SLov cpoptiov (3aot6.aEL, `for each person will carry 
his own load'. This is another common maxim, applicable to a wide variety of situations. Here the connective yap suggests that Paul applies it to the situation 
with which v 4 deals: one's responsibility before God. In the `day of Christ' Paul 
would not be asked how his achievement compared with Peter's: his xavxTlµa 
would be the quality of those who had been won for Christ through his own 
ministry (Phil. 2:16). At that tribunal `each of us will give an account of himself 
to God' (Rom. 14:12; cf. 2 Cor. 5:10). Cf. R. Jewett, `The Agitators and the 
Galatian Congregation', 211.


The partial resemblance between this maxim and v 2a (&kkikwv to (3apr1 
(3aot6~ETE) is fortuitous; the cpoptiov of v 5 is not one of the 136prl that can 
be borne for another (cpopTiov, a classical word, occurs here only in Paul; of 
its other NT occurrences the best known is Mt. 11:30, `my burden is light'but the dominical cpo@T(ov there [see note on 5:1] is quite different from the 
personal (poptlov here).
6:6 KOLVWVE(Tco SE o xatr)xovµevog toy ),oyov tw xatllxovvtL Ev 
J[aoLV aya0ois. The relevance of this injunction in the present context is not 
immediately obvious, but it is an instance of the mutual help inculcated in v 2a. 
The teacher relieves the ignorance of the pupil; the pupil should relieve the 
teacher of concern for his subsistence. This is another way of stating the principle 
that `the labourer deserves his wages' (Lk. 10:7; 1 Tim. 5:18; cf. Mt. 10:10) or, 
as Paul elsewhere paraphrases those words of Jesus, `those who proclaim the 
gospel should get their living by the gospel' (1 Cor. 9:14). Whereas the emphasis 
in those other places is on the right of the preacher or teacher to claim his 
support, here it lies on the duty of those who are taught to make material 
provision for their teachers.
If Paul followed with his Galatian converts the policy which he adopted in 
Thessalonica (1 Thes. 2:9), Corinth (1 Cor. 9:15-18) and Ephesus (Acts 
20:33-35), he could give them this instruction all the more freely because he 
refrained from claiming his own support from them. His unwillingness to accept 
material support from his converts may have as its background the rabbinic 
injunction not to derive worldly profit from the Torah (so Hillel, m. Ab. 1.13; 
4.7; Zadok, Ab. 4.7); but he made it his personal policy both by way of example 
to his converts not to live at the expense of others (2 Thes. 3:6-13) and, where 
necessary, to stop the mouths of those who would have liked to ascribe mercenary 
motives to him (2 Cor. 11:7-12). Besides, he had a naturally independent spirit 
in this regard: it embarrasses him even to express gratitude for a gift of money 
from Philippi, while he deeply appreciates the loving thought which prompted 
it (Phil. 4:10-20).
It has been asked why, if `the Lord commanded that those who proclaim 
the gospel should get their living by the gospel' (1 Cor. 9:14), Paul felt free to 
disregard a dominical command (cf. D. L. Dungan, The Sayings of Jesus in the 
Churches of Paul [Oxford, 1971], 1-39). The answer probably is that Paul 
interpreted the Lord's command not as a duty to be performed but as a right to 
be claimed-or not claimed, as might be most expedient. He was not free to 
choose whether to preach the gospel or not, but he was free to choose whether 
to preach it free of charge or not, and he chose to make it free of charge (1 Cor. 
9:12b, 15-18).
Nevertheless, the claim which he chose to forgo for himself he asserted 
strongly for others, as he does here. The singular 6 xatrlxwv is a generic reference to those who exercised a teaching ministry in the churches-certainly 
not to the intruding trouble-makers! Pagan priests received fees for their sacrificial services; `one of the objects that Paul had most at heart was to train his 
converts in voluntary liberality, as distinguished from payments levied on ritual. 
He saw what a powerful, educative influence such liberality exerts on the individual, and what a strong unifying influence it might exert between the scattered parts of the Church' (W. M. Ramsay, Galatians 459).


The content of the xatrlxrlots would include predominantly the JtapahooEts 
which the apostle-founders had delivered to the churches. The verb xatrlxew 
('instruct') is treated like h&baoxw, which takes two objects-the person taught 
and the subject taught-and so the passive can be accompanied by one of these 
objects (here tbv Xoyov, the content of the teaching). Cf. Acts 18:25 
(xatrlxrlµevos trly ohov tov xvp(ov); 1 Thes. 2:15 (tag Jtaeahooets &s 
hthax&rltE). As for the verb xotvwvEw ('go shares with'), it may have as its 
subject the giver (as here; so also Rom. 12:13, tats x@E(aas tcbv &y(wv 
xotvwvovvtes) or the receiver (so Rom. 15:27, toys JtvEVµatLxoi; avtiuv 
Exotvwvrloav T& E6vrl). The ayaO& are the `good things' of life in general (cf. 
Lk. 1:53; 12:18f.; 16:25), not least to oapxtxa of Rom. 15:27; 1 Cor. 9:11.
6:7 Mil n),,avaoOE, `make no mistake', `do not be misled', a common 
phrase in such paraenetic passages (cf. I Cor. 6:9; 15:33; Jas. 1:16). Marcion 
and Tertullian (Adv. Marc. 5.4) knew a text which (accidentally) omitted the 
negative, so that nkavaoOE was construed as indicative: `you are mistaken'. 
Possibly the middle voice should be recognized rather than the passive: `do not 
mislead yourselves' (cf. 1 Cor. 3:18, MiiSr; :raVT6V E~anatatw).
6EOs ov µvxtrlp(l;etat. µvxtrlp(~w, `turn up the µvxtrlp' ('snout') in 
mockery or contempt, is found here only in the NT, but is common enough in 
the LXX (as is also the derivative noun µvxtrlptoµos), not explicitly of the 
mocking of God, with the probable exception of Ezk. 8:17 (xad thou avtoi d); 
µvxtrlp(lovtE;). In 2 Ch. 36:16//1 Esd. 1:51 and Je. 20:7 the verb is used of 
mocking the prophets and other messengers of God. The mocking or despising 
of God lay in the behaviour of those who, `consciously stressing the possession 
of the divine Pneuma, for this reason held themselves to be perfect Christians 
and openly boasted of their piety (Gal. 5:26; 6:3), but at the same time were 
sowing to the o6 and were doing that equally consciously and emphatically' 
(W. Schmithals, Paul and the Gnostics, 54). One may agree with this, without 
accepting Schmithals's view of the anti-gnostic thrust of the letter.
o yae iav onEtprl avOpwJto;, tovto xal OE(JLoEi. This is a common 
prudential maxim, applying a law of nature to human conduct (cf. Mt. 
7:16-20//Lk. 6:43; Lk. 19:21; 1 Cor. 9:11; 2 Cor. 9:6, the last passage referring 
to the quantity, not the quality, of seed and crop). LXX instances are Ho. 8:7 
('sow the wind and reap the whirlwind'); Jb. 4:8; Pr. 22:8; Sir. 7:3. Cf. also 
Test. Levi 13:6 (xal oJtEipETE Ev tats ipvxat; vtthv &ya06., ... Eav yap 
oAE(erlTE xax&, naaav tapaxiiv xal OXtipty OEp(oETE); Plato, Phdr. 260D 
(Jtotov Ttva otci ... Ti]V erltopiXily xaQJtov tuv EonELQE OEe(~Etv;); Dem., 
De Cor. 159 (o yae to wJt>pµa Jtapaoxwv, ovto; TWV Cpvvt(Ov atTto;); 
Gorgias ap. Aristot. Rhet. 3.3.4, 1406b (cdaxptiw; µev tonEt(Ja;, xaxw; Si; 
e0Eptoa;); Plut. De Pythiae oraculis 394E (onEtpovTE; X,you; xaL 
OEp(?ovtE; 60b; [LET&, µaxt1; vnovl,.ov; xal JtoXEµtxov;); Cicero, De Or. 2.65 ('ut sementem feceris, ita metes'). Things being what they are, the consequences will be what they will be.


