
GAL 1 

 

PRAY 

Well, last week we began our STUDY of the book of GALATIANS by discussing some of the introductory elements related to its  

I. BACKSTORY (author, recipients, date, occasion) 

—BUT we only GOT as far as its author (and then only part way through that)—so that is where I would like to pick up this 

morning (along with some brief review to carry us into our new material and remaining pieces). 

SO then…as it relates to the author of this incredible book… 

B1=  The author is Paul, an apostle whose apostolic entourage and contribution to the Jerusalem church in making doctrinal 

decisions for the rest of the churches could not be ignored or excluded. 

And after some discussion on that (including support for all that is said about PAUL (in this point)—we turned our attention to 

the history of Paul from the time of his conversion until the writing of Galatians---and (here then) is what we have learned so 

far… 

The history of Paul from conversion to Galatians  

B1.1. Paul becomes a Christian and remains in Damascus for 3 years (Gal 1:17 w/Act 9:19) (33-36 AD).  

B1.2. Paul goes to Jerusalem for 15 days (1st Visit) (Gal 1:18-19 w/ Act 9:26-29) (36 AD).  

B1.3.  Paul goes home to Tarsus for 10 years (Gal 1:21 w/Act 9:30) (36-46 AD).  

 B1.3.1. Gentiles in Caesarea are permitted into the Christian Faith (Act 10:1-48) (40 AD).  

B1.3.2. Peter’s return to Jerusalem requires defending his actions of offering the gospel to Gentiles (Act 11:1-18) 

(40AD).  

 B1.3.3. Gentile church started in Antioch (Act 11:19-24) (43 AD).  

B1.4.  Paul is successfully recruited by Barnabas to help in the pastoral work at Antioch (Act 11:25-26) (46-47 AD).  

This is an uncircumcised Gentile church which means that Paul has become convinced of two things: 



1. Gentiles were fellow heirs of God’s grace 

2.  Gentiles did not need to follow the clean laws in order to be clean/right/justified and enter into a relationship w/God.  They 

instead (like all people) simply needed to put faith in Christ. 

This view (regarding the Gentiles) however was about to be challenged by the circumcision party who makes a visit to Antioch.  

Though Paul had come to such conclusions about the Gentiles theologically (versus experientially like Peter) and therefore was 

NOT going to jettison them so easily, he nonetheless begins to be troubled—and therefore decides to go to Jerusalem to 

discuss the issue.   

(which brings us to where we left off—and the beginning our new material—OR next point in our brief 

history of Paul’s life leading up to the writing of Galatians…) 

B1.5.  Paul goes to Jerusalem (2nd Visit) (Gal 2:1-10 w/Act 11:26-30, 12:25) (47 AD). 

Based on the comparison between these two texts we can conclude the following: 

1. The “revelation” which motivates Paul to go to Jerusalem this truth of the Gentile being fellow heirs 

of God’s grace (and salvation) through simple faith in Christ which was now being challenged by the 

circumcision party (in Antioch). Was he right in not requiring the Gentiles to be circumcised—or was the 

circumcision party the ones who were right?  (Support for this new gospel which included the Gentiles 

as the “revelation” Paul is speaking about:  this is how it is spoken of in Paul’s letter to the Ephesians-

Eph 3:1-6) 

2. This (then) is the primary reason behind Paul’s trip to Jerusalem (this second time)—The fact that 

there were those (again) claiming that the Gentiles needed to be circumcised in order to be right with 

God (and not transporting of relief aid to the Jerusalem church—though they did accomplish that as 

well).  Upon further consideration however, it becomes almost silly to think that the Antioch Church 

would allow Paul and Barnabas to go on such a journey if the only reason for going was to deliver money 

(since any faithful member of the church could have been entrusted with such work); whereas Paul and 

Barnabas were their key teachers. 

(what else we can safely conclude is that…) 

3. Such “lack of confidence” on Paul’s part was most likely due to the fact that his status at this point 

was only pastor (and not Apostle)---something that changed as a result of this trip.  This no doubt is 

what is meant by “right hand of fellowship”:  that the other apostles in Jerusalem were recognizing him 

as sharing this office with them.   



This meant (also therefore) that he was now considered a part of the leadership team at the Jerusalem 

church and a key contributor to the doctrinal decisions which would be made there (and subsequently 

which would affect the doctrine of every other Christian church in existence).  Hardly could this phrase 

“right hand of fellowship” mean anything less (i.e. that they were simply recognizing Paul as a Christian 

brother) since this was recognized during his first visit and by the fact that he was serving as an elder in 

a church planted by Jerusalem herself! As a result of his new status and standing Paul became more 

confident in his theology and God’s leading in His life. 

