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Australian Catholic University

ABSTRACT

PAUL, JERUSALEM AND THE
JUDAISERS:

THE GALATIAN CRISIS IN ITS BROADER
HISTORICAL CONTEXT

by

Ian J Elmer

The thrust of this thesis is encapsulated in the title — Paul, Jerusalem and the Judaisers: The
Galatian Crisis in Its Broader Historical Context — which reflects the author’s insistence
that reconstructing all the events surrounding the crisis that impelled Paul to compose his
letter to the Galatians is essential to understanding this letter. The position taken in this
study is that the Galatian crisis was initiated by a group of Judaising opponents acting
under the direct authority of the Jerusalem church. The origins of this controversy can be
traced back to the early dispute between the Hellenists and the Hebrews described in the
Acts of the Apostles, which led to the expulsion of the Hellenists from Jerusalem and the
establishment of the community in Antioch. Paul’s opponents apparently cited Jerusalem as
the source of and the warrant for their Law-observant gospel. In Galatians, Paul alludes to
events involving Judaising opponents that transpired in Jerusalem and Antioch prior to the
outbreak of the crisis at Galatia. Thus, the immediate background of the crisis is found in
the Jerusalem Council (Gal 2:1-10; Acts 15:1-35) and the Incident at Antioch (Gal 2:11-
14). Turning to the conflict in Galatia itself this thesis attempts to explore the links between
these earlier events and the Galatian crisis. The primary avenue for this examination will be

via a consideration of Paul’s argument in Galatians. By the careful use of the mirror-



reading technique, this thesis will endeavour to reconstruct the message and the origins of
Paul’s opponents. The thesis concludes with a brief examination of Paul’s later conflicts
with Judaising opponents at Corinth and Philippi, as well as the autobiographical material
in Romans, all of which will provide an insight into the eventual outcome of the crisis in

Galatia.
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INTRODUCTION

Paul’s letter to the Galatians is a short and passionate document, which is perhaps the most
polemical of all the Pauline correspondence. Although commentators differ about the exact
details of the situation that occasioned Paul’s letter to the churches in Galatia, all agree that
Paul wrote to counter what he considered to be a significant crisis for his Galatian
converts.' In this letter we find Paul vehemently defending his gospel and his right as an
apostle to preach this gospel among the Gentiles (1:16; 2:8) against accusations to the
contrary advanced by opponents who were advocating “a different gospel” (1:6-10). The
content of the letter seems to imply that this other gospel entailed faithful adherence to the
Mosaic Law (3:10), including circumcision (5:2-4; 6:12-13), as well as the observance of

the Sabbath and the Jewish feast days (4:8-11).

As to the basis of the missionaries’ warrant they appear to have resorted to two
avenues of authority. First, they apparently appealed to Scripture, particularly the story of
the Abrahamic covenant (3:6-29; 4:21-31), at which the institution of circumcision was
imposed on God’s chosen people (Gen 17:1-27). Accordingly, these missionaries have
traditionally been considered “Judaisers”; that is, proponents of a traditional Jewish
proselyte model of Christian mission, which required Gentile Christians to attach
themselves to ethnic Israel.” Second, the fact that Paul finds it necessary to detail his

relationship with the apostolic authorities at Jerusalem (1:11-2:14) may imply that these

! See the surveys of the competing theories offered by J. J. Gunther, St. Paul’s Opponents and Their Background: A Study
of Apocalyptic and Jewish Sectarian Teachings (NovTSup 35; Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1973), 1-5; E. E. Ellis, “Paul and His
Opponents”, in Christianity, Judaism and Other Greco-Roman Cults, ed. J. Neusner (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1975), 264-
298; F. Watson, Paul, Judaism and the Gentiles: A Sociological Approach (SNTSMS 56; Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1986), 59-72; and J. L. Martyn, Galatians: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary
(AB 33A; New York: Doubleday, 1997), 117-126.

This identification has a long history dating back to the second-century, when Marcion first inferred that Paul’s
opponents were fanatical Jewish Christians from Jerusalem (Tertullian, Av. Marc. 5:2-4). This view was further
supported by both John Calvin and Martin Luther during the Reformation. Since then most Protestant exegetes have
held to some form of this theory. See the discussion in W. Russell, “Who Were Paul’s Opponents in Galatia?”’, BSac
147 (1990), 329-350; F. J. Matera, Galatians (SP 9; Collegeville: Liturgical Press, 1992), 7-11; and R. N. Longenecker,

10



missionaries also claimed a direct commission from the Jerusalem church, while casting
doubts on Paul’s own claims to apostolic authority. Thus, a significant aspect of their
message must have been the record of the events surrounding Paul’s early association with
the Jerusalem Apostles, Peter, James and John, including the Council at Jerusalem (2:1-10)
and possibly also the so-called “Incident at Antioch” (2:11-14). Why else would Paul need

to provide his version of these events?’

Many commentators argue that there would seem to be in Galatians 1-2 a clear
reflection of additional allegations by the Judaisers that Paul, like they, had similarly
received the “gospel” by way of Jerusalem.* There may also be here, as F. F. Bruce points
out, a further implied charge that Paul had failed to preach that gospel correctly, abridging
and adulterating the import of the message that he had received at Jerusalem.” However,
few scholars are willing to directly link the Judaisers to the Jerusalem Apostles. Some
commentators have suggested that Paul’s Apostleship was never an issue at Galatia.®
Others have argued that the Judaisers did not even view themselves as opponents of Paul.’
A few scholars have even questioned the methods used to identify the missionaries as
“Judaisers” with connections to Jerusalem and their message as a Law-observant
1.

“gospel”.” Indeed, such is the diversity of views that even by the early-seventies, a survey

3 J. D. G. Dunn, Jesus, Paul and the Law: Studies in Mark and Galatians (Louisville: Westminster Press, 1990), 108,
makes the point that how individual scholars interpret the biographical statements in Galatians 1-2 is determinative of
the differing theories concerning the identity of Paul’s opponents at Galatia.

4 See for example Martyn, Galatians, 117. Similar views are expressed by Longenecker, Galatians, 36, 42, 44-45, 64-66;
F. F. Bruce, The Epistle to the Galatians: A Commentary on the Greek Text (NIGTC; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1982),
26; H. D. Betz, Galatians: A Commentary on Paul’s Letter to the Churches in Galatia (Hermeneia; Philadelphia:
Fortress Press, 1979), 64-66; and J. D. G. Dunn, A Commentary on the Epistle to the Galatians (BNTC; London: A. &
C. Black, 1993), 72-78.

> Bruce, Galatians, 101-102.

6 B. R. Gaventa, “Galatians 1 and 2: Autobiography as Paradigm”, NovT 28 (1986), 309-326; and B. Lategan, “Is Paul
Defending his Apostleship in Galatians? The Function of Galatians 1:11-12 and 2:19-20 in the Development of Paul’s
Argument”, NTS 34 (1988), 411-430.

7 Martyn, Galatians, 431-466; G. Howard, Paul: Crisis in Galatia - A Study in Early Christian Theology, 2™ edn
(SNTSMS 35: Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990), 1-19; and R. Jewett, “The Agitators and the Galatian
Congregation”, NTS 17 (1970), 198-212 (205).

8 The issue of method was first raised by J. B. Tyson, “Paul’s Opponents in Galatia”, NovT 10 (1968), 241-254, which
became the stimulus for further discussions pursued by G. Lyons, Pauline Autobiography: Towards a New
Understanding (SBLDS 73; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1985); J. M. G. Barclay, “Mirror-Reading a Polemical Letter:
Galatians as a Test Case”, JSNT 31 (1987), 73-93; idem, Obeying the Truth: A Study in Paul’s Ethics in Galatians
(Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1988), 1-35; C. H. Cosgrove, The Cross and the Spirit: A Study in the Argument and
Theology of Galatians (Macon: Mercer University Press, 1987), 31, 39-40; J. L. Martyn, “A Law-Observant Mission to
Gentiles: The Background of Galatians”, SJT 38 (1985), 307-324 (310-313); idem, “Events in Galatia: Modified

11



by J. J. Gunther revealed that there had been at least eight major theories proposed for the
identity of Paul’s opponents at Galatia, and further hypotheses have been added in the years

since.’

The present study is intended as one more contribution to the ongoing debate
concerning Paul’s opponents at Galatia. As will be demonstrated here in the Introduction,
this study aims to engage the more prominent current theories and offer a fresh approach in
examining the crisis as it emerges from Paul’s letter. Where this analysis differs from
recent trends in the study of the Pauline opposition at Galatia is in its attempt to examine
the crisis from the perspective of the broader context of Paul’s relationship with Jerusalem.
The title of this study then is significant. It is not intended to be an examination of the
Galatian crisis in isolation, but an exploration of the wider historical background to the
issues raised by Paul in his response to the Galatian crisis. However, before we can address
the issues, it is important that we survey the current scholarly literature, discuss our

methodology, and describe the structure of the subsequent chapters.
1. Survey of the Scholarly Literature

For the most part, the literature on the issue of Paul’s opponents in Galatia falls into two
camps. The first group of commentators approaches the subject from the perspective of all
the Pauline controversies, attempting to see Paul’s difficulties at Galatia as one skirmish in
what is a much wider war between opposing forms of Christianity. Another school of
thought tends to smooth over the differences inherent in the primitive Christian movement,
preserving the vision of a basic theological unanimity between these two wings of early
Christianity, and attributing the advent of the various Pauline opponents, including those at

Galatia, to local issues and agitators. While the first group tends to read the situation

Covenantal Nomism versus God’s Invasion of the Cosmos in the Singular Gospel. Response to Dunn and Gaventa”,
Pauline Theology, Vol. 1: Thessalonians, Philippians, Galatians, Philemon, ed. J. M. Bassler (Minneapolis: Fortress
Press, 1991), 160-179 (160-163); and J. L. Sumney, “Servants of Satan”, “False Brothers” and Other Opponents of
Paul (JSNTSS 188; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999), 77-85, 134-159.

® Gunther, St. Paul’s Opponents, 1-5. A thorough examination of all the issues and the methodological approaches used to
interpret Galatians has been recently offered by M. Silva, Interpreting Galatians: Explorations in Exegetical Method,
2" edn (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2001). See also M. D. Nanos, The Irony of Galatians: Paul’s Letter in First-Century
Context (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2002), 110-192; and idem (ed.), The Galatians Debate: Contemporary Issues in
Rhetorical and Historical Interpretation (Peabody: Hendrickson, 2002), which brings together many of the more
significant articles on Galatians published in recent decades.
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through the lens of the Corinthian correspondence, the second group tends to accept the
vision of Acts. Where the first sees in the early Church a clear and simple division between
“Jewish Christianity” and “Gentile Christianity”, the other school of thought postulates a
diversity of various movements shaped by a variety of religious, cultural and social

influences.
1.1.  Jewish Christian Judaisers from Jerusalem

The theory that Paul’s opponents at Galatia were Judaising Jewish Christians from
Jerusalem is most closely associated with the nineteenth century Pauline scholar F. C. Baur
and subsequent members of the Tiibingen School. In a series of important publications,
Baur advanced the theory that behind the obvious polemical material found in the Pauline
letters lay a fundamental enmity between two missions or, more precisely, two competing
Christian movements.'® For Baur, church history throughout the first century was driven by
the ongoing conflict between a Law-observant Jewish Christianity that appealed to Peter
and the Jerusalem church as its source of authority and a Law-free Gentile Christianity
championed by Paul and his heirs. Baur found the earliest evidence for this conflict in
Paul’s autobiographical information in Galatians 1-2 and Romans 16, his warnings against
opponents in Philippians 1 and 3, as well as the description of the factional divisions

described in the Corinthian correspondence.