6:8 &L o OJLE(QWV Etq trly o&Qxa Eavtov Ex t71S oaQxos OE&FEL wOoQ&v. 
The o&Qi here, as in 5:13, 16f., 19, is the unregenerate, `uncrucified' self. 
Sowing `for the flesh' is the practising of such things as are included among `the 
works of the flesh' in 5:19-21; such sowing cannot produce the harvest of the 
kingdom of God but the harvest of destruction (as in the parable of the weeds, 
Mt. 13:24-30). Paul has more particularly in mind here such `works of the 
flesh' as quarrelsomeness and envy, to which the Galatian Christians appear to 
have been specially prone (cf. 5:15, 26); indulgence in such things would have 
disastrous results in their personal and corporate lives alike. To sow E1s to 
irvevµa, on the other hand, is to cultivate the fruit of the Spirit and reap eternal 
life. Cf. Rom. 6:20-23 ('the wages of sin is death, but the free gift of God is 
eternal life through Christ Jesus our Lord'); 8:13 ('if you live according to the 
flesh you will die, but if by the Spirit you put to death the deeds of the body 
you will live') for the same idea expressed without the metaphor of sowing and 
reaping. The eternal life is the resurrection life of Christ, mediated to believers 
by `the Spirit of him who raised Jesus from the dead' (Rom. 8:11); cf. G. Vos, 
The Pauline Eschatology (Grand Rapids, 1952), 163f. But its future aspect, with 
their appearance before the tribunal of Christ, to `receive good or evil, according 
to the deeds done in the body' (2 Cor. 5:10), is specially implied here. Any one 
who did not seriously believe in such a coming assessment, or thought that the 
law of sowing and reaping could safely be ignored, would indeed be treating 
God with contempt.
6:9 ib bi xaXov AOLovvtcs µrl iyxaxcup.EV. Cf. 2 Thes. 3:13, vµEig Se, 
a&Xcpo(, ]Li] >;yxaxr]or]TE xa)AJtoioUVtcs. Exhortations to perseverance are 
common in Paul's writings: cf. 1 Cor. 15:50, 58; 16:13; Phil. 1:27f.; 2:15f.; 4:1; 
1 Thes. 3:5, 13; 5:23. For the Hellenistic verb eyxaxEw ('give up', `slacken') 
see also Lk. 18:1; 2 Cor. 4:1, 16; Eph. 3:13 (in all its NT occurrences it is 
preceded by the negative). Christians have been justified by faith and cleansed 
from guilt, they have received the Spirit, but they must persevere in holy living 
and not rest on their oars. Paul knew the necessity of this in his own life (cf. 
1 Cor. 9:26f.).
xaLQcu yaQ 1610) 6eQ(ooµev, µ7l ExXvoµevot. To persevere in doing what 
is good is to `sow to the Spirit'; those who do so without growing faint (for this 
classical sense of ExXvotaL cf. Mt. 15:32//Mk. 8:3; Heb. 12:3, 5 [quoting Pr. 
3:11]) will reap the appropriate harvest in due course. With xaLQ44... 16(0) 
cf xaLQotc'6iotg in 1 Tim. 2:6; 6:15; Tit. 1:3, where the proper time for the 
fulfilment of God's promises is indicated, either at Christ's first advent or at the 
parousia. Here the eschatological harvest may be in view. It is unlikely that the 
Jerusalem relief fund is specifically referred to in to... xak6v EotovvtE;, 
even if Paul does speak of its completion as `this fruit' or `this harvest' (tov 
xaQ3T6v tovtov, Rom. 15:28).
6:10 It has been pointed out, however, that Paul not only speaks of the 
Jerusalem relief fund as `this fruit' or `this harvest' but uses the very figure of 
sowing and reaping when writing about this matter in 2 Cor. 9:6-9. Contributions to the fund are there described as a form of sowing which will yield for 
the donors a harvest of eternal blessing. To enforce this lesson Paul quotes Ps. 112 (LXX 111):9, `he has scattered abroad, he has given to the poor; his righteous 
(or charitable) conduct remains for ever.' It is pointed out further that the present 
exhortations xaXov Jtotovvtrs µr] Eyxaxcutrv (v 9) and EpycthtrOa to 
&ya06v Jtpds Jt&vtas (v 10) coincide in sense with the exhortation in 2 Cor. 
9:8 to `abound to every good work' (Eis Jtav Egyov &ya06v). (Note the synonymity of &ya06v and xa),.ov in this sense.)