(And fourthly…) 

4. Such confidence was boosted by the fact that the apostles at Jerusalem (most especially “the pillars of 

James, John and Peter’) agreed with his “circumcision free” gospel as the right one—something also 

made clear by recognition of him as the one “entrusted with the gospel to the uncircumcised”). 

(And finally we can conclude that…) 

5. Paul’s initial run-in w/the circumcision party happens before his first missionary trip (Act 13-14) or 

Jerusalem council (Act 15).  This is important to note since some think that what Paul is actually referring 

to as his second visit (is actually his third according to Acts), the visit he made in Acts 15 which has 

become known as “Jerusalem Council”.  This is immediately problematic on two fronts:  first it means 

that there is an irreconcilable contradiction between Paul and Luke (and two) Paul explicitly mentions 

that his second visit was in private (Gal 2:2), whereas Luke makes it clear that Jerusalem Council was a 

very public meeting.  The trip which starts at the end of Acts 11 is therefore clearly what Paul is talking 

about in Gal 2:1-10---an event which (for the reasons discussed) gives to him great motivation in 

continuing to preach to the Gentiles the message of God’s “circumcision-free grace”---and which (also) 

prepares him for his most important work among the Gentiles. (which is our next event in the timeline 

of Paul’s life)… 

B1.6.  Paul embarks on a missionary journey to the Gentiles in Galatia (Act 13-14) (47-49 AD). 

Acts 13 through 14 record Paul and Barnabas’ first missionary journey which is spent in large part in the 

southern region of Galatia in cities such as: Pisidian Antioch, Iconium, Lystra and Derbe.  These (then) 

are also the places of the Galatian church plants (and) where Paul returned to on his way back to 

Antioch in order to establish elders according to Acts 14:23.  



No doubt, these churches were near and dear to Paul’s heart since:  he had suffered much to establish 

them (ex. Act 13:50, 14:2, 14:19) and they (like Antioch) were additional shining examples of God’s 

“circumcision-free grace” and the new way of making people (most especially Gentiles) clean (or 

justified) simply through faith in Christ. 

However, his homecoming celebration (for such accomplishments) was short-lived due to familiar 

friends and enemies who show up to crash the party. 

(which leads us to our final point in this fly-by history of Paul’s Christian life leading up to the writing of 

the Galatian letter)…  

B1.7.  Paul opposes Peter and the circumcision party at Antioch and proceeds again to Jerusalem (Act 

15:1-2 w/Gal 2:11-14: “eating w/the Gentiles” = refers to Cornelius; “hypocritical” = doing different than 

what he said; approving what he once rejected without valid biblical support.  Also, it is only hypocritical 

if something different had already been established prior.  This further confirms the order/date of this 

incident as after Paul’s second visit to Jerusalem and the impetus for the third.) (49/50 AD).   

Make sure you get the picture:  Paul has just come home from a successful journey into Gentile territory 

where he has seen the power of God work through him as an apostle (confirmed and recognized by the 

other apostles—including Peter)---and more importantly—he has seen power of God work through his 

gospel –a gospel which did require circumcision in order for the Gentiles to be clean (or justified) before 

God---a gospel (which like his apostleship) was also recognized and confirmed as true and RIGHT.   

In addition he (like Peter) had successfully defended that gospel AGAINST the false gospel message of 

the circumcision party---YET (here now) sitting on a picnic table across the room is both Peter and the 

circumcision party—in agreement with one another—and at odds with all the uncircumcised Gentile 

Christians in Antioch (what they were essentially doing was practicing what Paul speaks about in 1Co 5 

when he talks about separating from those who claim to be Christian yet live in sin---Peter is claiming 

that the Gentile believers are in sin b/c they lack circumcision!). 

But where was the memo---letting Paul know that Jerusalem’s decision had changed on this issue? 

AND how could such a change be made with his (or Barnabas’) apostolic input---or more importantly the 

solid biblical support?  

Paul was a man on fire---and hopefully you NOW KNOW WHY! 



Such flip-flopping on the GOSPEL was not only an attack on the true gospel and all those uncircumcised 

Gentiles who had been justified through it—BUT also Paul position as an apostle.  And the firestorm 

over these two issues was enough NOT ONLY to force another trip to Jerusalem to straighten things 

OUT—BUT also a letter to the GALATIANS (since what was now taking place at Antioch had already 

happened among them)---which leads us (then) to the “B2” in our outline… 

B2.  The recipients are the Galatian churches, who have been duped by the circumcision party and are 

therefore in danger of losing their relationship w/God. 

(1:2) 

Who (again) this includes: Pisidian Antioch, Iconium, Lystra and Derbe.  Those he planted during his first 

missionary journey (Act 13-14). 

