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SECOND VISIT TO JERUSALEM (2: 1-10)

Those writers who identify the visit to Jerusalem described in these verses with the Council of Acts 15 are compelled to say that for some reason Paul omits in Galatians any reference to the visit for carrying relief described in Acts 11: 30. For Paul to vindicate his independence of the other apostles for the gospel he preached, it would seem to be essential, however, that he should name every visit prior to his first visit to Galatia. To do otherwise would lay himself open to the charge of having left out of his defense the very visit when the apostles authorised him to preach and instructed him in his message. His vindication would not be complete with such an omission: every contact with the other apostles therefore must be mentioned. This consiocration gives great probability, if not certainty, to the identification of Galatians 2: 1-10 with Acts 11: 30. The fourteenth year must then be reckoned from Paul's conversion, and not from the first visit to Jerusalem of Galatians 1: I8.

It is important to remember that in a statement such as this defense there is a background of thought, of charge, of contention, all of which is not known to a present reader but which was familiar to the first readers. Expressions which are ambiguous to us were clear to the Galatians; allusions which we may miss were significant to them. And in comparing the epistle with Acts we must remember that Luke's history was written for a purpose other than the vindication of Paul against the attack of his Jewish traducers; therefore some filling in of detail belongs to the particular purpose each had in writing of the visit. The details differ in keeping with the particular purpose in the story.

One strong objection to the generally accepted identification of Galatians 2: 1-10 with the council of Acts 15 is that at that Council Paul did receive decrees which embodied its decision. But Paul omits any reference to that matter in Galatians 2: 1-10, and this omission would be fatal to his claim of truthfulness (1: 20) if the visit he describes was to the council. But if Paul's Galatian churches are those evangelized on the first journey, then the council had not occurred at the time and the authentication of the message Paul had given them was independent of it. In fact, Paul took the decrees of the council to Galatia on the second visit, and the victory against the Judaizers was then won. But if we date the Galatian letter before the council which is more probable-we then see that Paul is fighting the battle in the epistle which was also fought in the council. In both the issue is decided against the teaching that the law was binding upon the Christians.

Paul's Second Visit

We now consider Paul's account of his second visit to Jerusalem in more detail. He went up with Barnabas, and Titus went with them. The same verb, "taking", is used in Acts 12: 25 of John Mark, and signifies that Mark went as an assistant. So with Titus. The visit being for relief, there would have to be considerable organisation and transport. Since famine conditions prevailed, Paul and Barnabas would have to purchase food elsewhere and take it to Jerusalem. We get a wrong picture if we think of them taking money which could be spent in Jerusalem. On such a work of collecting food an assistant would be desirable, and the ability which Titus showed on later occasions would suggest that the choice was a wise one. Acts tells us that the relief was sent by "the hands of Barnabas and Saul" (Acts 11:30).

The visit was by revelation. If we depended on the epistle alone we might reasonably infer that the revelation was given to Paul which led him to make the visit. But Acts tells us the prophecy of Agabus of the coming famine was the revelation. This was probably well known, but in any case the important point in Paul's case is that he did not of his own initiative go to seek the advice or help of the apostles in Jerusalem. While there, however, he did lay before them (the Church) the gospel which he preached, and then he had private communication with three apostles. His reason for this private interview he states: he did not want the gospel he was already preaching to be in vain. This would have been the case if there had not been agreement about Paul's work. In the joining of Jew and Gentile in one church there were all the factors for strife and trouble. If there had been a Jewish Christian Church and a Gentile Christian Church, it would have been fatal to that unity of all redeemed in Christ. Paul therefore wished them to know of his work and sphere of labour, and the results of his preaching.

When Paul refers to the three as "them which were of reputation" and those "who seemed to be somewhat" (verses 2 and 6), we must not regard his language as disparaging. Such a construction would be out of keeping with Paul's friendly attitude to those who were apostles before him and also to the friendly spirit which evidently pervaded the interview. If the Judaizers had used the words concerning the older apostles in disparagement of Paul, we have a reason for Paul's reference. He says that when he met those who were of repute it was not to be instructed by them, but to enter into a contract concerning the division of the labour in the gospel between the two parties.