These affinities form part of the evidence on which it is argued that these 
verses (Gal. 6:6-10) `are specific in intent, and form an exhortation to participate 
in the Jerusalem collection' (L. W. Hurtado, `The Jerusalem Collection and the 
Book of Galatians', JSNT, Issue 5 [Oct. 1979], 53). If this is so, the allusiveness 
of the language makes it necessary to suppose that Paul had already communicated with the Galatians about the collection, so that they would understand the 
present allusion in the light of what they had already been told. Such a prior 
communication can be neither denied nor affirmed.
A connexion between Gal. 6:6-10 and the Jerusalem collection was earlier 
suggested by J. B. Lightfoot, Galatians, 55, and H. Lietzmann, An die Galater, 
39f. K. F. Nickle notes the affinity between Gal. 6:6-10 and 2 Cor. 9:6-9, but 
finds in it only a reflection of `the extent to which Paul's involvement in his 
collection project moulded the vocabulary he used to refer to sharing of sustenance for any purpose' (The Collection [London, 1966], 59 n. 55). Paul uses 
the same vocabulary in reference to his apostolic ministry in Corinth: `if we 
have sown spiritual good among you, is it too much if we reap your material 
benefits?' (1 Cor. 9:11)-where he is not `apparently' speaking as `the agent of 
the movement of the Gospel from Jerusalem to the Gentiles' (so Hurtado, `The 
Jerusalem Collection ... ', 61 n. 27). See on 2:10, above.
6 xatpov >rxotcv, `as we have opportunity'; but ws is here used very 
much in the sense of etas, `while'.
EpyulthteOa io &ya06v Jtpos Jtavzas. Cf. Barn. 19:8, XOIVWOVtlOEIC Ev 
Jtaoty Jta,llotov oov xal ovx EpEts iota Etvat• Et yap Ev Td) &TO&piw 
xotvwvot T Eorre, Jtooc,o µaXXov Ev tots cwOaptois;
µaXuota SE npos tons oixe(ous tfls ,nlarcw;. Cf. Eph. 2:19, where 
Gentile believers are called oLxELoL tov Oeo , `members of God's household', 
fellow-members with believers of Jewish birth, who belonged to his oLxos-the 
oLxos of faith-before any Gentile did. Here the oExELOL ttjs tatew; include 
Jews and Gentiles indiscriminately: there is no priority given to the Jerusalem 
church, although it naturally comes within the scope of the injunction. FellowChristians had a prior claim on the generosity of their brethren, not only in the 
same local church but in any or every church. This principle is illustrated in the 
Jerusalem relief fund, but it is outrunning the evidence to see a specific reference 
to that fund in this paragraph.


 

VIII
CONCLUDING COMMENTS 

AND FINAL GREETING
(6:11-18)
Let others boast in their achievements or in the number of disciples they can 
notch up: Paul will boast in nothing but the cross of Christ. The scars which he 
will carry to the end of his days mark him out as the branded slave of Christ: let 
no one else interfere with him.
With a final benediction he concludes his letter.
(a) The true ground of boasting (6:11-16)
See in how large letters I write with my own hand!
Those who wish to make a fine show in external matters are the people who 
urge you to accept circumcision; they do so only to avoid being persecuted for 
the cross of Christ. For not even those of the circumcision party keep the law 
themselves; they want you to be circumcised so that they may have cause for 
boasting in your flesh. But far be it from me to boast except in the cross of our 
Lord Jesus Christ, by which the world has been `crucified' to me and I to the 
world. Neither circumcision nor uncircumcision is anything in itself there is now 
a new creation. As for all those who keep in line with this rule, peace and mercy 
be on them and on the Israel of God.
TEXTUAL NOTES
v 11 uiXtxots / flXLxotg P46 B" 33 / aotxta.ots 642
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(ex 5:6)
Ea'Cty / LQX'UEL X2 D2 K L P' byz lat°g (ex 5:6)
v 16 ototXlIaovow / oioLxrlawow P46
xat iXeos om M.Vict


6:11 "ISEZE nrlX(xots vµly 7p6µµao1v Eypa1pa T1 :[t ~ x-Lp(. eypapa 
is best taken as epistolary aorist: Paul is writing at this very moment. It is just 
conceivable that he refers to the whole letter if (contrary to his custom) he wrote 
it all with his own hand (so Chrysostom ad loc.). In 1:20 he used the present 
Yeacfco but without emphasis on the act of writing and without the implication 
that he was dispensing with the services of an amanuensis: quifacit (scribit) per 
alium facit (scribit) per se. (For similar uses of yp&c)co cf. 1 Cor. 14:37; 2 Cor. 
1:13; 13:10; 2 Thes. 3:17; for the epistolary eygaia cf. Rom. 15:15(?); 1 Cor. 
5:11; 9:15; Phm. 19, 21.) But it is much more probable that Paul, having 
dictated the letter up to this point, now takes the pen himself and writes the 
remaining sentences with his own hand. Whether the `large letters' were due or 
not to the condition of his eyesight cannot be said. Still less probable is 
A. Deissmann's explanation that `writing was not an easy thing to his workman's 
hand' (Light from the Ancient East, ETr [London, 1927], 166 n. 7). Most improbable of all is N. Turner's suggestion that he `had actually been crucified at 
Perga in Pamphylia' and sustained permanent damage to his hand (Grammatical 
Insights into the NT [Edinburgh, 1965], 94; reference is made in this connexion 
to Gal. 2:19; 6:14, 17).
Elsewhere Paul penned the final greetings (cf. 1 Cor. 16:21; Col. 4:18; 
2 Thes. 3:17f.); here he took the pen in order to write the concluding comments, 
and to write them in large letters for emphasis, as likely as not. Some of these 
comments recapitulate the main emphases of the letter. Plutarch (Cato Maior 
20.348B) reports that Cato wrote a history of Rome for his son `with his own 
hand and in large letters' (18(a XEtpl xal tEyaXots YeaµµaaLv), but that was 
to make it easier for the boy to read. Paul used unusually large letters here, said 
Theodore of Mopsuestia, `to show that he himself was neither ashamed of what 
he was saying nor inclined to deny it' (ed. H. B. Swete, I, 107).
Paul evidently expected the original letter to be read by all the churches to 
which it was addressed; otherwise he could not assume that all of them would 
see the `large letters' which he made. So far as this letter is concerned, then, he 
did not arrange for several copies to be made so that each church would receive 
a copy for itself. If one or more of the Galatian churches wished to have a copy 
for permanent reference, then a copy would have to be specially made before 
the original was sent to the next place. Cf. A. Lindemann, Paulus im altesten 
Christentum (Tubingen, 1979), 29.
6:12 `000L 0s Xovaty Evnteoawn10`at ev oapx(. The idea that this is a 
deliberate contrast to Paul's handwriting, which did not make a fine external 
show (H. Alford, The Greek Testament, III [London, 51871], 64, endorsed by 
F. Field, Notes on Translation of the NT [Cambridge, 1899], 191), is far-fetched. 
Whereas Paul was concerned about the Spirit's inward work in his converts, so 
that Christ should be `formed' in them (cf. 4:19), the Judaizers' concern was for 
an external mark, a mark produced in the `flesh' of those whom they could win 
over to their side. The verb Evitpoownarw, `make a good showing (Jtpo(3wJtov)', 
is found in P. Tebt. 19.12 (114 BC). While Ev aapxl may mean `externally' 
(cf. Phil. 3:3f.), the literal sense of aa€~ cannot be excluded where circumcision 
is the subject.
o&roL &vayx6. ovaw vµas nepttesvEO9aL. The present has conative 
force here ('they try to compel you', `they urge you'), as the imperfect has in Acts 26:11, ilvayxa&ov (3Xaocprltety ('I tried to make them blaspheme'). If the 
trouble-makers insisted that circumcision was necessary to salvation, this was a 
form of pressure approaching compulsion: &v&yxrl vµ&S JTEpLZE4tVEQOat, they 
may have said. (Cf. 2:14, &vayxatELc 'Lov&att;ECV.)