In 1 Corinthians (1:12-13; 3:5-6), Paul refers to a report that the whole church of
Corinth had become divided into factions, one of which declared its allegiance to Cephas
and Christ as opposed to the partisans of Paul and Apollos (1:12-13; 3:5-6). Baur saw the
enumeration of factional groups in 1 Corinthians as parallel to, and therefore indicative of,

the continuation of the factional disputes evident at the Jerusalem Council and the

1 F. C. Baur, “Die Christuspartei in der korinthischen Gemeinde, der Gegensatz des paulinischen und petrinischen
Christentums in der &ltesten Kirche, der Apostel Petrus in Rom”, TZT 4 (1831), 61-206. Baur’s views were
subsequently developed more fully in a series of publications, most significantly: Das Christentum und die christliche
Kirche der drei ersten Jahrhunderte (Tiibingen: Fues, 1860); E.T. The Church History of the First Three Centuries, tr.
A. Menzies (London: Williams & Norgate, 1878) and his two-volume masterpiece Paulus, der Apostel Jesus Christi.
Sein Leben und Wirken, seine Briefe und seine Lehre (Stuttgart: Becher und Miiller, 1845), recently re-released in
English in a single volume format: Paul, the Apostle of Jesus Christ, His Life and Works, His Epistles and Teaching:
Two Volumes in One, tr. A. Menzies (Peabody: Hendrickson, 2003). H. Harris, The Tiibingen School: A Historical and
Theological Investigation of the School of F. C. Baur (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1990) provides a complete overview of the
impact of Baur on the study of the Pauline controversies.
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Antiochene dispute as described in Galatians 2:1-14."" The Christ party and the Cephas
party formed one faction that stood in opposition to the Pauline Party represented by a

similar inflation in the allegiances to Paul and his co-worker Apollos. '

On this understanding, Baur argued that the Christ Party represented the interests
of Jewish Christian missionaries claiming a relationship to Christ and apostolic authority
via Peter, who enjoyed primacy among the first Jewish Apostles of Jesus."> Accordingly,
Baur argued that two related issues stood at the heart of this long-lived dispute. The first
concerned the question of Law-observance. The “dogs” and “cutters” at Philippi (3:2-11)
and the “false Apostles” at Corinth (2 Cor 11:2-29) placed great emphasis on “circumcision
and everything else that is inherent to Judaism”. Therefore, Paul was forced to defend his
mission on the basis of his own Jewish pedigree (Phil 3:7-9; 2 Cor 11:21-23; cf. Gal 1:13-
16)."* The second issue at stake in this dispute focused on Paul’s apostolic credentials. The
opponents at both Galatia (Gal 1:10-2:14) and Corinth (1 Cor 9:1-27; 15:3-15; 2 Cor 10:1-
12:21) questioned Paul’s authority on the basis that Paul “had never been prepared for the
apostolic office in Jesus’ own school”.'> Consequently, Paul was forced to defend his

status as an apostle on the basis of his revelatory experience on the road to Damascus.

Turning to Galatians, Baur argued that the evidence of Paul’s letter suggested
“strange teachers” invading Paul’s churches professing a commission from the Pillar
Apostles to undermine Paul’s authority and subvert his “liberal” and Law-free Gospel.'®
Baur’s analysis of the situation persuaded him that the troublemakers at Galatia appear to
be Jewish Christians of “the genuine old stamp”.'” In this they were probably like the
adherents of the Pharisaic element in Jerusalem during the Council (Acts 15:5; cf. 11:2-3),
and also like that of the Cephas and Christ Parties in Corinth (1 Cor 1:12; 3:22). For such

Jewish Christians Paul’s Gentile mission threatened the “very ground of their existence”

"' Baur explores the identity of the “False Brothers” at Jerusalem and Antioch more fully in Paul, 105-145. In this work he
draws a clear link between the anti-Pauline faction at Jerusalem and Antioch with the one at Corinth.

12 Baur, “Die Christuspartei”, 76-78.

13 Baur, “Die Christuspartei”, 84.

 Baur, “Die Christuspartei”, 107.

15 Baur, “Die Christuspartei”, 107-108, 114.
' Baur, Paul, 49-60.

'7 Baur, Paul, 60.
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and their identity as Jews. Hence, these Jewish Christian missionaries came to Galatia with
a “Judaising” program, seeking to force Paul’s Gentile converts to become Jewish

proselytes by submitting to circumcision and adhering to the Mosaic Law.

Contrary to the popular understanding of Baur’s study, Baur did not directly link
Paul’s opponents with the Jerusalem Apostles. He did not claim that the Judaisers
interfered in Paul’s churches at the express command of the apostolic authorities. He did
not see them as agents of Jerusalem. However, he maintained that they must be associated
with the Judaising “False Brothers” at Jerusalem and the “James Party” at Antioch. Like
these latter groups, the Judaisers at Galatia must have acted with the tacit approval of
James, Peter and John. Baur argued that only this explanation would account for Paul’s
appeal to the record of his Jerusalem meeting with the Pillars and his Antiochene dispute

with Peter in Galatians.'®

In view of this conclusion, Baur saw the dispute between Paul and the Judaising
faction of the Jerusalem church as the basis for understanding the nature of the primary
factional conflicts that drove developments within early Christianity. Paul’s central focus
on the opposition between the Jewish Law and the Christian gospel was seen as a reflection
of the opposition Paul faced throughout his career. Given the nature of Paul’s defence and
the repeated references to James and Peter, we must assume that this opposition was clearly

linked with the original circle of Jesus’ disciples at Jerusalem.

In time, Baur came to see the echoes of Paul’s conflict with Jerusalem not only in
the writings of Paul, but within the rest of the New Testament canon and the patristic
writings of second century, where it appeared to be resolved by the emergence in the
patristic period of the hierarchical Catholic Church.'” Baur contended that observing the
literary references to this conflict in the Pauline correspondence one could distinguish the
authentic letters (Romans, 1 and 2 Corinthians, Galatians, Philippians) from the pseudo-
Pauline letters (Ephesians, Colossians, Philippians, Philemon, 1 and 2 Thessalonians, 1 and

2 Timothy, Titus).* A thorough comparison of Acts and the Pauline letters drew a similar

¥ Baur, Paul, 121.
' Baur, “Die Christuspartei”, 205-206.
2 Baur, Paul, 255-256.
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negative conclusion regarding the historicity of the Acts’ account of Paul’s career.”’ We

shall return to the question of the reliability of Acts presently.

Baur’s study was neither new nor, as we shall see, did it remain uncontested. On
the one hand, ever since the Reformation most Protestant exegetes and historians had
considered that the roots of Roman Catholicism were to be found in the legalistic,
hierarchical, Petrine Christianity, which stood in opposition to the Pauline (and later
Protestant) model that championed justification by faith alone and eschewed any form of
sacerdotal intercession.”” On the other hand, however, Baur’s thesis was not without its
detractors. Criticism of his reconstruction of the Pauline controversies focused on three
related issues. First, many of Baur’s critics felt that his study relied far too heavily on the
grand view of Hegelian dialectics, which tends to interpret all historical events in terms of a
struggle between opposing ideologies.” Second, Baur’s analysis of the rest of the New
Testament and second century texts, such as Pseudo-Clementine Homilies and Epiphanius’
Panarion, as a continuation of the conflict between Pauline and Jewish Christianity also
proved unconvincing.?* Finally, most scholars completely rejected the Tiibingen School’s

evaluation of the later date and character of Acts and the majority of the Pauline letters.

2! Baur, Paul, 252. Following Baur’s lead, others in the Tiibingen School would apply Baur’s criteria to the rest of the
New Testament writings by interpreting and categorising them according to their ideological “tendency” (Tendenz).
Hebrews and 1 Peter were assigned to the Pauline camp, while James, Matthew and Revelation were considered the
products of a Petrine Jewish Christianity. Two further categories were developed; the first, a middle position, most
clearly seen in the “mediating and conciliatory” tendencies of Luke/Acts and the Gospel of Mark; the second,
“Catholic” texts, like 2 Peter, Jude and John, which reflected the emerging universal Church of the second century. For
discussion, see W. G. Kiimmel, The New Testament: The History of the Investigation of Its Problems, tr. V. K. Alber
(London: SCM Press, 1973), 130-134 and S. J. Hafemann, “Paul and His Interpreters”, in Dictionary of Paul and His
Letters, ed. G. F. Hawthorne and R. P. Martin (Downers Grove: InterVarsity Press, 1993), 666-679 (667).

22 Russell, “Opponents”, 330.

2 Kiimmel, The New Testament, 132. Similarly, S. Neill and N. T. Wright, The Interpretation of the New Testament (New

York: Oxford University Press, 1988), 23-24.

2 As early as the 1850s, A. Ritschl, Die Entstehung der &ltkatholischen Kirche, 2nd edn (Bonn: Adolph Marcus, 1857),
challenged the notion that all the Jewish Christian texts, both canonical and non-canonical, could be subsumed under the
single banner of a “Judaising Christianity”. He was particularly critical of Baur’s use of the Jewish-Christian material in
the Pseudo-Clementine Homilies and Epiphanius’ Panarion to flesh out the picture of Paul’s “Judaising-Christian”
opponents at Jerusalem and in Galatia (104-107). According to Ritschl’s reading of the texts, one must distinguish the
“Jewish” Apostles of Jesus from the “Judaising Christian” opponents of Paul, both of whom must be further delineated
from the various second-century “Jewish Christian” groups whose disparate views are found in such works as the
Pseudo-Clementine Homilies, The Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs and the Epistle of Barnabas. Moreover, he saw
in the apologists of the second century no real evidence of influence from Paul and, thereby, suggested that Catholic
Christianity probably emerged from a form of Gentile Christianity that had no historic connection to Paul.
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In the English-speaking world, J. B. Lightfoot was the first to offer an alternative
theory to Baur’s study.” In his commentary on Galatians, Lightfoot began by arguing for
the early dating and historical reliability of Acts. Later, in his multi-volume work on the
Apostolic Fathers, Lightfoot sought further to undermine Baur’s dialectical presentation of
two, competing first century Christianities moving towards a Catholic synthesis in the
second century, by reappraising both Baur’s dating and assessment of the patristic
evidence, especially from Ignatius and Polycarp, which underpinned Baur’s study.?
Lightfoot sought to question Baur’s chronology, in this case by situating Acts earlier in the
ecclesiastical timeline and by arguing that Ignatius and Polycarp were not representative of

late second century “Catholic” literature.

Using this revised chronology, Lightfoot maintained that Paul did not stand in
opposition to the “chief Apostles of the circumcision” — James, Peter and John — with
whom Paul enjoyed amicable relations. Lightfoot proposed that the most pervasive
opponents of Paul were not rival Christians associated with the Pillar Apostles (Gal 2:9).
Rather, they were a radical, rogue element within the Jerusalem community, as Acts (11:1-
18; 15:1-2, 5) testifies.”” Lightfoot argued that Paul and the Pillar Apostles had reached a
genuine accord concerning the Gentile mission at the Jerusalem Council (Acts 15:1-35; Gal
2:1-10). In his view, the subsequent Antiochene dispute (Gal 2:11-14) was initiated by
radicals within the Jerusalem church who did not enjoy the support of the apostolic
leadership. This faction he categorised as a form of “Pharisaic Ebionitism”, seeing their ilk
in every reference to the traditional Judaisers whom Paul opposed in Galatians, 2

Corinthians and Philippians.28

Lightfoot argued that a critical reading of Galatians supports this view of Paul’s

opponents, but it does not provide evidence of any long-lived controversy between Paul

25 J. B. Lightfoot, St Paul’s Epistle to the Galatians, 5™ edn (London: Macmillan, 1884).

26 J. B. Lightfoot, The Apostolic Fathers. Part 2. S. Ignatius, S. Polycarp, 2 vols. (London: Macmillan, 1885, 1890), 2:345-
346. Similar comments made about the significance of Lightfoot’s work on the Apostolic Fathers are found in
Hafemann, “Paul and His Interpreters”, 668-669; Kiimmel, The New Testament, 544; G. Liidemann, Opposition to Paul
in Jewish Christianity, tr. M. E. Boring (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1989), 9-12;' and J. D. G. Dunn, The Partings of
the Ways between Christianity and Judaism and Their Significance for the Character of Christianity (London: SCM
Press, 1991), 3-4.