The assistant Titus, being a Greek, would naturally attract attention, and it is clear that he was the cause of some discussion. Paul says that false brethren were the leaders of it. Paul's language is compressed and his grammatical construction broken: but certain clear impressions emerge. The Judaizers did not like Titus being present, and instigated some men to make investigations. This was done under cover of a pretended friendship. An agitation began that Titus ought to be circumcised, but Paul resisted this from the first hint of it. To have yielded to such a course would have destroyed the liberty in Christ and imposed the bondage of the law upon Christians. The conflicting views which were thus made apparent made it desirable that Paul should see the three leaders-but there was no debate with them, no difference of opinion, but perfect harmony and agreement.

An interpretation that makes the operative word compelled, as though Paul agreed for the sake of peace that Titus should be circumcised, but voluntarily and not under compulsion, does not fit the tenor of the argument. Had such happened Paul's case would have needed stating in a very different way and with very different reasons for the action. Paul was shocked at the duplicity of the men who proposed that Titus should be circumcised-they had pretended friendship with ulterior motives. Not for a second could Paul have agreed that Titus should submit to the rite. A concession under such circumstances would have been fatal.

In fact-and Paul reverts to the meeting with the three; elder apostles (verse 6)-the interview added nothing to Paul. The Three had no authority in Paul's case and gave him no instruction or information. On the contrary, it was Paul who stated the case for Gentile acceptance without the

law; and since the divine approval of Paul's teaching was i evident, as also that Paul's ministry was as effectual among the Gentiles as Peter's was amongst Jews, the Three gave Paul the right hand of fellowship. The division of work was agreed upon-Paul's labour was among Gentiles, theirs among the Jews. Only one proposal was made-that Paul should remember the poor. This was an apposite suggestion, for Paul was then in Jerusalem on such an errand.

The meeting of the five men in Jerusalem, mentioned only in this epistle, and that merely as part of a defense of Paul's own apostleship, was yet surely one of the most important ever held. The evident harmony that prevailed indicates the fine spirit of loyalty to God's instruction which was a moving force in the spread of Christianity. There was no petty jealousy; no rivalry of schools of thought. There was no Paulinism opposed to the teaching of the older apostles such as some modern critical theories have postulated with consequent destructive speculations concerning the early history of Christianity and the genuineness of the writings which were produced in the first generation. God's will was recognised by all; the loyal response opened the gates wide to full and free activity among all men.

PAUL AND PETER AT ANTIOCH (2: 11-21)

When did the meeting between the two great apostles, which Paul describes, take place? It cannot be determined with anything approaching certainty, and suggestions are influenced by the view held concerning the time when the Galatian letter was written. If we put the letter before the second missionary journey the idea follows naturally that Peter visited Antioch at some time during the progress of the work there in which Barnabas and Paul were engaged as recorded in Acts 14: 27, 28. It may be that on his release from prison the "other place" to which Peter went (Acts 12:17) was Antioch. About that time we know the circumstances existed which are mentioned in Galatians 2. Paul and Barnabas were present, and at that time men from Jerusalem visited Antioch. In Acts 15: 2 we read "certain men which came down from Judea taught the brethren, and said, Except ye be circumcised after the manner of Moses, we cannot be saved", while Paul spoke of "certain, that came from James" through whose influence Peter and Barnabas dissembled. It may be, however, that the visit of the brethren from James was even earlier than Acts 15: 1.

The effects of the agitation by the visitors from Judea were disturbing. Before their advent the harmony between Jewish and Gentile believers had been greatly encouraged by the free mixing with Gentiles of leading brethren like Peter and Barnabas. They shared the same meals as the Gentiles, and it was recognised that there was complete freedom from the Mosaic law. Then the visitors arrived and declared the necessity of circumcision for salvation. In the absence of the observance of the rite, the Jewish visitors would not acknowledge the Gentile converts as Christians. So assertive were they that the old pliability of Peter overcame his better judgement, and he ceased to share the common meal with the Gentiles. If Peter was being informed by the messengers from James that Herod's death by divine judgement had removed the danger from which he had fled, and that he was needed in Jerusalem, we might imagine Peter yielding to the argument that he could not return to Jerusalem if he were ceremonially defiled by contact with Gentiles. Feeling the work in Jerusalem would be thus imperiled, we might suppose, he capitulated. Such an interpretation may be the correct one-it is more generous, and perhaps more just, to Peter than many explanations. But even so, his action undermined the basic principle of God's dealing with men. Other Jews followed his example, and even Barnabas was caught up in the flood.