µbvov va tw otaupcw tov XpLOtov µ1l SLUJxwvtaL. The dative TCu 
otaupw expresses cause ('because of the cross of Christ'); for such a use of the 
dative cf. Rom. 11:20, 30, 31; 2 Cor. 2:13 (r µ1l Eb@Ety µE). See BDF 196.
If the trouble-makers could persuade the Gentile Christians to accept circumcision, that might preserve the Jerusalem church and its daughter-churches 
in Judaea from reprisals at the hands of Zealot-minded militants for being linked 
with uncircumcised Gentiles. To such militants the cross of Christ, as it was proclaimed by Paul and those who agreed with him, was a 6x&v&akov (cf. 5:11) 
because it excluded the principle of salvation by adherence to the law of Moses. 
Those who refused to require circumcision from Gentile converts (a refusal 
enshrined in the Jerusalem decree of Acts 15:28f.; 21:25) were liable to be 
persecuted-persecuted in fact, as Paul says, for the cross of Christ. Those who 
demanded that Gentile believers should be circumcised hoped to avoid such 
persecution. This clause of purpose provides a strong argument in support of 
R. Jewett's thesis `that Jewish Christians in Judea were stimulated by Zealotic 
pressure into a nomistic campaign among their fellow Christians in the late 
forties and early fifties' ('The Agitators and the Galatian Congregation', NTS 17 
[1970-711, 205).
6:13 oi& yaQ of 7tEQLTeµv6icVOL avtol vbµov Tuk6oaouoLV. In of 
JLE(JLteµv6µevoL we have a grammatical and an exegetical problem. Is the participle middle or passive, and if middle, what is the force of the middle? And 
who, in fact, are o[ ztEQLteµv6µevoL? They are not the addressees; they are 
indicated by the third person, not the second. The two problems are interdependent: the exegetical problem will be treated first.
E. Hirsch, `Zwei Fragen zu Gal 6', ZNW 29 (1930), 192-197, understood 
of nEpLTEµvoicvoi ('those who receive circumcision') to be Gentiles who had 
yielded to the persuasion of the Judaizers: the task of keeping the whole law to 
which their circumcision had committed them was beyond their capacity, so they 
made up for their defective law-keeping by persuading other Gentile converts 
to be circumcised. A similar interpretation is maintained by J. Munck, Paul, 
87-89; H.-J. Schoeps, Paul, 65; A. E. Harvey, The New English Bible: Companion to the NT (Oxford/Cambridge, 1970), 615f. It has the advantage of taking 
the present participle here in the same sense as in 5:3 ()tavii &vOpcu3ncp 
JTEQ6TEtVO0V(0).
E. D. Burton (Galatians, 352-354) takes of 7tEQLTEµv6pEvoL as referring 
`in general to those who under the influence of the judaizers receive circumcision', not `specifically to those who among the Galatians had been circumcised'. 
`Other Gentile believers who get themselves circumcised do not in fact keep the 
law', Paul is understood as saying, `and no more will you.' But Burton takes the 
subject of the following 0eXouoLV vµas 7tEQLTeµveoOaL to be not of nE(JLTEµv6µ.EvoL but the Judaizers-the people who, in v 12, avayx6l ouoLV vµas 
neQLT9µvEO0aL. He is right in recognizing the subject of 0>`XovaLV to be 
the Judaizers (OEXouoLV vµas JTEQLTEµvE(Y0aL and avayx610vOLV vµas 
JLE(JLTElLVE00aL mean almost the same thing), but the construction of v 13 demands that the subject of 0e.ouoLv and of o'S%... TuXbooouoiv be one and the same, i.e. of 1tc1TEµvotEvot. The present participle nEQLTEµvoµevoL is 
best taken as middle voice with causative significance ('causing to be circumcised'); cf. W. W. Goodwin, Greek Grammar (London, 1887), 266; A. T. Robertson, Grammar of the Greek NT (New York, 1914), 808f.; E. V. N. Goetchius, 
The Language of the NT (New York, 1965), 104. (The variant 
rtEpttET[tYlVOi would denote people who are already in a state of circumcision.) That Judaizers 
are intended is confirmed by ov... avto(-they are the last persons who 
might be expected to be remiss in law-keeping. W. Schmithals (Paul and the 
Gnostics, 27f.) identifies of nEptTEµvoµEvot with the trouble-makers, but (in 
accordance with his thesis) he regards them as basically antinomian (which 
would make Paul's statement that not even they keep the law pointless). J. B. 
Lightfoot (Galatians, 222f.) renders of 3TEp1Tesv6µevot aptly enough as 'the 
circumcision party, the advocates of circumcision', and quotes as a parallel the 
apocryphal Acts of Peter and Paul, 63 (ed. C. Tischendorf) = Martyrdom of 
Peter and Paul, 42 (ed. R. A. Lipsius and M. Bonnet), where Simon Magus 
refers to Peter and Paul as ovrot 01 7tEp1TEtvoltEVO1 (but Peter and Paul insist 
that the circumcision of which they speak is of the heart). Cf. J. Bligh, Galatians 
in Greek (Detroit, 1966), 218.