%7 Lightfoot, Galatians, 345.
28 Lightfoot, Galatians, 311.
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and the Pillar Apostles. On the contrary, Galatians 2:1-10 speaks of a distant (past)
situation when James, Peter and John agreed in principle with Paul against the Judaising
propaganda of the mavericks, which explains why Paul cites the outcome of the Jerusalem
Council as the guarantee of his fundamental and longstanding fellowship with the
Jerusalem authorities. Nevertheless, Lightfoot agreed with Baur that the “Galatian
apostasy” had a “double aspect” in denying Paul’s authority and repudiating Paul’s
doctrine of grace.” He argued that the letter clearly demonstrates that Paul’s opponents
were Jewish Christians who advocated the necessity of circumcision (Gal 5:2-4; 6:12-13),
as well as the observance of the Jewish calendar feast days (4:8-11) and the assumption of
the entire ceremonial law (3:10; cf. 5:16, 24), which was “the logical consequence of the

adoption of the initiatory rite”.*"

While Lightfoot agreed in principle with Baur that the “systematic hatred of Paul”
was the key to interpreting the literature of the apostolic period, he sought to distance
Paul’s opponents from the Jerusalem Apostles. He traced the Judaising opponents of Paul
across Galatians, 2 Corinthians and Philippians, suggesting that the letter to Galatia was
written in the aftermath of this conflict that bedevilled Paul’s later missions in Achaia and
Macedonia. Hence, we might agree with J. D. G. Dunn, who quotes with approval the
opinion of C. K. Barrett that, while Lightfoot destroyed the chronology of the Tiibingen
school, he established a “modified Baurian position” that saw conflict and division, and

especially the Pauline controversies, as pivotal to developments within the early Church.”!

Many commentators continue to agree with Baur that there would seem to be in
Galatians some connection between the Judaisers and Jerusalem, but in agreement with
Lightfoot they are unwilling to draw even the most tenuous of links between the Galatian
troublemakers and the apostolic authorities. John Bligh, for example, agrees with the
traditional view that Paul’s opponents were “almost certainly Jewish Christians from

Jerusalem”, but he argues along with Lightfoot that they were representative of the

¥ Lightfoot, Galatians, 63.
3 Lightfoot, Galatians, 27.

3! Dunn, Partings, 3-4. Similarly, Silva, Interpreting Galatians, 123, observes that Lightfoot’s interaction with Baur
displays “remarkable sensitivity to the tensions between Paul and the Jerusalem Apostles” while at the same time setting
forth a coherent alternative to Baur’s solution.
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“Pharisaic extremists” who, after the Jerusalem Council decided in Paul’s favour, sought to
undermine the accord by pursuing Paul throughout his missionary fields.”> F. F. Bruce
adapts Lightfoot’s solution by arguing that the troublemakers were probably the same
people who initiated the disputes in Antioch (Gal 2:11-14; Acts 15:1) — which, contrary to
the order of Galatians 2:1-14, occurred prior to the Jerusalem Council — but they did not
enjoy the full backing of the apostolic leadership at Jerusalem as Luke demonstrates in Acts

15.%

By contrast, F. Watson prefers to associate the troublemakers with the “men from
James” at Antioch (Gal 2:12). Watson presents a scenario whereby the James party, buoyed
by their success in defeating Paul at Antioch, move on to the Pauline congregations in
Galatia determined to apply the same tactics among the Gentile converts there.’* A
comparable picture is offered by R. Longenecker, but he is less willing to link the
opponents directly to James, preferring merely to suggest that the agitators “claimed to be
representing James’ pastoral concerns regarding Jewish-Gentile relations in the Christian
communities outside of Palestine”.*® Similarly, B. Witherington has joined the consensus
view by denying outright any link between James and the Galatian troublemakers while

conceding that “they seem to have [unspecified] connections with the Jerusalem church”.*®

A significant contribution was made to this debate by R. Jewett who found it
possible to maintain the traditional connection between Paul’s opponents in Galatia and
Jerusalem by suggesting that “Jewish Christians in Judea were stimulated by Zealot
pressure into a nomistic campaign among their fellow Christians in the late forties and early
fifties”.’” It was this situation that lay behind the dispute at Antioch (Gal 2:11-14), where

Peter and the Antiochene community were threatening to bring persecution on the entire

32 Bligh, Galatians, 26-31.
33 Bruce, Galatians, 19-32.

3 Watson, Paul, Judaism and the Gentiles, 60. More recently J. Murphy-O’Connor, Paul: A Critical Life (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1996), 193-194; idem, Paul: His Story (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004), 129-138, argues that
Paul’s opponents came from Antioch with the view to apprising the members of their missionary communities of the
new Law-observant regime established after the Antiochene incident. All future references to Murphy-O’Connor’s work
will refer to the first of these two books.

3% Longenecker, Galatians, xcv.
36 B. Witherington, Grace in Galatia: A Commentary on Paul’s Letter to the Galatians (London: T. & T. Clark, 2004), 25.

37 Jewett, “Agitators”, 205.
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Christian movement by flouting Jewish sensibilities regarding the separation of Jews from
Gentiles.”® The dispute spread quickly to Galatia, where the Judaisers’ strategy was not to
oppose Paul but to offer a complement, or more correctly a completion, to Paul’s gospel,

which entailed circumcision and the observance of the cultic calendar.>

Amongst the recent commentators on Galatians, J. L. Martyn has been the one
who has consistently argued for viewing the situation at Galatia as a conflict between Paul
and elements within the Jerusalem church. However, in terms of the relationship between
Paul and the Galatian troublemakers, Martyn adopts Jewett’s view and also argues that the
opposing Law-observant mission to the Gentiles grew out of “genuine conviction”, not
animosity towards Paul whom these “teachers” (as Martyn prefers to label them) viewed

benevolently as sharing in the same work for Christ.*

Earlier, G. Howard had similarly suggested that, on the basis of Galatians 5:11,
the opponents actually thought Paul was preaching circumcision and considered him a
colleague.”’ They probably viewed themselves as completing Paul’s mission, a view that
only Paul felt was a dangerous development and a perversion of the true gospel. Howard
argued that “While Paul was hostile to the Judaisers, there is no indication that they were
hostile to him”.** Where Howard and Martyn disagree is on the issue of the relationship of

the missionaries to these events described in Galatians 2:1-14.

A key component to Martyn’s view is that Paul’s negative assessment of the
“teachers” is coloured by his previous clashes at Jerusalem and Antioch, and he apparently
hoped that his strong defence at both the Council and in the face of the men from James at
Antioch would have settled the situation. Paul had placed his trust in the accord reached
between him and the Pillar Apostles. By contrast, Howard suggested that the missionaries

understood that Paul was preaching circumcision and treated him as an ally on the

38 Jewett, “Agitators”, 204. See also W. Schmithals, Paul and James, tr. D. M. Barton (SBT 46; London: SCM Press,
1965), 66-68; Tyson, “Paul’s Opponents”, 248; Bruce, Galatians, 131; Longenecker, Galatians, 73-74; and Dunn,
Jesus, Paul and the Law, 133-135.

3 Jewett, “Agitators”, 205. Jewett’s views are accepted uncritically by Longenecker, Galatians, xcii-xciv.
40 Martyn, “Law-Observant Mission”, 315; and idem, Galatians, 431-466.
# Howard, Crisis in Galatia, 1-19.

*2 Howard, Crisis in Galatia, 11. See also Sumney, “Servants of Satan”, 134-152.
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assumption that he, like them, was “dependent on the Jerusalem Apostles for his gospel”.**
Accordingly, Howard could find no explicit evidence that the Judaisers were privy to the
details of either these earlier debates or the agreement made at Jerusalem.** Martyn, on the
other hand, argues that the teachers were representing themselves as the only true
ambassadors of the apostolic authorities in Jerusalem, charging Paul with deviating from
the Law-observant gospel he was commissioned to preach.” In effect, Martyn’s
reconstruction of the Galatian crisis revisits Baur’s study, alleging that the Galatian crisis
must be seen against the broader context of two missions distinguished by differing

attitudes to both the Law and the Law-observant Apostolic community at Jerusalem.

In a manner very similar to Martyn, P. F. Esler, in his commentary on Galatians
(1998), notes a number of specific connections that Paul draws between the Galatian crisis
and his previous problems with Jerusalem.*® First, Esler observes ancient rhetoric required
a narratio in a deliberative speech (as Esler perceives the genre of Galatians), which bore a
close relationship to the matter at hand.*’ In Paul’s biographical narratio in Galatians 1:11-
2:14 the Jerusalem Apostles are the sole focus, suggesting that the issue of circumcision
and Law-observance, which had proved a divisive element in his previous dealings with
Jerusalem, was also central to the problems at Galatia.*® Accordingly, Paul’s literary
strategy in this case would seem to indicate that Paul intended to promote a link between
the troublemakers at Galatia and both the false brothers at Jerusalem along with the James

party at Antioch.

4 Howard, Crisis in Galatia, 9.
“ Howard, Crisis in Galatia 10.
4> Martyn, Galatians, 466.

46 p. F. Esler, Galatians (NTR; London & New York: Routledge, 1998), 74, 137-140. See also Martyn, Galatians, 458-
466; and F. Mussner, Der Galaterbrief, 5 edn (HTKNT 9; Freiburg: Herder, 1988), 325. Similarly, R. B. Cook, “Paul
and the Victims of His Persecution: The Opponents at Galatia”, BTB 32 (2002), 182-191, has made an argument for
seeing Paul’s opponents as Christian Jews with whom Paul had previously clashed. Cf. A. A. Das, Paul and the Jews
(Peabody: Hendrickson, 2003), 17-48.

47 Esler, Galatians, 59-75. More recently, B. Fiore, “Paul, Exemplification, and Imitation”, in Paul in the Greco-Roman
World: A Handbook, ed. J. P. Sampley (Harrisburg: Trinity, 2003), 228-237.

8 Similarly, Gaventa, “Galatians 1 and 27, 313; J. H. Schiitz, Paul and the Anatomy of Apostolic Authority (SNTSMS 26;
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1975), 128-158; and M. V. Hubbard, New Creation in Paul’s Letters and
Thought (SNTSMS 119; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002), 191-199.
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Second, we should not overlook Paul’s statement in 4:24-25 concerning Jerusalem
and its children as presently serving as a slave to the covenant from Mount Sinai. This
claim echoes Paul’s earlier attack on the false brothers at Jerusalem (2:4), whose attempt to
“make us slaves” by imposing circumcision on the Gentiles is later extended to the James
party, and then to Peter, Barnabas and the rest at Antioch (2:13).*’ The Jerusalem church
and its apostolic leadership, James, Peter and John, figure in the letter on three occasions
prior to the later condemnation of Jerusalem in 4:24-25, as the focus of Paul’s attempts to
fight off efforts to enslave both him and his converts, by imposing circumcision on the
Gentiles. Thus, it is impossible to avoid the conclusion that Paul presents Jerusalem’s Law-
observant program as both a form of slavery and as the immediate cause of the present

attempts to enslave the Galatians.