Support for saying that they (too) had an encounter w/ the circumcision party--but rather than stand 

against them—had been duped by them: 

(1:3-7) 

Notice (he tells them—first of all --what God has done): 

“Grace to you and peace from the Father” = God the Father has extended His grace and peace (in 

salvation) to you---meaning you as Gentiles –those at one time –without hope or the hope of having 

relationship with God (Eph 2:11-12). 

(Then Paul tells them—how He did it)… 

“…and the Lord Jesus Christ, Who gave Himself for our sins to deliver us from the present evil age 

according to the will of our God and Father to whom be the glory forever and ever. Amen” =  God’s will 

was that His grace and peace (i.e. salvation from sin and the power of sin in this present evil world) for 

all people (including Gentiles) would now be available exclusively through looking to Jesus and His work 

of giving Himself (i.e. His life) on the cross as that which makes us clean/righteous/justified before God.   

(And all of this he says in contrast to what the Galatians are doing…) 

(6-7) 



IOW: They are rejecting God’s offer of salvation (“grace and peace to you”) exclusively through Jesus 

Christ (the very thing he again mentioned in the previous verses)---and (instead) are listening to people 

who are teaching a false and perverted gospel (“distort = pervert)—one which requires something more 

than just Christ in order to be clean/right/justified before God.  And who these people are (who are 

“troubling” them) can be no other than the circumcision party since the additional things (being 

required) are the Jewish clean laws—most especially circumcision. 

(5:1-2) 

Support for saying they are in danger of losing their relationship w/God: 

(5:3-4)    

The million dollar question:  Is this the same group that is now in Antioch (which has also convinced 

Peter)? 

Probably not (though) Peter was probably aware of their presence in Galatia and therefore the one 

tipping off Paul after he is re-convinced back into his original position by the theological arguments of 

Paul (Act 15:7-11).  This (BTW) demonstrates the incredible integrity of Peter (something rare today). 

Support for this group being different and Peter as the tip-off man: 

1. They seem to still be in Galatia when Paul writes (5:10-12). 

2. (Since) the men in Antioch were coming from “James” (the sr. pastor at Jerusalem) (v12), it is (ML) 

that the same was true for those now in the Galatian churches.  These were teams sent out to the 

Gentile churches to make sure that they were conforming to the “new” rules of observing the clean 

laws.  Since (however) James denounces any direct involvement in their going out (and enforcing these 

things), it does further implicate Peter as the one most responsible for this new campaign to the Gentile 

churches (Act 15:24).  This means that though they are a different group, they were nonetheless a 

product of Peter’s new campaign (and therefore once convinced otherwise—he can tip off Paul about 

them). 

B3.  The date of writing is 49 AD, on his way to Jerusalem to settle the requirements of the gospel 

once and for all. 

Support: 



1.  It must be sometime after his second visit to Jerusalem and first missionary trip since his trip to 

Jerusalem is mentioned in the letter and he can’t write to the Galatian churches until they have planted 

during his first missionary trip.  Which means a time no earlier than 49 AD. 

2.  It is highly unlikely it would have been written after 49 AD since this was also the time of Jerusalem 

Council, which produced a letter regarding these same issues that therefore would surely been 

referenced in this letter if that were the case. 

Why knowing that Paul wrote this in 49 AD is important: 

1.  B/C it reveals Galatians to be the first book (and subsequently Paul—the first author) of the NT. 

Some have proposed James as the first book, yet if that was the case then NO DOUBT James would have 

mentioned something about the necessity of Gentiles being circumcised (since this was his position until 

Jerusalem Council and the theological persuasion of Paul).  His silence on the issue, supports (therefore) 

his writing as after Paul (to the Galatians). 

2.  B/C it tells us something about the growth in theological confidence Paul had experienced between 

49 AD  and his first trip to Jerusalem in 46 AD.  Remember he (then) was unsure of his “circumcision-free 

gospel” and “needed to make sure he was not running or had run in vain” (2:2).  The fact that Paul could 

write this letter to the Galatians before he had received the verdict from Jerusalem Council 

demonstrates that Paul no longer carried any doubts—and was sure the Council would see it the same 

way.  (BTW) this demands that the BIBLE be knowable to the degree that we can carry that kind of 

confidence—especially when it comes to the requirements of the Gospel (otherwise Paul was just being 

arrogant!). How often today, we are told we must practice “humble orthodoxy” when dealing with the 

doctrines of the Bible (including the gospel)---since “good men differ”.  Good men differed in Antioch 

(Paul and Peter) and that didn’t stop Paul from openly rejecting Peter’s position and pressing 

dogmatically upon him (without “humble orthodoxy”) what he was confident was the truth (and could 

prove from the Scriptures).  And remember, the practices of Paul we see in Scripture are to be imitated 

by us (Phi 4:9). 