G. Howard (Crisis, 15) compares Paul's rebuke to Cephas who, while living 
like a Greek himself, `compelled' Gentile Christians to live like Jews (2:14). 
The parallel is inexact: Cephas did not habitually compel Gentile Christians to 
judaize, although that could have been the effect of his temporary withdrawal 
from table-fellowship with them at Antioch. The persons referred to in 6:13 
made it their policy to persuade Gentile Christians to submit to circumcision. 
Whether or not they taught that, after circumcision, it was necessary to go on 
and keep the rest of the law, Paul says that in practice they failed to keep it 
themselves. In his eyes, indeed, they were as guilty of vnoxptots as were the 
`play-actors' at Antioch: their concern, he implies, was not for the law as a 
matter of principle but for the sake of boasting about those who followed their 
teaching: Na s;v t4. vµEispqp oapxi xavxrlowviat. The more Gentiles they 
could notch up as having been circumcised at their instance, the weightier the 
evidence which they could adduce of their zeal for the law. This was mere scalphunting-or (salva reverentia) an apter description would be suggested by the 
bride-price which David paid for Michal (1 Sa. 18:25-27).
6:14 'Etol SE xiyEVOtto xavxaoOat Ei µ7l s;v rw oTavpw Tov xvpiov 
iµwv 'Ii(70i) XQLGTOV. Let others boast in things external: Paul makes his 
boast in something nobler. Boasting in one's own record belongs to the old order 
of law (cf. Rom. 2:23, os >;v voµw xauXaoat) and flesh (cf. Phil. 3:4, 
nenot89vat eV oapxi); it is 'excluded' (eEx)Eia9~, Rom. 3:27) from the new 
order of faith.
µ7l 'votio elsewhere in Paul is used absolutely (cf. 2:17; 3:21); its integration here into a sentence is similar to the instances of y(voµat with the 
infinitive found (e.g.) in Acts 20:16 (67LwS µ7l Y Vrhat aviw xpovoipt(3float); 
22:6 (iytVETO Ss [Lot... JtE@LoCFTe&Wat (f6g).
In 2 Cor. 11:21f. and Phil. 3:4-6 Paul mentions some aspects of his heritage and personal achievement in which he would have naturally boasted before 
his conversion-the very things in which the trouble-makers in Galatia now make their boast. Such boasting `refers to man's attitude of sinful self-reliance 
before God, and so is characteristic of life in the old dominion' (R. C. Tannehill, 
Dying and Rising, 62; cf. R. Bultmann, Theology of the NT, ETr, I [London, 
1952], 242f.).


But the nobler object of Paul's present boasting was, by all ordinary standards of his day, the most ignoble of all objects-a matter of unrelieved shame, 
not of boasting. It is difficult, after sixteen centuries and more during which the 
cross has been a sacred symbol, to realize the unspeakable horror and loathing 
which the very mention or thought of the cross provoked in Paul's day. The word 
crux was unmentionable in polite Roman society (Cicero, Pro Rabirio 16); even 
when one was being condemned to death by crucifixion the sentence used an 
archaic formula which served as a sort of euphemism: arbori infelici suspendito, 
`hang him on the unlucky tree' (Cicero, ibid. 13). In the eastern provinces of 
the empire the Greek word otavpos must have inspired comparable dread and 
disgust to its Latin equivalent.
One could have understood it if the early Christians, knowing that the 
crucifixion of Jesus was an undeniable fact, had admitted it reluctantly when 
they were compelled to do so. But Paul, Roman citizen by birth and religious 
Jew by upbringing, not only dismisses as the merest refuse ((jx15(3aXa, Phil. 
3:8) those things in which he had once taken a proper pride but embraces as the 
most worth-while goal in life the knowledge of the crucified Christ and boasts 
in his cross-a shocking paradox indeed. The `utterly vile death of the cross' 
(mors turpissima crucis, as it is called in the Latin version of Origen's commentary on Mt. 27:22ff.) was so central to Paul's gospel that he called his message 
`the word of the cross' (o Xoyos iov (Ytavgov, 1 Cor. 1:18), nor was he 
surprised that such an offensive message should be a scandal to Jews and sheer 
absurdity to Greeks. How could a message like that win any acceptance in the 
Graeco-Roman world of Paul's day? That it did find acceptance was due, Paul 
declared, to its being the power and the wisdom of God; but only the 'demonstration (&n6bEt~ts) of the Spirit' (1 Cor. 2:4) could make this plain to believers. See M. Hengel, Crucifixion, ETr (London, 1977), with bibliography at 
end; also U. Wilckens, `Das Kreuz Christi als die Tiefe der Weisheit Gottes zu 
1. Kor 2, 1-16', in Paolo a una Chiesa Divisa, ed. L. de Lorenzi (Rome, 1980), 
43-81, with discussion, 81-108.
St' ov itoi xooloc eotavp(0tat xo.yd) xooµgp. The relative ov may have 
as its antecedent either Iioov Xptotov or otauew. The latter is more probable, 
with a play on the rather wide range of meaning of otaupos and otavpow. 
Because Paul has been `crucified with Christ' (2:19), the cross is a barrier by 
which the world is permanently `fenced off' (eotavp(Otat, perfect) from him 
and he from the world.
For one who makes the cross his supreme, indeed his solitary, ground of 
boasting all the accepted standards of social life are necessarily turned upside 
down: a total `transvaluation of values' has taken place. Not only does he no 
longer know any one xaca aapxa (by `worldly standards'); he has made a 
radical reassessment of everything in the light of the cross. It is true that 'crucifixion to the old world of boasting means a lasting separation from that world' 
(R. C. Tannehill, Dying and Rising, 63); a lasting separation has also been effected from the whole contemporary world, with its climate of opinion and 
canons of honour and dishonour.