Third, Paul’s stated motives for revisiting the details of the Jerusalem Council and
the Incident at Antioch also indicate that Paul wants to draw parallels between these
conflicts and the present situation at Galatia. It seems likely that Paul must have been
forced to present his own version of these events to counter another version that was being
circulated by his opponents. And, in any event, Paul’s own stated purpose in doing so was
to demonstrate how he had consistently fought for the “truth of gospel” (2:5, 14) against the
incursions of the circumcision party wherever they occurred, formerly in Jerusalem and
Antioch, and more recently in Galatia (1:6-7).°° Both of these considerations support the
view that there exists a causal relationship between the earlier events in Jerusalem and the

later crisis at Galatia.

At this point, our survey of the history of the interpretation of Galatians appears to
indicate that there exists a fair body of opinion amongst scholars that Paul’s Galatian
opponents were Jewish Christians from Judea who advocated circumcision and Law-
observance. Moreover, there is no consensus about the relationship of these missionaries
with the apostolic leadership at Jerusalem or their relationship with Paul. However, as we

shall see in the next section there is also a significant minority opinion that Paul’s

9 Esler, Galatians, 138; and more fully in his earlier work, The First Christians in Their Social Worlds: Social-Scientific
Approaches to New Testament Interpretation (London & New York: Routledge, 1994), 57-62. See also Martyn,
Galatians, 462-466.

50 Esler, Galatians, 138.
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opponents were neither Jewish Christians nor agents of the apostolic community in

Jerusalem.
1.2.  Local Non-Christian Opponents

We have seen that the traditional identification of Paul’s opponents at Galatia as
Judaisers is usually coupled with the view that these troublemakers were from outside the
community. In keeping with this view, most commentators make a distinction between
the “Galatians” who were the addressees of the letter and the “opponents” who were the
subject of the letter. It is also normally argued that these opponents were fellow
Christians from either Jerusalem or some other community aligned with the Law-
observant faction at Jerusalem and, therefore, they are usually identified as “Jewish
Christians” who directly opposed Paul’s Law-free mission. A few commentators,
however, have challenged the key aspects of this identification, arguing that Paul’s

opponents were local to Galatia and not members of the Christian community.

The most notable early proponent of this line of argument is J. Munck who
denied outright that there ever existed any “conflict between Jewish Christianity and
Paul”.”’ In Munck’s view, Paul saw Christianity as the fulfilment of Judaism and the
Church as the true Israel. For Paul, as for Peter, James and John who lent their full support
to him, the Gentile mission was an expression and an extension of Jewish eschatology,
signalling the final ingathering of both Gentiles and eventually Jews as well prior to the
Parousia. Accordingly in Galatians, Munck could not find any indication of Judaising
agents of the Jerusalem church. Munck focused on Galatians 6:13, claiming this passage
did not provide evidence of Jewish opponents, let alone Jewish Christian “apostates”.
Rather, Munck felt that the statement that “those who receive circumcision [but] do not
themselves keep the Law” (Gal 6:13) suggested local Gentile converts who “supposed from
their reading of the Old Testament that God required of his people that they should be

» 52

circumcised and observe everything that he had commanded in His Law”.”” Paul writes

Galatians to explain the radicalism of freedom wrought by Christ’s epoch-making death

51T Munck, Paul and the Salvation of Mankind, tr. F. Clarke (London: SCM Press, 1977), 279.

52 Munck, Paul, 132; see also L. Gaston, Paul and Torah (Vancouver: University of British Columbia Press, 1987), 29-30,
81-82, who offers a similar view.
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and resurrection signalling the onset of the eschaton when Gentiles would join Jews in the

benefits of the Abrahamic covenant.

Oddly, while he laid great stress on 6:13, Munck paid little attention to Paul’s
claim concerning his opponents’ attempts to avoid persecution in 6:12. This would seem to
be a crucial aspect of Paul’s portrait of his opponents, and the spectre of persecution is one
that occurs, not only at Galatia, but also earlier in Antioch (2:12), suggesting a closer
relationship between events in both places than Munck would allow. By contrast, A. E.
Harvey sought to compensate for Munck’s oversight by arguing that the opponents were
Gentiles who were newly converted to Judaism and sought to offer circumcision to Paul’s
converts as a means of avoiding persecution.” The uniqueness of Harvey’s view is that he
contends that these proselytes were pressuring fellow Gentiles who were converts to
Christianity to avoid persecution from the synagogue by adopting Jewish practices, not
Jewish theology. Harvey reasoned that this is so because of the Jewish emphasis on strict
adherence to Jewish practices, rather than to Jewish orthodoxy.”* Paul’s tactic was to show
the theological consequences of embracing Jewish practices (Gal 6:12-13). But this theory

is not without its problems.

The distinction between theology and faith-practice is a false dichotomy. It seems
clear enough that Paul thought that the gospel his opponents preached was one that entailed
a demand for circumcision (5:2-4; 6:12-13); or, put more accurately, it entailed the
necessity of circumcision as the only means of entry into covenant relationship with God.
Accordingly, his opponents taught that the Mosaic Law was divinely ordained as the only
means to maintaining moral order and restraining the impulses of the flesh (5:16, 24). It
may be possible that these opponents were Gentiles, but throughout the letter Paul seems to
assume otherwise. In 2:15, Paul directly addresses his opponents as fellow Jews — “We
who are Jews by birth and not Gentile sinners”. This shared ethnic and religious identity is
also implicit in his preceding chapters where Paul speaks of his “former life in Judaism”

(2:13-14) and Peter’s apostleship among “the circumcised” (2:8). Accordingly, it seems

3 A. E. Harvey, “The Opposition to Paul”, SE 4 (1968), 319-332. Similarly, J. D. Crossan and J. L. Reed, In Search of
Paul: How Jesus’ Apostle Opposed Rome’s Empire with God’s Kingdom — A New Vision of Paul’s Words and Deeds
(San Francisco: Harper Collins, 2004), 39-40, assume uncritically that all the opponents found in Paul’s letters were,
like Paul’s converts, Gentile “God-worshippers”.

34 Harvey, “Opposition”, 324.
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difficult to sustain the line of arguments presented by either Munck or Harvey that Paul
considered his opponents at Galatia were anything other than fellow Jews. However, this

does not preclude the possibility of Paul’s opponents being local Jews.

The view that Paul’s opponents at Galatia were local Jews is another variation of
the general view that Paul’s opponents were not interlopers or outsiders. This particular
adaptation is associated with W. Liitgert, J. H. Ropes, W. Schmithals, and F. R.
Crownfield, all of whom sought to identify Paul’s opponents as Jews who were syncretistic
in their religious practices, resulting in an early form of Jewish Gnosticism.> Liitgert and
Ropes had proposed that in Galatians Paul was fighting two separate battles against, on the
one hand, a group of Judaisers who claimed connections with the apostolic authorities at
Jerusalem (1:1-5:12); and, on the other, local quasi-Gnostic (Diaspora) Jewish spiritualists

whose libertine tendencies led them to oppose both Paul and the Jerusalem Judaisers (5:13-

6:10).°°

Schmithals rejected the view of Liitgert and Ropes that Paul faced a two-fold
opposition at Galatia, but he agreed that Paul’s opponents were either Jewish or Jewish-
Christian Gnostics. He had argued that on the basis of Paul’s strong denigration of the
Jewish initiatory rite in Galatians 5:3 and 6:13 the opponents preached a gospel of
circumcision rather than full Law-observance, agreeing with Paul against Jerusalem that
the “purity of the gospel and the non-mediated character of the apostolate are

inseparable”.”” On this view, Schmithals reasoned that for Paul’s opponents the ritual of

55 W. Littgert, Gesetz und Geist. Eine Untersuchung zur Vorgeschichte des Galaterbriefes (Giitersloh: Bertelsmann, 1919);
J. H. Ropes, The Singular Problem of the Epistle to the Galatians (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1929); F.
R. Crownfield, “The Singular Problem of the Dual Galatians”, JBL 63 (1945), 491-500; W. Schmithals, Gnosticism in
Corinth: An Investigation of the Letters to the Corinthians, tr. J. E. Steely (Nashville: Abingdon, 1971); and, idem, Paul
and the Gnostics, tr. J. E. Steely (Nashville: Abingdon, 1972). See also R. Bultmann, The Second Letter to the
Corinthians, tr. R. A. Harrisville (Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1985), 132-141, who similarly argues for the Gnostic origins
of Paul’s opponents.

%8 Liitgert’s theory was developed further by Ropes, Singular, 23-25, who rejected the common view that the Judaisers
originated in Jerusalem. Ropes argued that, while Paul preached the futility of the Jewish Law, he retained close
connections with both the Jewish roots of the Christian message and the Jerusalem church. As with Liitgert, Ropes
proposed two different and differing sets of opponents; but, unlike Liitgert, he proposed that these groups were
composed of Gentiles native to Galatia, each focusing on competing aspects of Paul’s own teachings. The first were
Gentile converts who focused on the Jewish elements of Paul’s teachings and advocated a Judaising position and
challenged Paul’s antinomian stance based on Paul’s previous commission from Jerusalem. The second were a group of
radical, libertine spiritualists or “pneumatics” who opposed the Law-observant stance of the Judaisers and criticised
Paul for his links to Jerusalem.

57 Schmithals, Paul and the Gnostics, 19.

25



circumcision was seen as a mystical rite of initiation into the higher or more perfect
knowledge. This set them fundamentally at odds with Jerusalem and, accordingly, they
charged Paul with being subject to the apostolic authorities, a charge that Paul seeks to

overturn in the initial chapters of Galatians.

Similarly, F. R. Crownfield had attempted to resolve the problems inherent in
Liitgert’s “Two Front” hypothesis by suggesting that Paul’s opponents were atavistic in
their faith practice, probably former members of a Jewish mystery cult.”® He identified
Paul’s Galatian opponents as a group that combined Christianity with a mystical
understanding of following Torah and Jewish legal practices.”” The “Judaisers” and
“spirituals” were actually the same group. The leaders of this group are theorised to have
been early converts to Christianity, and although not followers of the earthly Jesus, were

nonetheless loosely connected with Jerusalem.

Crownfield conjectured that they were adherents of Jewish mystery cults seeking
spiritual illumination through legalism. As he built on Liitgert’s study to develop his view,
Schmithals also built on Crownfield’s work and specified it to Gnostic groups. Both writers
tended to correlate the Colossian opponents with those of Galatia who combined some
Jewish rites with laxity in morals.®" A similar view is held by H. Schlier in his commentary
on Galatians.”> He embraces an identity for the opponents that explains their nomism
coupled with their antinomian tendencies as an early stage of Gnosticism demonstrating a
sort of Jewish apocalypticism similar to that found at Qumran. This is not far from the view
of Brinsmead, who saw Paul’s opponents as possessing an Essene theology and ethics that

.. . 63
espoused a “nomistic enthusiasm”.

More recently, M. Nanos has reinvigorated the debate by suggesting that Paul’s
Galatian opponents, whom he calls the “influencers”, were “members of the larger Jewish

communities of Galatia entrusted with the responsibility of conducting Gentiles wishing

58 The definitive refutation was provided by Crownfield, “Singular”, 491-492, 498-500.

% Crownfield, “Singular”, 492-493.