Paul saw that the whole work among the Gentiles was in jeopardy. The practice of Peter in eating freely with Gentiles was a logical consequence of a faith in Christ shared alike by Jew and Gentile. To revert to the old Jewish way of life virtually rejected the gospel of Christ and reasserted the necessary observance of law as a condition of salvation. The action of Peter has had effects in later history in addition to the immediate consequences in the ecclesia of Antioch. In the second century the episode caused much bitter disputation; and in the nineteenth century a theory of early church history which considerably influenced critical views perverted the facts by presuming a permanent conflict between the views of Peter and Paul. Peter's course of action before the Judaizers appeared was in perfect harmony with Paul: his lapse was temporary, and harmony was restored both doctrinally and personally. Peter later speaks of Paul as the "beloved brother Paul". Both Peter and Paul recognised that the truth of the gospel was of greater moment than the men who proclaimed it, and a lapse was something to be deplored, and its correction a ground of thankfulness.

The Need for the Rebuke

Paul's piercing logic and stern sense of duty to the gospel made inevitable the resistance to Peter. The circumstances did not admit of private expostulation: the freedom of the gospel had been publicly assailed by Peter's conduct and public action was called for. "When I saw that they walked not uprightly according to the truth of the gospel, I said unto Peter before them all, If thou, being a Jew, livest after the manner of Gentiles, and not as do the Jews, why compellest thou the Gentiles to live as do the Jews?" (verse 14) . This defense of the gospel to Peter as recounted by Paul passes at some point to a statement to the Galatians. It still continues to describe Paul's attitude to the issue in question, but in the course of the narrative in the letter Paul in thought has left Peter and is with the Galatians and is stating his case to them. Where the transition is none can say: there are advocates of making the division at verse 15, in verse 16, and between 18 and 19. Certain it is that the transition occurs, and while the theme continues and the speaker is the same, the listeners have changed.

But what a revelation is this statement of the man Paul! He cannot be understood by anyone who has not tried to follow his intense and moving words as he describes from the innermost recesses of his being his convictions concerning Christ. He never loses his logical presentation of his thought, but it is charged with deepest feeling and emotion. We will try to follow his thought and also to comprehend his feeling. "We", Paul continued to Peter-and the "we" means Peter and Paul-"we who are Jews by nature and not sinners of the Gentiles . . ." (verse 15). The Jew is here speaking-a Jew with all the pride of race and zeal for religion that marked the best of them-and the Jew speaking is both Paul the scholar and rabbi, and Peter the blunt, homely, but earnest fisherman. The Gentiles were a lesser breed without the law; they were sinners. Gentiles had no pretensions to righteousness: without God and without the restraining influence of law, their general life was only too accurately described by Paul in Romans 1. When such came to a knowledge of the Holy One of Israel and of His righteous law, it was only too evident they were sinners. But both Paul and Peter had found that they too were sinners in God's sight; and even if they had escaped the grosser sins of the Gentiles, they had nevertheless by their education in the law acquired a clearer view of the sinfulness of sin and of man's failure before God. Their consciousness of sin was not less but greater than the Gentiles. Experience had taught them that` a man is not justified by works of law. Paul gave expression to a universal fact when he declared that when the law came into his life he became aware of a contrary impulse in himself ready to assert itself. This impulse he calls sin; and he became aware of its power when the law's prohibitions were understood by him. Sin sprang to life-it was there but dormant, only waiting the assertion of righteous law to be awakened into a vigour which would never abate till life itself was spent. Such experience to a soul that knew God to be real, led to a recognition that death must inevitably be the result. Bluntly, Paul declares, "and I died" (Rom. 7: 9).