The crucifixion of the world does not here mean, as M. Werner supposed 
(The Formation of Christian Dogma, ETr [London, 1957], 73f., 95, 107), that 
because of its `crucifixion' through the cross of Christ the world is now in 
process of passing away in the sense of 1 Cor. 7:31.
When xoaµos is used thus by Paul, it denotes a power opposed to God; 
cf. 4:3 (ta ITOIXEta tov xooµov); 1 Cor. 2:12; 3:19, where the Spirit/wisdom 
of the world are contrasted with the Spirit/wisdom of God. In this xoaµos sin, 
death and the law are dominant forces, the sting of death being sin and the 
strength of sin being the law (1 Cor. 15:56). Elsewhere Paul uses aiwv in much 
the same sense (cf. 1:4, `the present evil age'; 1 Cor. 1:20; 2:6; 2 Cor. 4:4); in 
Eph. 2:2 (xata toy akvu tov xooµov tovtov) the two words are combined.
x&yui xoo.up. Cf. 2:19; being `crucified to the world' is part of what is 
involved in being `crucified with Christ'. The cross here is the cross as it has 
been presented and interpreted throughout the epistle. `With this interpretation 
it is the annihilative and the creative power in Christianity; the first commandment of the new religion is that we shall have no God but Him who is fully and 
finally revealed there' (J. Denney, The Death of Christ, 163).
In response to the question, `what difference does Christianity make-to 
you or to a society of Christians?' J. E. Powell quotes Gal. 6:14 in full and 
adds: `The Christian is the individual to whom that is true, and to him the 
difference is nothing and everything: nothing that can be defined in terms of 
opinion or policy or judgement or decision; and yet everything, through thinking 
and judging and acting in the knowledge that men and human society, though 
not improvable, are redeemable, and that, in the way which only Christians 
know, their redemption has been performed and is available for ever' (Wrestling 
with the Angel [London, 1977], 64).
But let Isaac Watts have the last word:
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6:15 ovTE yap JLEQLTOh1I TL sOTLV ovTE &x0o(3vot(a. In some strands of 
transmission the text of this verse has been largely contaminated by the text of 
5:6, which in any case speaks to very much the same effect. It is striking that, 
for all the sternness of his warning against accepting circumcision as something 
required by God, Paul should twice in this letter emphasize that circumcision 
and uncircumcision per se matter nothing at all. In the old order of the law, 
where the distinction between Jew and Gentile was of fundamental importance, 
it mattered greatly whether a man was circumcised or not; now it is totally 
irrelevant.
&XXa xaiv71 xt(ots. Cf. 2 Cor. 5:17, d its Ev Xptotw, xatv7l xT(ois. To 
be Ev Xetotw is what matters. In him the µeootolxov tov cPeayµov which 
separated Jew and Gentile has been demolished (Eph. 2:14). In this new situation 
the issue of circumcision or of any other ancestral tradition (cf. 1:14) loses all 
religious significance. Paul, as a man in Christ, conformed or did not conform 
to these traditions indifferently, according to his current company and other 
circumstances. To insist on them as matters of obligation was wrong, completely 
inconsistent with membership in the `new creation'-life in Christ.
The `new creation' in its fulness belongs to the future, but to those in Christ 
it is already realized through the Spirit. Christ is head of the new creation; in 
him they have been transferred from their former existence `in Adam', the head 
of the old creation, and await the final manifestation of the new creation on the 
day of resurrection when `in Christ all shall be made alive' (1 Cor. 15:22).
B. D. Chilton (`Galatians 615: A Call to Freedom before God', Exp Tim 89 
[1977-78], 311-313) suggests that, after the analogy of b'riyydh in rabbinical 
Hebrew (cf. m. Ab. 1:12; 4:1; 6:1), x1(61; here may mean `humanity': `God has 
set aside the polarity of Jew and Gentile (cf. 328) in favour of an altogether "new 
humanity". There is available for "anyone in Christ" (2 Co 517) a status before 
God which frees him from the constraints which he once suffered.'
According to Georgius Syncellus (8th cent. AD), Chron., ed. Dindorf 
(= CSHB 20), 1, p. 48, Gal. 6:15 is a quotation from the Apocalypse of Moses, 
an apocryphon not otherwise known. Syncellus may have derived this information from Euthalius (5th cent. AD). But in the absence of hard evidence the 
statement must be regarded with scepticism.
6:16 xai 6001 Tto xavovt TO1tw 0TO1x>j0OU0LV, e(ei Vii Est' avtovs xai 
i`Xeos, xai £1ti Toy 'Ioeahk Tov 6eov. The classical construction of the opening 
clause would be 6001 av with the subjunctive. The xav(uv is apparently the 
principle just laid down about the `new creation': the reference then is to members of the new humanity who are guided by this principle, in contrast to those 
who maintain the continuing validity of circumcision and similar legal requirements. For 0tOL)(w cf. 5:25.
For the mention of Israel cf. Ps. 125 (LXX 124):5; 128 (LXX 127):6 
(E'tQilvTl E3ti Toy 'Iagcclk); also the closing ascription of the Eighteen Benedic tions: 'Blessed art thou, 0 Lord, who dost bless thy people Israel with peace' 
(bdruk 'attah Y" haMMebar''k 'et 'ammo Yisra'el bPsdlorn).