0 Crownfield, “Singular”, 493.

81 Crownfield, “Singular”, 494; and Schmithals, Paul and the Gnostics, 44-46.

62 H. Schlier, Der Brief an die Galater (KEK 7; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1971), 22-24.

63 B. H. Brinsmead, Galatians: Dialogical Response to Opponents (SBLDS 65; Chico: Scholars Press, 1982), 164-178.
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more than guest status within the communities through the ritual process of proselyte
conversion”.** The cornerstone of Nanos’ argument is that the Galatian churches were still
in relationship with the synagogues in Galatia, for the letter “predates...any division which

. e . 65
could be characterized as Christianity versus Judaism”.

Nanos also attacks the notion that the “influencers” were opponents of Paul or
missionaries from Jerusalem. Indeed, they are not even fellow believers in Christ. Nanos
insists that the disagreement is an internal Jewish debate in which the focus is on the figure
of Christ, not over circumcision, dietary proscriptions and righteousness as traditionally
assumed. Therefore, the issue of Galatians is not about the Torah per se. Paul does not
denounce Jewish identity or behaviour for Jews or even for Gentiles seeking proselyte
status who are not connected with faith in Christ. However, because the addressees do
believe in Christ, Paul insists that they are righteous as Gentiles and cannot become Jewish
proselytes. Carrying over a position from his earlier book on Romans, Nanos understands
Paul’s gospel as one that proclaims that the addressees, as Gentiles, have been made a part

of'a new community consisting of Israel and the nations worshiping together.

Another modern commentator who, like Munck, Harvey, Schmithals and Nanos,
takes the local social situation seriously is S. Elliott. Contrary to the aforementioned
scholars, however, Elliott examines the crisis at Galatia from the perspective of the former
pagan cultic context of the Gentiles who converted to the Galatian churches. While she
argues that circumcision remains the central issue in Galatians, she suggests that Paul’s
concern over the issue “does not originate from an antipathy towards the Law, but from an
antipathy toward the cult of the Mother of the Gods and an abhorrence of self castration”.*®
This reinterpretation of the issues raised by Galatians produces a significant reappraisal of
the crisis. Accordingly, she presents a radical reconstruction of the situation of the letter

that suggests that Paul seeks to dissuade his audience from getting circumcised, not

because of the danger of their Judaising, but because he “saw circumcision as an especially

o4 Nanos, Irony, 6.
65
Nanos, Irony, 7.

66 S. Elliott, Cutting Too Close for Comfort: Paul’s Letter to the Galatians in Its Anatolian Context (JSNTSS 248;
Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 2004), 13.
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problematic ritual in a context in which ritual castration [popular in the Mother Goddess

cult of the Galli] was practiced”.®”’

On this reading, Paul uses the dichotomy between the two covenants and the two
consorts, Sarah and Hagar, as allegories, which present a choice for the Galatians. They can
either stay with Paul’s gospel or opt for circumcision, which would take them back into the
world dominated by the Mother Goddess. As castration bound the Galli to the Mother, so
circumcision will enslave. Remaining uncircumcised will enable them to continue as sons
and heirs.®® For Paul the crisis is not one whereby his converts are in danger of adopting

Jewish practices, but of their possible backsliding towards their former pagan practices.

Despite the originality of these alternative theories postulating the opponents as
Gentiles or Gentile proselytes to Judaism, Jews or syncretistic Jewish Christians native to
Galatia, their proponents have failed to win broad backing from other commentators on
Galatians. This has been the case because of several difficulties inherent in these theories.
First, hypotheses suggesting a Gnostic component to the Pauline opposition at Galatia have
not survived. Subsequent scholarship would prove that it is not entirely clear as to what
extent first century Judaism and first century Christianity had been infected by Gnostic
ideas. The parallel examples often cited to support this theory are derived from texts much
later than the Pauline letters and, therefore, it seems that Gnosticism was far from being a

clearly defined phenomenon in Paul’s time.*

Second, those scholars who would argue a Galatian locale for the origins of Paul’s
opponents must deal with the fact that Paul regularly and consistently, throughout the letter,
makes distinctions between the Galatians and those who have “bewitched” (3:1) and
“unsettled” (1:7; 5:12; cf. 6:12-13) the communities. Moreover, as J. D. G. Dunn points

out, “Paul always refers to the troublemakers in the third person, while addressing his

57 Elliott, Cutting Too Close, 233.
%8 Elliott, Cutting Too Close, 286.

% See further E. Kisemann, “Die Legitimitit des Apostels: Eine Untersuchung zu II Korinther 10-13”, ZNW 41 (1942),
33-71. Similar views are expressed by D. Georgi, The Opponents of Paul in Second Corinthians (Philadelphia: Fortress
Press, 1986), 41-60. A thorough rebuttal of the Gnostic hypothesis is offered by R. M. Wilson, “Gnostics - in Galatia?”,
SE 4 (1968), 358-367.
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converts in the second person”.”’ Such distinctions strongly suggest that Paul’s opponents
were interlopers and outsiders and, thereby, these distinctions raise serious questions about

any view that postulates a purely internal dispute at Galatia.”'

To pursue the issue further, not only does Paul imply that these missionaries were
not native to Galatia, but his remarks implicitly suggest that they were only newly arrived
in Galatia. He comments on the rapidity with which the Galatians have deserted him and
his gospel (1:6), and he accuses the interlopers of “hindering” (5:7) the Galatian converts’
obedience to the truth of the gospel. The sense of these statements is that the missionaries’
disturbing influence was a later development. There are no indications, either explicit or

implicit, that Paul encountered these opponents while he was in Galatia.

We can infer from Paul’s statements about his opponents at Galatia that he
thought that they were Christian missionaries from outside the community. There are two
significant statements that confirm this analysis. First, Paul characterises his opponents
message as a “gospel” (1:6-9), and more particularly a view of the gospel that entailed a
Judaising message (5:2-4, 16, 24; 6:12-13). Second, in a manner that Paul compares to the
situation at Antioch, the Judaising missionaries at Galatia attempted to force the Gentile
converts to adhere faithfully to the whole Law (3:10), including the observance of the
Sabbath and the Jewish feast days (4:8-11).”> Paul condemns this message as a perversion
of the gospel of Christ (1:7). Martyn observes rightly that the term ‘“gospel” is so
significant to Paul that he would not have used it here unless his opponents were also using

it and, therefore, these opponents could not be anything other than Christian missionaries.”

This conclusion can be confirmed by Paul’s claim that the Galatian troublemakers
were preaching a gospel message that was clearly at odds with the one he preached (1:6-9),

and he suggests that their motive in doing so was to avoid being persecuted for Christ

7. D. G. Dunn, “The Theology of Galatians: The Issue of Covenantal Nomism”, in Pauline Theology, Vol. 1, 125-146
(128).

& Bligh, Galatians, 31; Betz, Galatians, 7; Longenecker, Galatians, xcv; Matera, Galatians, 7-11; Martyn, Galatians,
120; and Sumney, ““Servants of Satan”, 137.
"2 Longenecker, Galatians, 181-183.

 Martyn, Galatians, 109. Nanos, Irony, 141-142, 284-316, attempts to answer this point by noting that the term was
widely used in Paul’s time by Jewish groups outside Christianity. While this may be true, Nanos does not take seriously
the fact that the term remains one of particular significance to Paul, especially within the context of Galatians, which
focuses almost exclusively on the whole issue of Paul’s gospel and his right as an apostle to proclaim that gospel.
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(6:12). This is a highly polemical assertion that probably provides little concrete data about
the agitators’ motivations, but it does reveal a great deal about their religious affiliations.”
These accusations can only make sense if we assume that Paul’s opponents were fellow

Christian missionaries.

Nanos argues that this statement indicates that the “influencers” were Jews who
wanted to force Paul’s Gentile converts to become Jewish proselytes so as to avoid being
persecuted by association with the Christian community.” This scenario, however, does
not sit comfortably with the available evidence in Galatians.”® Nanos suggests that there
was a threat of reprisals from civic authorities if not all those identified as “Jewish” were
maintaining the clear signs of Jewish identity. But it is highly unlikely that the Pauline
communities in Galatia, composed entirely of Gentile converts, would have been perceived
as Jewish by the wider community. Moreover, if Nanos’ view is correct, it would seem
strange that Paul chose to isolate the cross (as opposed to circumcision or Sabbath
observance) as the issue creating a public danger. Indeed, one would be hard-pressed to
provide any evidence that Jews were ever implicated in any persecution of Christians. The
only logical interpretation of Galatians 6:12 is that Paul must have understood that his
opponents shared his and his readers’ common belief in Christ, or else the insult — that they
wished to avoid persecution on account of Christ — would make no sense whatsoever.”’
The problem, therefore, is more likely to be one within the Christian community, fostered
by troublemaking interlopers, rather than a dispute between local Jews and their Christian

associates.

" Sumney, “Servants of Satan”, 136; H. Koester, Introduction to the New Testament, 2 vols (Philadelphia: Fortress Press,
1982), 2:119; and D. Lithrmann, Galatians: A Continental Commentary, tr. O. C. Dean (Minneapolis: Fortress Press,
1992), 123. Jewett, “Agitators”, 205-207, who is followed by Longenecker, Galatians, 1xxxviii-xcvi, depends heavily
on this passage to place the Galatian crisis within the context of heightened Jewish nationalism during the decades
leading up to the Jewish War.

75 Nanos, Irony, 264-267.
" For a recent and specific response to Nanos on this point see Das, Paul and the Jews, 17-29.

T With few exceptions, most commentators accept this reading of the passage. See Lightfoot, Galatians, 222-223; Bruce,
Galatians, 268-269; Bligh, Galatians, 30-35; Jewett, “Agitators”, 205; Longenecker, Galatians, xciv-xcv, 290-291;
Matera, Galatians, 230-231; Martyn, Galatians, 560-563; and Das, Paul, 18-19.
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1.3.  The Galatian Crisis in Its Broader Context

We noted initially that Baur had arrived at his conclusions regarding the identity of the
Judaisers at Galatia via a comparison of Galatians with the rest of the authentic Pauline
letters and the Acts of the Apostles. Using this material, Baur traced the trajectories of the
two competing missions throughout the first century. His starting point was the Acts’
account (6:1-6) of the Hellenists’ dispute with their Hebrew co-religionists in Jerusalem,
which ended in the martyrdom of the Hellenist leader Stephen and the establishment of
Gentile Christianity at Antioch (Acts 11:18-26).” It was this dispute that later led to the
Jerusalem Council, the Incident at Antioch and the Galatian crisis. The Pastoral Epistles
and the second century Jewish Christian literature bore further testimony to the longevity of

this dispute.

Subsequent scholarship would not go as far as Baur in attributing direct links
between the various opponents at Galatia, Jerusalem, Corinth and Philippi; however, many
scholars agreed with his appraisal that the Galatian crisis must be seen in a much broader
context than simply within the confines of the letter itself. Lightfoot had drawn parallels
between the Judaising opponents in Galatians and those in 2 Corinthians and Philippians,
but he disagreed with Baur by proposing that the problems discussed in 1 Corinthians,
Romans and the Pastorals bespoke a second group of opponents who were influenced
strongly by an incipient Gnosticism, which Paul encountered in Greece and Rome.”
Furthermore, while he opposed Baur’s negative assessment and late dating of Acts, he
retained Baur’s evaluation of the Hellenists, whose disagreement with the Hebrews was to
“sound the death-knell” for Jewish Christianity.*® Lightfoot attributed to them, and not to

Paul per se, the final breach between Judaism and Christianity. Once the Hellenists were

78 On the contribution of the Hellenists to the conflict see Baur, Paul, 39-59.
" Lightfoot, Galatians, 311.

80 Lightfoot, Galatians, 296-298. Similar views of the Hellenists are expressed by H. Riisinen, “Paul’s Conversion and the
Development of His View of the Law”, NTS 37 (1987), 404-419; M. Hengel, Between Jesus and Paul: Studies in the
Earliest History of Christianity, tr. J. Bowden (London: SCM Press, 1983), 4-11; and E. Haenchen, Acts of the Apostles:
A Commentary, tr. B. Noble and G. Shin (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1971), 259-261. As we shall see in chapter
one, a contrary view is offered by C. C. Hill, Hellenists and Hebrews: Reappraising Division within the Early Church
(Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1992); whose position has been followed by R. Bauckham, “James and the Jerusalem
Church”, in The Book of Acts in Its First Century Setting, Volume 4: The Book of Acts in Its Palestinian Setting, ed. R.
Bauckham (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995), 429. An earlier but similar analysis to that of Hill’s and Bauckham’s had
been expressed by Munck, Paul, 218-228.
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scattered in the wake of Stephen’s martyrdom, their Gentile mission flourished while “the
star of Jewish Christendom” waned, and the Hellenists’ influence on Paul was to be

immeasurable.?!