B4.  The occasion for writing is poor ecclesiology, bad biblical theology and damning soteriology, all 

which threaten to destroy the gospel and the church.  

 



Regarding poor ecclesiology:  The church cannot make doctrinal decisions for the church w/o the 

support of her leadership (example from Acts: church leadership always in agreement before decisions 

are made—especially doctrinal—Act 15).  Yet this is what the church at Jerusalem failed to practice 

when returning back to the practice of circumcision (as necessary).  They failed to get the support of 

apostles Paul and Barnabas.  Paul’s actions in writing this letter reveal that (as well as) the fact that it is 

God’s will that all churches be in agreement on doctrinal matters –especially those directly related to 

the requirements of the gospel (and fight to get there—ex. 2:11; Act 15:2) –no “agree to disagree” in the 

Bible! (1Co1:10).   Such maverick independence would have weakened the gospel and the churches if it 

were allowed (just as it has today).  Why no attempts for doctrinal agreement?  Don’t believe the Bible 

can present the truth clear enough to gain such agreement (i.e. that it is not knowable); don’t want the 

hassle and fighting which will surely happen (though fighting is more times than not the way God brings 

truth to light—1Co 10:19). 

Regarding bad biblical theology: Both Peter and the circumcision party shared the correct belief that we 

cannot take away from God’s law (Deu 4:2)---which is why (in their minds the clean laws) needed to 

remain intact.  The problem is they were failing to see that faith in Jesus was their replacement—which 

meant they were still being fulfilled (which also is why this is the word Jesus uses when speaking about 

the Law—Mat 5:17).  Because their biblical theology was deficient (in relation to this aspect of 

fulfillment or replacement) they actually ended up violating the very principle they were attempting to 

uphold—since the same command which states we cannot take away from God’s law also states that we 

cannot add to it (which is what faith in Christ becomes—unless this new command somehow replaces 

an already existing law.).  Paul’s theology in this letter to the Galatians preserves and protects this 

command by showing what faith in Christ replaces and why therefore (we cannot still have the clean 

laws on the books)—IOW:  the BIBLE presents a “closed system” when it comes to the law and its 

requirements after that Law has been given (at Sinai). This is why God’s law is called “perfect”  –Psa 

19:7.  To be perfect means there is nothing you can add or take away from it—since in so doing it would 

no longer be perfect.  (Example of a closed system which follows the same rules: poker.   In order to play 

each player must always have always 5 cards.  The only way you can get rid of cards—or add cards is by 

replacing them with an equal number—so that what is in your hand (i.e. “system”) always totals the 

number 5). 

 



 Regarding damning soteriology: Here (again) the “closed system” of the Bible (and its 

laws/requirements) comes into to play.  Since the circumcision party (and unfortunately the Jerusalem 

church) were pushing for circumcision (and the observance of the other clean laws-Act 15:5), this meant 

there was no place for “faith in Christ”  (as another “marble”/clean law in the bag).  Which is why Paul 

says what he does in (5:2).  And why he says what he does in (5:4).  If you can’t have Christ and 

circumcision—to keep circumcision (i.e. the clean laws as your way of being clean/right before God)—

this means the forfeiture of “faith in Christ” which in turns means the forfeiture of justification (and 

subsequently salvation)—since the old clean (laws) cannot make you clean/right or justified (2:21, 3:21). 

So this is the BACKSTORY (Beloved) to this incredible book… 

It is a book which reflects NOT ONLY Paul’s passionate conviction regarding God’s circumcision free 

gospel BUT ALSO the theology that GOT HIM there… 

…Theology which WAS produced through the intense fires of persecution, suffering and plenty of 

doctrinal debate and deep biblical reflection. 

Which means Paul was not just a man on FIRE---HIS was a theology on fire… 

AND it is (then) this TEHOLOGY that we WILL begin to encounter in this book (next week)… 

A theology which (I believe) ultimately saved the CHURCH from losing the THING most precious to her---

and that is THE TRUE or SOUND GOSPEL message… 

So plan on being (here) next week for that… 

And I the meantime…be thinking about WHAT the THEME of the book is….since that is what we must 

DECIDE before we enter into its instruction (and theology)… 

IN light of what we have learned already from its backstory (including the backstory of its author, its 

recipients, date and occasion for writing)—WHAT do you suppose is its MAIN—OVER-ARCHING THEME? 

MEDITATE (THEN) on that (along) with everything that has already been discussed so far—in preparation 

for NEXT WEEK. 

Let’s PRAY  

 