The relation of `the Israel of God' to `all those who keep in line with this 
rule' is disputed. A common interpretation equates the two categories, the xa( 
before EJt[ tov 'Iopar]X tov 9EOV being treated as epexegetic. `They who 
pursue these things [the `new things of grace']', says Chrysostom ad loc., `shall 
enjoy peace and amity, and may properly be called by the name of "Israel": 
This is in agreement with the position which is taken up explicitly as early as 
Justin Martyr, that the Christian church is `the true, spiritual Israel' (Dial. 11.5). 
This interpretation is defended by N. A. Dahl, `Der Name Israel: Zur Auslegung 
von Gal 6, 16', Judaica 6 (1950), 161-170. There is a continuity between the 
older Israel and the church in that the church is a community of both Jews and 
Gentiles; thus U. Luz equates the Israel of God with the church of Jews and 
Gentiles (Das Geschichtsverstandnis bei Paulus [Munchen, 1968], 269). On this 
W. D. Davies remarks that if it were correct one would expect to find support 
for it in Rom. 9-11 `where Paul extensively deals with "Israel" ' (`Paul and the 
People of Israel', NTS 24 [1977-78], 10 n. 2)
Dahl's Judaica article is followed by G. Schrenk's 'Der Segenwunsch nach 
der Kampfepistel' (Judaica 6 [1950], 170-190), which takes the Israel of God 
to be a designation for Jewish Christians. (In an earlier article, 'Was bedeutet 
"Israel Gottes"?', Judaica 5 [1949], 81-94, Schrenk gives a survey of interpretations.) A similar position to Schrenk's is maintained by D. W. B. Robinson, 
'Distinction between Jewish and Gentile Believers in Galatians', ABR 13 (1965), 
29-48. But it is difficult to see how Paul, with his concern to treat as indifferent 
those distinctive features which divided Jews from Gentiles, could have continued to think or speak of Jewish Christians as a separate group within his churches.
W. D. Davies ('Paul and the People of Israel', 10) thinks that the Israel of 
God `may refer to the Jewish people as a whole'. It may, provided we bear in 
mind Paul's observation that `not all who are descended from Israel belong to 
Israel' (Rom. 9:6). If o 'IopailX xata oapxa (1 Cor. 10:18) denotes the empirical Israel, 6 'Iopar1X tov OeoU may denote the Israel seen by God as the 
true Israel. So Marius Victorinus, the earliest Latin commentator on Paul, comments on the phrase: `not "on Israel" in the sense of any and every Jew, but 
"on the Lord's Israel"; for Israel is truly the Lord's if it follows the Lord, not 
expecting its salvation from any other source'.
E. D. Burton (Galatians, 357f.) construes the sentence so as to have 'peace' 
invoked on 'them' (i.e. 'those who keep in line with this rule') and 'mercy' on 
the Israel of God. The order 'peace and mercy', if the two are taken closely 
together, is illogical, he says, 'placing effect first and cause afterwards' (the 
logical order is 'mercy and peace' or 'grace and peace'). P. Richardson (Israel 
in the Apostolic Church [Cambridge, 1969], 81-84) follows Burton's construction, placing the comma after Eat' avro)s, not after xai iXcos. In Burton's 
opinion, xai E),,eos is an afterthought, with xai Eati 'toy 'Iopa~X 'rov 0Eov a 
second afterthought.
But the reference to the Israel of God need not be an afterthought. If Paul 
knew the additional (19th) benediction to the Eighteen Benedictions, he would 
have been familiar with a prayer which asks God for `peace... and mercy on us and on all Israel thy people' (sdlom... werahamim 'dlenu weal kol Yisrd'el 
'ammeka). If so, the words 'and on the Israel of God' would have come readily 
from his tongue.


F. Mussner (Galaterbrief, 417 n. 59) probably indicates the true sense when 
he identifies the Israel of God here with atas 'IapatjX of Rom. 11:26. For all 
his demoting of the law and the customs, Paul held good hope of the ultimate 
blessing of Israel. They were not all keeping in line with `this rule' yet, but the 
fact that some Israelites were doing so was in his eyes a pledge that this remnant 
would increase until, with the ingathering of the full tale (atxtjpw.a) of Gentiles, 
,all Israel will be saved'. The invocation of blessing on the Israel of God has 
probably an eschatological perspective.
(b) The marks of Jesus (6:17)
From now on let no one cause me any trouble: I carry in my body the marks 
of Jesus.
TEXTUAL NOTE
v 17 Irloov P46 A B C' 33 al latt / XQLctov P W 81 pc copbo / xvetov Irlaov K L 
byz lat19 syrpe5b / xU(tou Irlaov XQLotov K lat" copra / xvptov rlµwv Irloov 
XQLorov D' G Ambst Pelag
6:17 Tov XoL7tov, a classical formula (cf. Eph. 6:10); the genitive may be 
regarded as a specimen of the 'genitive of time within which' construction: 
'within the time that remains'. The accusative (to) Xoinov is commoner in the 
NT, especially (like Tov Xowtov here) in epistolary conclusions; cf. 2 Cor. 13:11; 
Phil. 3:1; 4:8.
Let no one interfere with me (xonovg p.ot µrlSelg Jrapsxet(0), says Paul, 
because I am the slave-the branded slave-of another. We may compare his 
words in Rom. 14:4 (not referring to himself): `Who are you to pass judgment 
on the servant (olxrtrls) of another? It is before his own master that he stands 
or falls: Paul's opponents might criticize his presentation of the gospel and his 
missionary policy; but it was not to them that he was responsible. Nor was it for 
him to make decisions about the content of his gospel or the wisdom of 
making it equally available on the same terms to Jews and Gentiles: it was for 
him to obey the Lord who commissioned him to preach that gospel to the Gentiles 
(as others were commissioned to preach it to the Jews).
The `marks of Jesus' which he carried in his body are accepted by him as 
the marks of branding or tattooing which certified that a slave (especially a 
recaptured runaway slave) was the property of this or that owner. The simple 
name 'Jesus' occurs, as W. Kramer has pointed out, in `statements about participation by Christians in the death and resurrection of Christ', such as 2 Cor. 
4:10f. Of., 14b (Christ, Lord, Son of God, ETr [London, 1966], 200). One of these 
statements (2 Cor. 4:10) bears a specially close resemblance to this: Paul speaks 
of carrying around in his body 'the dying of Jesus' (thvtoTE T7ly vex@CUOLV tov 'I1oov ev t4) otuµatt ateet(peeovtes) and explains his language by saying 
that 'while we live we are always being given up to death for Jesus' sake, so that 
the life of Jesus may be manifested in our mortal flesh' (2 Cor. 4:11).