If law had the effect of stirring up the antagonism of the flesh it is clear that justification could not be by law - for justification is a pronouncement of righteousness, a declaration that a man is righteous. What the law inevitably did was to convict a man of being a sinner.

Into the life of Peter, Paul and all Jewish believers had come the light of salvation. While the light more certainly than law made clear the sinfulness of man, it yet showed the way to life in Christ Jesus. By faith in him a man was justified, was pronounced righteous; for in response to faith in what had been accomplished in Jesus Christ, God forgave a man his sins. What a man could not be by law he could become by faith; he could stand before God a forgiven man and so reckoned a righteous man.

The Relief from Burden

The glad relief from the law's burden and the joy of freedom in Christ had been the experience of both apostles. Both had believed on Christ: they had rested on him in the conviction that justification could not be found elsewhere at all.

Scripture itself asserted what experience had taught: "By works of law shall no flesh be justified". David had pleaded, "Enter not into judgment with thy servant; for in thy sight shall no man living be justified" (Psa. 143: 2). The Psalm must have had a firm place in Paul's thought, for in Romans 3 he closes his survey of the whole world's need of God's mercy by a final word on even the Jesus' desperate poverty of righteousness: "Now we know that what things so ever the law saith, it saith to them who are under the law: that every mouth may be stopped, and all the world may become guilty before God. Therefore by the deeds of the law there shall no flesh be justified in his sight : for by the law is the knowledge of sin" (Rom. 3 :19, 20).

There were many subtle arguments to be met from Jewish opponents. The gospel did not come into the world at a time of mental stagnation, even if it was a time of moral bankruptcy. Jew and Gentile resisted Christian teaching by human reasonings. Nowhere is the deceitfulness of sin more clearly shown than in the "rationalizing" thought by which sin is excused and persistence in it justified. "Let us continue in sin that grace may abound" was a brazen argument for living in sin that demanded for answer the emphatic "God forbid". So with the attempt to make Christ the cause of sin. It was perversely declared that if the gospel of Christ made a man more conscious of sin, so that he felt himself as the result to be a worse sinner, then Christ must be a promoter of sin. The argument is self condemned and is repudiated sternly: "God forbid". It is the peculiar characteristic of sin that it blinds the sinner to the real evil of sin. Sin deceives, but that which exposes sin and reveals its true character as sin, must in its very nature be contrary to sin.

In verse 18, Paul states in his own person the position of others-Peter, Barnabas, and the Galatians who had acted in the same way. He puts hypothetically for himself what in fact others were doing. This must be recognised to understand Paul's words; and with its recognition we become aware that we are leaving Peter and Antioch and are in the presence of the defaulting Galatians. "If I build again or if Peter or Barnabas or you build again, the things I or you once destroyed, I and you prove ourselves to be transgressors." What had they destroyed? They had cast out the notion that life could be by law-that by law's works they could be justified. And now to go back to law was to seek for their justification from that which their whole experience had shown to be a "minister of condemnation. This was to fly in the face of God's own decree, and His purpose in the law, and therefore made them transgressors. 

Paul's Experience

The "for" which introduces verse 19 shows that the statement introduced by it is the explanation and demonstration of what Paul meant by his words in verse 18, "I make myself a transgressor". The "for" introduces the most moving piece of spiritual biography ever penned: in it the intensity of the apostle's struggle with himself is revealed, and the completeness of his surrender to Christ is set forth. Few comprehended Christ as Paul did, for the very depth of his nature and the brilliance of his intellect were the ground of his bitter opposition and then the basis of his complete devotion as Christ's slave. No more illustrious captive ever marked the triumphal progress of God's Son. His humiliation was complete; his surrender was absolute. With the utter relentlessness of straight thinking he saw how completely wrong he had been and therefore how great was God's grace in Christ which gave him life and hope.