Similarly, Schmithals attributed early libertine tendencies to the Hellenists at
Jerusalem and agrees with the assessment that they posed a threat to the Law-observant
Hebrews.* However, he felt that in Galatians Paul was addressing, not the heirs of the
Hebrews, but Gnostic opponents whose presence can be detected in both the Corinthian
letters. At Corinth, these opponents came professing superior knowledge supported by their
adeptness at miraculous and visionary signs, which led them to minimise the humanity of
Jesus (cf. 2 Cor 6:14-7:1) and criticise Paul for his inferior knowledge (2 Cor 11:16) and
self-professed weaknesses (2 Cor 10:10). A similar situation developed at Galatia, which
set Paul’s opponents fundamentally at odds with both him and Jerusalem and, accordingly,
they charged Paul with being subject to the apostolic authorities; a charge that Paul seeks to

overturn in the initial chapters of Galatians.

Schmithals offered a telling critique of Baur’s study by drawing attention to the
fact that Baur’s identification of Paul’s Galatian opponents as Judaisers was a
“presupposition” that could not be sustained without recourse to material outside the letter
itself.* However, Schmithals’ analysis falls prey to a similar weakness, given that his
strategy is to develop a coherent picture of Gnostics outside Galatia and demonstrate how
this best explains the details in Galatians. To do this, moreover, involves some dubious
exegesis on his part. For example, in the traditional view Galatians 3-4 is seen as the heart
of the argumentation against the Judaisers. Rather than contesting the particulars of the
Judaiser interpretation of this section, however, Schmithals virtually ignores it and alleges
that Paul did not really understand his Gnostic opponents or he would not have argued in

. 84
this manner.

81 Lightfoot, Galatians, 303.
82 W. Schmithals, Die Apostelgeschichte des Lukas (ZBK.NT 3.2; Ziirich: Theologischer Verlag, 1982), 65.
83 Schmithals, Paul and the Gnostics, 13.

8 Others who adhere to this Gnostic identification find that they too must assert that their knowledge of the Galatian
opponents exceeds Paul’s because in Galatians 3-4 he argued about the Law, as Schmithals, Paul and the Gnostics, 18,
says, “in such a way as he might have done if his opponents had been Pharisaic Judaists, which they obviously were
not”. See also, W. Marxsen, Introduction to the New Testament: An Approach to Its Problems, tr. G. Buswell
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Perhaps the most important contribution in recent years to the ongoing debate
surrounding both the identity of Paul’s various opponents and the methods used to identify
them is that of J. L. Sumney. Sumney has criticised the method of reading references to
opponents in one letter through the lens of another, suggesting that this approach pushes the
available evidence in Paul beyond credible limits.*> He argues that we need to begin any
analysis of Paul’s opponents with individual readings of each of the relevant letters.
Sumney seeks to challenge the common presupposition that there was a single, anti-Pauline
movement that purposefully sought to undermine Paul’s authority and supplant his
teachings, be they Baur’s Judaisers or Schmithals’ Gnostics. He also questions those
identifications dependent on set theological categories, such as Christology or soteriology,

heresy or orthodoxy.

Sumney argues that the historical controversies in which Paul was embroiled were
not so one-dimensional as suggested by a simple model of bipartite division, and probably
involved a complex of various social, cultural, as well as theological issues. Moreover,
labelling the opposition as heretics may skew the matter, so that they are not considered
apart from the author’s polemical context. In addition, many interpreters have an
investment in emphasising the distance of these opponents from Paul’s views and practices,
privileging Paul’s perspective because it is their own, and thus risking the exaggeration of
differences. We saw how scholars, such as Jewett, Howard and Martyn, have warned that
we should not assume that Paul’s polemical statements in Galatians indicate any real
animosity on the part of those whom Paul attacks. On occasion Paul may be reacting far
more strongly to an issue than his opponents would have deemed necessary. For the sake
of emphasis, and in the peculiar interests of his specific audience, Paul may be

exaggerating or even parodying the motives, position, or the pedigree of his opponents.

(Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1970), 53. It is possible that a critic’s knowledge can exceed an author’s knowledge of the
subject matter, but this is not to be confused with the critic thinking that his knowledge of the author’s meaning is
superior. See the discussion in Longenecker, Galatians, xci, xciv; and E. D. Hirsch, Validity in Interpretation (New
Haven: Yale University Press, 1967), 19-23.

85 J. L. Sumney, Identifying Paul’s Opponents: The Question of Method in 2 Corinthians (JSNTSS 40; Sheffield: JSOT
Press, 1990), 77-86, 89-92, 98-100; idem, ““Servants of Satan, 20-32.
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However, despite these valuable cautions, Sumney’s analysis of the individual
letters leads him to conclude with a scenario very similar to that of Lightfoot, with two
separate groups of Pauline opponents. According to Sumney, the Corinthian, Galatian, and
Philippian letters reflect two different trajectories of actual anti-Pauline opposition
reflecting debates about the relationship of Christianity to the Law.*® At Corinth, Paul’s
opposition most likely came from Jewish Christians who used their Jewish heritage to
justify their own apostolic authority but who did not require Gentile converts to obey any
portion of the Law. In Galatians, however, the circumstances are reversed. While there is
no challenge to Paul’s apostolic authority, now Gentile compliance with the requirement to
be circumcised is being demanded. Paul’s reaction was so harsh that it galvanised his
opposition into a true anti-Pauline movement that emerges later with the “dogs” and
“cutters” at Philippi, who appear to have been a group of teachers travelling from church to

church requiring Gentile converts to be circumcised.

Still, according Sumney’s view, these two anti-Pauline movements do not share a
common antecedent in anything remotely similar to what scholars have posited as Jewish
Christianity, a unified movement opposed to Pauline teaching.®” Even when issues relating
to Christianity and the Law re-emerge in 1 Timothy and Titus, these are experiences of
local concern and not part of a wider movement of anti-Pauline sentiment. Despite the
importance of Sumney’s analysis, his view of Paul’s opponents generally, and his
reconstruction of the Galatian opponents in particular, have not won over all scholars.

Baur’s bipartite view of early Christianity survives to the present, albeit in modified form.

Two of the strongest cases are made by G. Liidemann and M. Goulder, who are
probably the two most consistent modern champions of Baur’s study.®® In a series of

publications, these scholars have sought to retain and to extend Baur’s thesis. In his most

% Sumney, Identifying Paul’s Opponents, 301-309.
87 Sumney, Identifying Paul’s Opponents, 310-311.

8 Liidemann, Opposition. The most prominent example of Goulder’s defence of Baur is his St. Paul versus St. Peter: A Tale
of Two Missions (Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 1994), a small, popular study that Goulder later revisits and
develops in part with a more detailed analysis in his Paul and the Competing Mission in Corinth (Peabody: Hendrickson,
2001). A similar approach is taken by the equally small and popularist book by E. C. Park, Either Jew or Gentile: Paul’s
Unfolding Theology of Inclusively (Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 2003). Cf. L. Thurén, Derhetorizing Paul: A
Dynamic Perspective on Pauline Theology and the Law (Harrisburg: Trinity Press International, 2002), 51-178, who
similarly examines problems associated with Paul’s view of the Law in Galatians against the broader background of
Romans and the Corinthian letters.
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recent monograph on Corinth, Goulder attempts to counter many of the traditional
arguments levelled against Baur’s theory.*” Liidemann offered a similar defence of Baur in
an earlier examination of Jewish Christianity.” Where Liidemann differs from Goulder is
in scope rather than the details of the hypotheses. Like Baur before him, Liidemann traces
the development of Paul’s conflict with Jewish Christianity from the pre-Pauline Jerusalem
church and the advent of the libertine Hellenists through to the second century fathers and
the patristic references to later Jewish Christian groups. Goulder limits his focus to the

Pauline texts.

Amongst the critics of Baur, Schmithals had argued that Baur’s view of the
Galatian agitators as Judaisers from Jerusalem was a “presupposition of the exegesis of the
Galatian epistle” and “not its conclusion”.”’ Similarly, others before Schmithals had
accused Baur of developing his conflict model of early Church polity as a result of
viewing the history of primitive Christianity through the lens of Hegel. Both Liidemann
and Goulder, however, effectively demonstrate that Baur’s exegetical process was based
rather on a thorough historical analysis of the sources, owing little to presuppositions or

Hegelian dialectics.”

Along with Baur, Goulder argues that a critical assessment of 1 and 2 Corinthians
reveals that a single Petrine front of opposition underlies the various visits to Corinth by
missionaries competing with Paul. Moreover, he contends that the local supporters and the
theology of the Petrine camp explain all the dynamics and polemical material found in both
1 and 2 Corinthians.”> Although the argument is incidental to his study in this work,
Goulder draws connecting lines between Paul’s opponents in Corinth and his earlier

troubles in Galatia. Accordingly, he seeks to defuse the objection of Lightfoot, Liitgert,

% Goulder, Paul and the Competing Mission, 1-15.

% Liidemann, Opposition, 1-32.

1 Schmithals, Paul and the Gnostics, 13.

%2 Liidemann, Opposition, 1-4; and Goulder, Paul and the Competing Mission, 10-13.

% Goulder, Paul and the Competing Mission, 16-46. This suggests that in examining these texts, and especially the
hypothetical letter fragments contained in 2 Corinthians, we are dealing with the same complex of materials — a view
that is also supported by Liidemann, Opposition, 80-81; and Schmithals, Gnosticism in Corinth, 113-114; who is
followed by Georgi, Opponents, 14-18. See also C. K. Barrett, The Second Epistle to the Corinthians (BNTC; London:
A. & C. Black, 1973), 30-32, 278, who likewise draws parallels between Galatians and the Corinthian letters. Similarly,
but more cautious in drawing a direct parallel between the two is J. Lambrecht, Second Corinthians (SP 8; Collegeville:
Liturgical Press, 1999), 6-7.
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Sumney and other scholars that the opposition at Corinth looks fundamentally different to
the opposition that Paul encountered in Galatia. Liitgert was impressed by the dual nature
of Paul’s defence in Galatians, which seemed to suggest that Paul was facing contradictory
charges of being both an antinomian libertine and a Jewish legalist; the second of which
finds no parallel in the Corinthian letters. Goulder, however, notes that Paul’s response to
his opponents in 1 Corinthians 9:1-27 echoes the confrontations evident at the Jerusalem
Council as described in Galatians 2:1-10. G. Liidemann follows a similar line of
argument.”* He draws parallels to the Corinthian problems and specifically identifies the
Galatian opponents as “the so-called false brethren who were not able to execute their
demand at the Jerusalem Conference that Titus be circumcised and who obviously had not

participated in the agreement that was worked out there”.”