In contrast to the now irrelevant mark of circumcision, Paul asserts that he 
has marks on his body which do mean something real-the ot(yµata or scars 
which he has acquired as the direct consequence of his service for Jesus. These 
proclaim whose he is and whom he serves. Among them the most permanent 
were probably the marks left by his stoning at Lystra (Acts 14:19; cf. 2 Cor. 
11:25), and if the church of Lystra was one of those to which this letter was 
addressed, some at least of his readers would have a vivid recollection of that 
occasion.
W. Klassen, `Galatians 6:17', Exp Tim 81 (1969-70), 378, compares the 
incident in Josephus, War 1.197 where Antipater (Herod's father) strips off his 
clothes and exhibits his many scars (tpavµata) as witnesses to his loyalty to 
Caesar.
It has been pointed out that the term at(yµata was used of the tattoomarks by which devotees of various religious cults were identified as worshippers 
of this or that divinity-a practice forbidden in Israel by Lv. 19:28, although in 
Is. 44:5 a faithful Jew will write `Yahweh's' on his hand to indicate whose 
servant he is.
E. Dinkier thought that Paul's body was marked (probably at baptism) with 
X, the initial letter of the Greek form of 'Christ' ('Jesu Wort vom Kreuztragen', 
Bultmann FS, 125).
See F. J. Doelger, Sphragis: Studien zur Geschichte and Kultur des Altertums, V, 3-4 
(Paderborn, 1911), 49f., 105 n. 3; U. Wilckens, 'Zu den syrischen Gottern', Deissmann 
FS, 1-19, especially 7-9.
Less probable explanations of the ot(yµata have been offered-e.g. by 
E. Hirsch, 'Zwei Fragen zu Gal 6', ZNW 29 (1930), 196f., that Paul refers to 
the eye-trouble resulting from his exposure to the blinding light of the divine 
glory on the Damascus road (see reply by 0. Holtzmann, `Zu E. Hirsch, Zwei 
Fragen zu Gal 6', ZNW 30 [1931], 82f.).
While the genitive tov 'I-qoov denotes Jesus as Paul's xvQLos, the one 
whose slave he is, the wording of 2 Cor. 4:10f. already quoted reminds us that 
when dealing with this subject Paul can use tov 'Iioov to denote his participation in the sufferings of Jesus (as also in his risen life); see 0. Schmitz, Die 
Christusgemeinschaft des Paulus im Lichte seines Genetivgebrauchs (Giitersloh, 
1924). It is plain in any case that Paul accepted the sufferings he endured in the 
course of his apostolic ministry as his participation in the sufferings of Christ 
(xotvwv(a TWrv 71a&r1µatwv avtov, Phil. 3:10); in fact, he was eager to absorb 
in his own person as great a share as possible of the sufferings of Christ in order 
that his fellow-Christians might have less of them to bear (cf. 2 Cor. 1:5-7; Col. 
1:24). But this aspect of his thought is not to the fore in the present passage.
See also J. H. Moulton, 'The Marks of Jesus', Exp Tint 21 (1909-10), 283f.: 0. Betz, 
TDNT VII, 663f. (s.v. oriyµa); E. Guttgemanns, Der leidende Apostel and sein Herr 
(Gottingen, 1966), 126-135; U. Borse, 'Die Wundmale and der Todesbescheid', BZ NF 
14 (1970), 88-111.


(c) Final greeting (6:18)
The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ be with your spirit, my brothers. Amen.
TEXTUAL NOTE
v 18 rlµurv / om tt P 1739 al 

Xgiotot / om P pc
6:18 `H x&pts Tov xup(ou ~uv 'Irloov Xetotov µET& tov nvEVµatos 
vµwv, &6EXcpo(. The `grace' of the opening salutation (1:3) is caught up and 
repeated in this closing benediction. Apart from the added vocative &SEXcpo(, 
the benediction is identical, or nearly so, with that of Phm. 25 and Phil. 4:23 
(where vµwv is lacking). Cf. 2 Tim. 4:22a, 6 xvQLog [IF-T& Tov nvEVµatbs 
(YoU).
µsta tov Jtvevµatdg vµdv is a variant on the simpler µe6' vµdv, as 
found in Rom. 16:20; 1 Cor. 16:23; Col. 4:18; 1 Thes. 5:28; 1 Tim. 6:21; 2 Tim. 
4:22; cf. teta Jt&vtwv vµdv in 1 Cor. 16:23; 2 Cor. 13:14; 2 Thes. 3:18; Tit. 
3:15. `The grace of our (the) Lord Jesus (Christ)' appears in Rom. 16:20; 1 Cor. 
16:23; Phil. 4:23; 1 Thes. 5:28; 2 Thes. 3:18; it is abridged to i xBett in Col. 
4:18 (cf. Eph. 6:24, i x&@Lc [LEta Jt&vtwy tdv &yaJtwytwv toy xv@Lov f ui)v 
'I71oo'UV Xpcotov ev &(p6aeo(q); 1 Tim. 6:21; 2 Tim. 4:22b; Tit. 3:15; Phm. 25; 
it is expanded to the triadic `H x&QLS tov xue(ou 'Iioov Xpcatov xai 1j 
&y&JT-Q tov 6EOV xaI'r xotvwvia tov &y[ou JtvEVµatos [MTh Jt&vtwv vµdv 
in 2 Cor. 13:14.
&[tjv, from Heb. 'anion, `steadfast', `sure', a formula of confirmation (cf. 
1:5). It would form the congregation's response to the reading of the letter; it 
would be pleasant to think that a well-meant and hearty `Amen' was forthcoming 
in all the congregations to which this letter was sent.
[image: ]
There is no means of knowing what effect Paul's letter had on the Galatian 
churches to which it was addressed. To be sure, circumcision soon ceased to be 
an issue in the lands of the Gentile mission. (If, as Col. 2:11 has suggested to 
some, it figured in the tendency against which Paul polemicizes in Colossians, it 
did so as part of a voluntary asceticism which was believed to lead its devotees 
on to a higher spiritual plane.) The disappearance of circumcision as an issue 
could have been due in part to Paul's letter, or it could have been due to the 
apostolic decree of Acts 15:28f., which circulated far beyond the Gentile Christians of Syria and Cilicia to whom it was primarily addressed. In any case, the 
judaizing movement received a setback from which it never recovered through 
the catastrophe of AD 70. The church of Jerusalem in exile made nothing like the 
impact on Gentile Christianity that was made by the first-generation church of 
Jerusalem.
This does not mean that the positive teaching of Galatians was embraced 
and maintained in its entirety. The religious mind is too prone to subject itself to 
regulations; the liberating gospel of sovereign grace is too 'dangerous' to be 
allowed unrestrained course. As Paul became less a figure of controversy, as his memory was venerated and his writings canonized, his teaching was overlaid 
with a new legalism. When, from time to time, someone appeared who understood 
and proclaimed the genuine message of Galatians, he was liable to be denounced 
as a subversive character-as, indeed, Paul was in his own day. But the letter to 
the Galatians, with its trumpet-call to Christian freedom, has time and again released the true gospel from the bonds in which well-meaning but misguided 
people have confined it so that it can once more exert its emancipating power in 
the life of mankind, empowering those who receive it to stand fast in the freedom 
with which Christ has set them free.
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