"For I through the law am dead to the law, that I might live unto God" (verse 19). His experience of law and his very earnestness and devotion to the law as a Pharisee made his experience more complete-had shown that it could not justify; that that was beyond its power. On the contrary, it condemned to death. As a source of salvation the law was of no avail. Whether therefore because it condemned him to death, or because by it he could never get life, Paul died to the law. He passed from its jurisdiction over him when he entered the service of Christ, freed from its effects and its demands. As he says in his letter to the Romans: "Wherefore, my brethren, we also are become dead to the law by the body of Christ . . . For when we were in the flesh the motions of sins, which were by the law, did work in our members to bring forth fruit unto death. But now we are delivered from the law, that being dead wherein we were held; that we should serve in newness of spirit, and not in the oldness of the letter" (7: 4-6). That service in newness of spirit is "living unto God". The antithesis of death and life expresses Paul's personal relationship to law and to God. He strove to live under the law and he died to it; he passed by that death into a new service which was in fact life in God's sight. The death and the life are next described in terms which bring these things, and Paul who experienced them, into relationship to Christ.

"I am crucified with Christ: nevertheless I live; yet not I, but Christ liveth in me: and the life which I now live in the flesh I live by the faith of the Son of God which loved me, and gave himself for me" (verse 20). The words are figurative-so much so to most people that the stark significance of the figure is lost on them. There is an ecclesiastical glamour about the cross; an emotional, sentimental feeling that has robbed crucifixion of its ugliness and shame. But Paul knew too much of what crucifixion meant as a horrible mode of death to sentimentalize about it. He knew also of the shame with which a Jew thought of a man who claimed to be his Messiah coming to such an end. "The scandal of the cross" was a deep-seated resentment of the very idea that a man who so met his death should be thought of at all as Israel's Messiah; the cross was a final proof that Jesus was an impostor.

Paul was closely associated with the ruling body of Israel. Probably he was a member of the Sanhedrin. It would seem reasonable to think that he would be in Jerusalem at some time during Christ's ministry and would be acquainted with the reports sent in by the emissaries of the rulers concerning Jesus. Even if not actually in Jerusalem at the close of the ministry he must have been familiar with the attitude of the authorities to Jesus. He would hear with approval that Jesus had been put to death. The man who later watched the death of Stephen when the witnesses, to free their arms to throw the stones, laid their garments at his feet, had in thought stood and watched with approval the death of Jesus. In thought he, too, had derided him, scoffed at him, and felt that it was a just end. 

Jesus no Impostor

Then Paul learned, not by hearsay or report, but by an actual meeting with Jesus that permitted of no mistake, that the man he thought was an impostor was a divine reality; the man he thought to be dead was alive. And the whole theory of Paul's life which was based on the idea that Jesus was dead, itself crumbled into dust when he met the living Christ. He was not dead; he was alive. That meant that Paul had to reshape his mental and spiritual life in keeping with that fact. Jesus was no impostor : he was true : it was Paul who was wrong. And as he was wrong in his theory of Jesus, so his action in persecuting the followers of Jesus was a perpetuation of the sin which had been done by the nation in rejecting. and crucifying Jesus. Paul had continued the crucifixion m slaying the followers, for had not the glorified Jesus charged Paul with persecuting him: "why persecutest thou me?"

Paul had been tragically wrong, but he was not dishonest. He saw the wrong, made no attempt to hide it, but applied himself to see the truth and to live in it. He must now know what the divine will had been in the crucifixion of Jesus, for that it was the divine will was clear, for Jesus was justified by God in being raised from death. As he said in the opening words of this Galatian letter: "Christ gave himself for our sins . . . according to the will of God and our Father."

When Paul passes in his thought away from Peter to the Galatians, he does so because what he said to Peter he had previously said to the Galatians. He is re-stating the message he had given them when he first preached to them. They would recognise this at once: but the message Paul had given them was none other than the message he insisted upon when Peter was "to be blamed" and which message Peter had acknowledged to be true in accepting Paul's reproof. The recital, then, of this meeting with Peter has a real bearing upon Paul's argument in his defense. He received nothing from others: the apostles had accepted his divine commission that he should preach to Gentiles: but it was Peter who had faltered, and it was Paul who had stood firm in the defense of the true gospel.