1.4.  Summary

At this point we might summarise our findings. It seems clear that the majority of scholars
accept that the spectre of Jerusalem haunts the pages of Galatians unlike any other in the
Pauline corpus. Echoes of similar battles that both predate and proceed from the Galatian
crisis may be detectable in both Acts and elsewhere in Paul’s letters. However, scholars
remain divided on the relevance of this additional material. Traditionally, commentators
called the Galatian opponents “Judaisers”, but recent developments in Pauline studies have
led to a number of competing reconstructions of the Galatian crisis and, accordingly,
several alternative labels. The Galatian opponents have been variously characterised as the
“Judaisers” from Jerusalem or Jewish Christian “Agitators” from Judea, Gentile Christians,

Jewish Christian “Teachers” or Jewish “Influencers” native to Galatia.

The points of difference turn on how scholars interpret the outcome of the
Jerusalem Council and the dispute at Antioch. Those who favour a positive outcome,
accepting at face value Paul’s claim that an accord was reached at Jerusalem, view the
opponents as having no real or only an indirect connection with Jerusalem. Consequently,
these scholars see the missionaries as being motivated either by external pressures and fears

of persecution or genuine conviction to complete or complement Paul’s Law-free mission

* Liidemann, Opposition, 68-72.

% Liidemann, Opposition, 101. Similar reconstructions are suggested by Betz, Galatians, 7; and Matera, Galatians, 24-26.
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with a fuller expression of the Law-observant gospel. Those who see a series of interrelated
conflicts described in Acts and Galatians, see connections between the earlier Hebrews-
Hellenists disputes, as well as between the Galatian opponents of Paul and those who
opposed Paul at either/or Jerusalem and Antioch. However, few are willing to directly
credit the commission of these Judaisers to the Pillar Apostles — preferring to see them as a
rogue element within the Jerusalem church that was motivated by a stricter Pharisaic or
Zealotic attitude to Jewish separatism. While the first set of theories require that we view
those whom Paul attacks in Galatians as “teachers”, “missionaries” or “influencers” who
were not fundamentally hostile to Paul, the second necessitates the characterisation of these

people as “Judaisers”, “agitators” or “troublemakers” who openly opposed Paul, his

mission and his gospel.

Obviously, the definitive reconstruction of the factional conflicts that shaped
developments in primitive Christianity per se, or those that led to the Galatian crisis
specifically, have yet to be written; and there is little hope of this study filling that void.
However, I think it important to suggest some avenues of approach to the questions
surrounding the Galatian crisis, and Paul’s relationship with Jerusalem during that dispute,
that are not currently being explored, and which may help to show the way forward amidst
the radically different reconstructions of the situation presently on offer. Moreover, this
study is founded on the view that, despite the wide variety of interpretations, the central
questions still remain those that were first explored by Baur in the nineteenth century; and
it is these questions that will be the focus of this study.”® Are we correct in characterising
Paul’s opponents at Galatia as “Judaisers” — that is, Christian Jewish missionaries who
wanted to force Gentiles to be circumcised and observe all aspects of the Mosaic Law?
Were they local dissidents, or did they originate from outside the Galatian communities?
Was the crisis in Galatia a continuation of earlier conflicts? To what extent did the conflicts
at Jerusalem and Antioch play a role in the Galatian crisis? If the Judaisers came from
Jerusalem, were they acting under the direct authority of James, Peter and the apostolic

authorities, or were they merely a renegade minority of ultra-legalists? If the first part of

% Baur, Paul, 121, 251-253.
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that question should prove true, can we find evidence of these Judaising opponents in other

letters of Paul, specifically 1 and 2 Corinthians, Philippians or Romans?

2. Methodology

The plethora of theories advanced over the decades bears ample testimony to the many
difficulties encountered when one embarks on the task of trying to retrace both the identity
of Paul’s opponents at Galatia and the contours of Paul’s relationship with Jerusalem
during the Galatian crisis. Moreover, the current lack of consensus is most likely a direct
and natural result of the methodology employed in attempting to determine the nature of
Paul’s opposition at Galatia. On many occasions grand hypotheses have been erected only
on the basis of isolated fragments and catch phrases from across the spectrum of all Paul’s

letters, which are then augmented with recourse to distant parallels.

2.1.  Difficulties in Interpretation

It has long been recognised that the problem that confronts us in examining this conflict is
that the letter to the churches in Galatia is just that, a letter.”’ It is a personal
correspondence that was not intended to convey a comprehensive historical account of the
dispute that compelled Paul to put pen to paper. Moreover, Galatians divulges only Paul’s
side of the conversation. Consequently, the data that can be drawn from Galatians is
fragmentary and coloured by Paul’s own perspective on the events. It is a highly polemical
text, with Paul responding to a crisis that he perceives as a serious threat to the gospel he
proclaims. Indeed, the debate itself is twice removed from the text of Galatians, since Paul
is not even directly addressing his opponents, but only those members of his community

who have been influenced by those adversaries, of whom Paul has only heard reports.

We must assume, therefore, that Paul’s picture of the situation and the
troublemakers who caused it will be seriously distorted by both the nature of the
information Paul has to hand and his own biased reflections on that data.”® In order to
reconstruct the original situation on the basis of the letter alone, the interpreter must

critically deduce and surmise the problems Paul faced from the responses he provides.

97 Thurén, Derhetorizing Paul, 26. Cf. V. M. Smiles, The Gospel and the Law in Galatia: Paul’s Response to Jewish-
Christian Separatism and the Threat of Galatian Apostasy (Collegeville: Liturgical Press, 1998), 1.

% Mussner, Galaterbrief, 27-28. This point is also made strongly by J. Eckert, Die urchristliche Verkiindigung im Streit
zwischen Paulus und seinen Gegnern nach dem Galaterbrief (Regensburg: Friedrich Pustet, 1971), 22-26, 234-236.

38



Aptly, F. Matera describes the process as “moving from answer to question, solution to
problem”, which in effect means that “interpreters must read the text as if looking in a
mirror”.”” Even then, our picture of both the situation and the protagonists involved are

artificial constructions built on Paul’s perception of the situation as it was reported to him.

C. Cosgrove reminds us that we are dealing, not with the “historical Galatians”,
but the “epistolary Galatians”.'” Our portrait of the troublemakers at Galatia and the
apostolic authorities at Jerusalem as represented in Galatians is a characterisation, even a
caricature, of the real historical people to whom Paul is referring. Sometimes we can
simply reverse (mirror-read) Paul’s heated polemics and apologetic statements to determine
some aspect of the attack on Paul and the origins of that attack; at other times we may only

be in possession of Paul’s view of the issues.

The dangers in such an approach are obvious. G. Lyons has offered a particularly
strong critique of mirror-reading, arguing that the “methodological presuppositions on
which it rests are arbitrary, inconsistently applied, and unworkable”.'®! Fundamental to
Lyons’ argument is the view that Paul’s letter to the Galatians, in terms of Greco-Roman

rhetoric and epistolography, is deliberative rather than forensic in nature.'®

As such, it is
impossible to read into the letter any obvious apologetic statements. Lyons goes so far as to
say that Paul’s supposedly defensive assertions “are often, if not always, examples of
pleonastic tautology used in the interest of clarity”.'”> The most Lyons is willing to grant is
that the letter was occasioned by “trouble-makers” in Galatia who were seriously

compromising Paul and his gospel, but Paul’s response is such that we cannot be any more

specific about the situation.'®

Most scholars accept that, in Galatians, Paul is drawing on methods of

argumentation common to Greco-Roman rhetoric. H. D. Betz has reasoned that the epistle

% Matera, Galatians, 7. Compare comments in Barclay, “Mirror-Reading”, 1-3; Longenecker, Galatians, Ixxxix; and
Martyn, “Law-Observant Mission”, 310-313.

1% Cosgrove, The Cross and the Spirit, 87. See also Matera, Galatians, 6; and Smiles, The Gospel, 6.
1% L yons, Pauline Autobiography, 95.

1921 yons, Pauline Autobiography, 112-119.

13 L_yons, Pauline Autobiography, 110.

194 L_yons, Pauline Autobiography, 17-76.
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is primarily a typical “apologetic letter”; but this has not met with widespread
acceptance.'” Lyons may be correct in suggesting that the letter was primarily
“deliberative”, but this does not mean that it is devoid of any “apologetic statements”.'*®
As P. F. Esler points out, this identification is founded on the erroneous assumption that
“deliberative speeches did not contain passages in defence of the speaker”; an assumption
belied by the fact that the “makers of deliberative (political) speeches frequently had to
present their own character favourably as a way of persuading their audience of the merits
of their case”.'"’ Drawing on Aristotle’s Rhetorica, Esler notes that such a narratio, even
in a deliberative speech, had two purposes: first, to recall past events as lessons for the

future; and second, to either attack the character of an opponent or eulogise an ally.

Lyons agrees with the first, arguing that the narratio has to do with Paul’s
concern to establish “his divinely determined ethos, not defending his personal or official
credentials”.'® In other words, the opponents are not to be seen as having made any
claims and accusations against Paul; Paul is merely stressing his authority, and offering
himself as an example of one who formerly stood against similar onslaughts from

Judaising opponents. However, Lyons seems oblivious to the second possibility — that

105 Betz, Galatians, 14; and idem, “The Literary Composition and Function of Paul’s Letter to the Galatians”, NTS 21
(1975), 353-379. Betz’s identification is followed by Brinsmead, Galatians, 42-55; G. Liidemann, Paul: Apostle to the
Gentiles, tr. F. S. Jones (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1984), 46-48; and J. D. Hester, “The Use and Influence of
Rhetoric in Galatians 2:1-14”, TZ 42 (1986), 386-408.

1% T yons, Pauline Autobiography, 25-27, 119. Similarly, G. A. Kennedy, New Testament Interpretation through
Rhetorical Criticism (Studies in Religion; Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1984), 23-25; and R. G.
Hall, “The Rhetorical Outline for Galatians: A Reconsideration”, JBL 106 (1987), 277-287. Nanos, lrony, 32-61 argues
for identifying the letter as a form of “ironic rebuke”.

197 Egler, Galatians, 65. Similarly, D. E. Aune, The New Testament in Its Literary Environment (LEC; Philadelphia:
Westminster Press, 1987), 203, 207, who characterises Paul’s letter as an “eclectic combination of various rhetorical
techniques”, which is best understood as a “deliberative letter with some apologetic features”. Longenecker, Galatians,
cxix, surveys this variety, suggesting that Galatians is a “combination of Hellenistic epistolary structures, Greco-Roman
rhetorical forms, Jewish exegetical procedures, and Christian soteriological confessions — together, of course, with
Paul’s own revelational experiences and pastoral concerns”. Similarly, Smiles, The Gospel, 13, who agrees with Aune.
See also J. M. G. Barclay, Obeying the Truth: A Study of Paul’s Ethics in Galatians (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1988),
23-25; and P. Perkins, Abraham’s Divided Children: Galatians and the Politics of Faith (TNTC; Harrisburg: Trinity
Press International, 2001), 20-24, both of whom arrive at comparable conclusions.

1% 1 yons, Pauline Autobiography, 133. Similarly, Cosgrove, The Cross and the Spirit, 133; and Witherington, Grace in
Galatia, 71-73; both of whom agree with Lyons on this point. More recently, S. A. Cummins, Paul and the Crucified
Christ in Antioch: Maccabean Martyrdom and Galatians 1 and 2 (SNTSMS 114; Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2001) has offered a thorough defence of Lyons view that Paul is presenting is experiences as “paradigmatic”
rather than elating any relevant historical data.
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Paul recalls his early dealings with Jerusalem in order to attack the character of his
opponents.