When we perceive this, we can fill in the details of Paul's message to the Galatians. "Christ had been placarded before them" (Gal. 3: 1), and the reason for his death had been explained. The letter to the Romans is Paul's own statement of what he therein describes as "my gospel". In that gospel he shows the universal failure of man to attain to righteousness. All have sinned and all deserve the wages of sin, which is death. All are dying as members of a race that are descendants of the "one man" through whom sin entered the world and death by sin, and so death passed upon all men, for that all have sinned. Paul showed that God had set forth Jesus to declare His righteousness that God might be just and the justifier of them that believe. Jesus had declared God's righteousness when, as a member of a death stricken race, he voluntarily laid down his life. In his death Jesus "died unto sin" in that he came under death's dominion because sin had brought all the race under death's thrall. In the willing submission to crucifixion Jesus had shown that the nature in which sin inhered, but which had never been allowed to overcome him, was unfitted to live and lay rightly under divine sentence. The prince of this world (sin) was judged and condemned in the flesh of sin so that he could be a sacrifice for sin, a sin-offering. All had been done that God might provide a just basis upon which He could forgive sin.

The Sin Offering

Where the law worked wrath in that it brought a man under the penalty of broken law, the crucifixion of Jesus was an expression of God's love in providing the way for the exercise of His mercy. "God commendeth his love toward us in that while we were yet sinners, Christ died for us" (Rom. 5: 8). It also is an expression of the love of Christ: as Paul says, "The love of Christ constraineth us; because we thus judge, that if one died for all, then were all dead: and that he died for all, that they which live should not henceforth live unto themselves, but unto him which died for them, and rose again" (2 Cor. 5:14, 15).

But the connection between a sinner and Christ the sin-offering was to be found in the voluntary identifying of the sinner with the Saviour. In baptism a man is "buried with Christ" and "risen with him". In that act "our old man is crucified with Christ". This act of identification is seen by Paul in all the vividness of an actual association with Jesus on the cross. Instead of standing, with the ring of jeering spectators, Paul crosses over to the crucified. He endorses the crucified's action in being there, in laying down his life, and in laying it down in that way. He joins Christ on the cross, and dies with him. In this way Paul endorses the divine principles exhibited in that death of Jesus.

Jesus the crucified and the buried was, however, Jesus the raised to unending life. As Paul shares his death, he shares the new life toward God made possible in Christ. So he says, "I live": but at once, lest that should appear to claim any personal quality of Paul's own, he adds "Yet not I, but Christ liveth in me". That does not mean that Paul as a personality has ceased to be; it means that Paul in Christ is empowered to live a life in which Christ is seen in Paul's life. For the sacrifice of Christ is not only expiatory, is not only a means for God's mercy to forgive sins, but the sacrifice of Christ is a motive power to holiness; in Paul's words: "The life which I now live in the flesh I live by the faith of the Son of God, who loved me and gave himself for me." Paul the sensitive soul so conscious of sin; Paul the persecutor of Christ's followers, saw in Christ's death a revelation of Christ's love for that same Paul. The crucifixion was not just a theological term but a real factor in Paul's life toward God.

He saw in it all God's grace. To seek another way of life is to frustrate that divine way, to frustrate God's grace. That way God had chosen was the only possible way; for if righteousness had been by another way, by law, then Christ died for nought: under the scheme of law his death was unnecessary-and if men turned to law they acted as if that were the fact.

When we have tried to follow Paul's vivid figure of identification with Christ crucified and the implication of it, we can understand Paul's horror of defection from Christ. That horror is expressed in the reverse figure. If a man who has known the truth in Jesus turns away, he denies that truth and in action declares Jesus to be the impostor the Jew thought him to be. His action then endorses the Jew's act of crucifying Jesus. Paul says that if a man has had unmistakable evidence of truth and then repudiates it, "he crucifies to himself the Son of God afresh" (Heb. 6: 6). If to share Christ's crucifixion is to share his salvation, to crucify him is to deserve the fate of his crucifiers and of all who spurn the love of God and the love of Christ; the Christ who despised the shame of the cross that men might live.
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