Lyons recognises that Paul was probably well informed of “his opponents and

109 yet Paul, in

their charges”; they were “pressing circumcision” upon the Galatians.
Lyons’ view, remains oblivious as to their motivations; “he can conceive of only
malevolent or unworthy ones (4:17; 6:12-13)”." It is most likely true that Paul’s caustic
appraisal of his opponents’ personal motives is part of his rhetorical strategy. But Lyons
ignores the wider context and, consequently, he cannot see that Paul also knows their real

theological and ideological motives as well.

Throughout the narratio, Paul responds directly to his opponents’ views on the
Law from the perspective of their shared Christian traditions (1:7, 13-14; 2:15). And just
as his disagreements with their theology leads to ad hominem attacks on their character,
so we might also assume that Paul’s opponents would have been equally critical of Paul,
attacking both the content of his gospel and his right as an apostle to preach it. If these
were not at issue, why would Paul make them so? It seems highly unlikely that Paul
would have raised the issue of his own authority if it were not already central to the

debate.

Nevertheless, J. Barclay agrees in part with Lyons that there are a number of
“pitfalls” that have trapped and compromised many previous attempts to identify Paul’s
opponents.''' Barclay identifies four. First, the danger of undue selectivity has led many
commentators to build detailed scenarios on only those aspects of Galatians that are most
conducive to their pre-existing theories. Second, the danger of over interpretation has
tempted some scholars to imagine that every statement of Paul rebuts an equally vigorous
counterstatement from his opponents.''? Third, practitioners of mirror reading all too often

do not make distinctions in Paul’s rhetorical strategies; in particular, some scholars do not

19 1 yons, Pauline Autobiography, 99.
1% L yons, Pauline Autobiography, 139.

"1 Barclay, “Mirror-Reading”, 79-83. Esler, Galatians, 64-68, also makes some telling remarks regarding Lyons’ critique
of mirror reading.

"2 Barclay, “Mirror-Reading”, 79, n. 38, notes that Lyons is “particularly, and rightly critical of those who assume that
every Pauline denial is a response to an explicit criticism from his opponents”. See also Betz, Galatians, 6.
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clearly distinguish exposition from polemic and apology. Mirror reading can only yield
effective results when we are dealing with the latter two expressions, where Paul is
obviously responding to attacks from his opponents.'”® Ignoring this fact has led to the
danger of mishandling polemics, which has trapped many into making more out of Paul’s
attacks than is warranted with polemical language. Finally, the danger of latching onto
particular words and phrases has meant that many use only fragmentary bits of data as the

fragile hooks on which to hang a whole study.

Having sounded these cautionary notes, we should not be tempted to imagine that
the task of reconstructing the events surrounding the Galatian crisis is completely beyond
our reach. Barclay, for example, argues that despite the dangers involved in mirror-reading
Galatians it is possible to arrive at a fairly detailed picture of the situation Paul was
confronting if we steer clear of the pitfalls, and examine each of Paul’s polemical
statements with a critical eye.''* One must pay particular attention to those subjects and
metaphors that are frequently accentuated throughout the letter, and are clearly crucial to
Paul’s defence. Those apologetic denials that are emphasised by repetition and the
polemic assertions repeated in different places utilising a range of phrasings are all
possibly indicative of the actual historical situation that confronted Paul.'" Similarly,
further indications of Paul’s knowledge of his opponents’ position and the position of the
Jerusalem church can probably be drawn from Paul’s use of scripture. In fact, much can be
deduced about the issues at stake if we take note of the scriptural passages and texts
employed by Paul that appear to work against his own views — these are likely to represent

the arguments that Paul is attempting to refute.

In addition to Barclay’s observations, we might add R. Longenecker’s comment
that mirror-reading Galatians to identify Paul’s opponents can only be effective when
augmented with “other materials” drawn from the New Testament and contemporary, non-

canonical literature to “check our hypotheses and to supplement whatever profile [of Paul’s

'3 Similar comments are made by Barclay, “Mirror-Reading”, 84-85. See also Martyn, “Law-Observant Mission”, 317-
323; Mussner, Galaterbrief, 13; Longenecker, Galatians, Ixxxix; Smiles, The Gospel, 4-14; and Esler, Galatians, 61-68.

14 Barclay, “Mirror-Reading”, 84-86. Similarly, Matera, Galatians, 6-7, offers a comparable set of cautions, as does
Sumney, ldentifying Paul’s Opponents, 77-86.

s Barclay, “Mirror-Reading”, 86-87; Matera, Galatians, 7; Smiles, The Gospel, 6-7; Sumney, “Servants of Satan”, 23-
27; and Dunn, Galatians, 25-26.
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opponents] may be drawn from Galatians itself”.''® Sumney’s warnings regarding this
technique are not without weight; however, Sumney’s approach precludes, a priori, the
possibility of reconstructing the relationship between the various conflicts involving Paul
and other factions within the Christian movement as evidenced across the spectrum of the
Pauline corpus. As J. Sieber points out in his review of Sumney’s Ildentifying Paul’s
Opponents, investigating each of Paul’s letters in isolation leads to a “limited view of
history” since it assumes that “people, events and ideas exist in a vacuum™.''” Earlier, N.
Taylor made the point that Paul’s self-identification as “Apostle to Gentiles” grew out of

. . . . . . .. .. 118
his successive membership of, and dealings with, various Christian communities.

In attempting to recreate the events surrounding the Galatian crisis, Paul’s first-
hand account must remain paramount. Fundamental to all historical investigation is the
principle of granting the greatest credence to the primary witness; in this case, Paul.'"’
Moreover, our interest in this study is the wider issue of Paul’s relationship with Jerusalem
before, during and after the Galatian crisis. It is not the purpose of this study to examine the
entire sweep of the factional conflicts that drove developments in the early Church
throughout the first century. We are not dealing with such phenomena as might be titled
“Gentile Christianity” and “Jewish Christianity”’; much broader terms, the second of which

is, in any event, a theoretical construct that has been used in so many different senses by

) . . 12
various authors so as to be rendered virtually meaningless.'*

Lightfoot was probably correct in challenging Baur’s ready categorisation of all
the New Testament material, as well as much of the later extra-canonical Christian texts,
into two simple categories: one, Gentile Christian; the other, Jewish Christian. Any attempt

to try to understand a first century phenomenon, such as the Galatian crisis, on the basis of

16 Longenecker, Galatians, Ixxxix.
7 J. Sieber, “Review of Identifying Paul’s Opponents (Sumney)”, Int 45 (1991), 424-426 (424).

"8 N. Taylor, Paul, Antioch and Jerusalem: A Study in Relationships and Authority in Earliest Christianity (JSNTSS 66;
Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1992), 79-94.

1% Cosgrove, The Cross and the Spirit, 16; Sumney, Identifying Paul’s Opponents, 87-88; and Smiles, The Gospel, 4.

120 The subject of “Jewish Christianity” as a meaningful title has been explored by various scholars, see especially R. A.
Kraft, “In Search of ‘Jewish Christianity’ and its ‘Theology’: Problems of Definition and Methodology”, RSR 60
(1972), 81-92; A. F. J. Klijn, “The Study of Jewish Christianity”, NTS 20 (1974), 419-431; S. K. Riegel, “Jewish
Christianity: Definitions and Terminologies”, NTS 24 (1978), 410-415; R. Murray, “Jews, Hebrews and Christians:
Some Needed Distinctions”, NovT 24 (1982), 194-208; and J. E. Taylor, “The Phenomenon of Early Jewish-
Christianity: Reality or Scholarly Invention?”, VC 44 (1990), 313-344.
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material from the second or third centuries completely begs the question of continuity, and
undermines the theoretical basis of any discussion. Still, this should not tempt us to dismiss
the possibility of drawing connections between the various opponents of Paul and grouping

them together under a single title.

It may be true to say that the terms “Gentile Christianity” and “Jewish
Christianity” are inadequate for our purposes here. The distinction between the two labels
depends primarily on an ethnic delineation that does not do justice to the complexities
inherent in such a division. R. E. Brown has argued persuasively that we must view all the
varieties of early Christianity as composed of both Jews and Gentiles, but separated on the

basis of differing attitudes to the Law.'*’

Brown’s typology assumes that each of the
Jewish Christian groups would have spawned Gentile converts who adopted their views of
the Law. We shall argue in the course of this study that the various controversies that one
must associate with the Galatian crisis were all focused on the Law. While, Paul’s
opponents insisted on full observance of the Law, including circumcision, Paul and his
associates did not demand Gentile converts be circumcised or adhere to the precepts of the

Law.

B. J. Malina has suggested that the title “Christian Judaism” may be a far more apt
description of the movement composed of Jews and their Gentile converts who, in addition
to their belief in Jesus Messiah, adhered to the quintessential faith-practices of Judaism —
circumcision, Sabbath observance, Temple worship, and the dietary and purity codes.'?* By
contrast, we might style the opposing faction as “Gentile Christianity”. The significant
difference between the two groups is signalled by the noun which, in each case accurately
captures the predominant feature of their peculiar self-identities and their differing faith-
practices. Accordingly, while these two movements shared a common faith in Jesus as

Messiah and Lord, we will argue that they proclaimed two competing gospels.

12l R, E. Brown and J. P. Meier, Antioch and Rome: New Testament Cradles of Catholic Christianity (London: Geoffrey
Chapman, 1983), 1-9.

122 B J. Malina, “Jewish Christianity or Christian Judaism: Towards a Hypothetical Definition”, JSJ 7 (1990), 46-57. See
also Gaston, Paul and Torah, 107; and D. C. Sim, The Gospel of Matthew and Christian Judaism: The History and
Social Setting of the Matthean Community (SNTW; Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1998), 24-27.
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Finally, in attempting to trace the outlines of the broader context of the Galatian
crisis, we need not be limited to Paul’s letter to Galatia as our only source for constructing
a detailed picture of Paul’s Christian Jewish opponents. A combination of Galatians itself
and the other Pauline letters, most notably Romans, Philippians and the Corinthian letters,
along with the Acts of the Apostles, especially the initial fifteen chapters, provides
sufficient information to demonstrate that the question of the continuing validity of the Law
remained the subject of vigorous debate throughout the earliest Christian decades.
Moreover, the possibility that Galatians 2:1-10 and Acts 15:1-29 represent primary and
secondary sources for reconstructing the Apostolic Council at Jerusalem, presents us with a
coincidence of historical data that cannot be ignored. However, using Acts to supplement

the Pauline texts is not without its own set of methodological problems.
2.2.  The Use of Acts

It must be admitted that making use of Acts as a source of supplementary data to fill in the
gaps in the Pauline record is a highly speculative enterprise. The data supplied by Luke in
Acts is late and secondary and, since the time of Baur, scholars have continued to debate
Luke’s historical reliability. According to Baur, a thorough comparison of Acts and the
Pauline letters raised serious questions about the veracity of the Lukan account of Paul’s
career.'” After a careful comparison of the differing pictures of Paul presented in Acts and
the authentic Pauline letters, Baur concluded that Acts was a dubious source of information
about Paul and the early church. According to Baur, Acts attempts to gloss over the depth
of the divisions between Paul, Jerusalem and the agents of the Jerusalem church evidenced
in the Hauptbriefe and, thus, “historical truth can only belong to one of them”.'** A careful
analysis of Acts reveals that the author has woven together disparate and conflicting

traditions to present an artificially idyllic picture of primitive Christianity.

Similarly, and more recently, E. Haenchen, like Baur, emphasised the pivotal role
that Luke’s theological agenda played in the selection, shaping and arrangement of the

. . . . 12 .
various source materials that Luke incorporates into Acts.'” Haenchen argues that in

123 Baur, Paul, 252.
124 Baur, Paul, 5.

125 Haenchen, Acts, 112-116; and idem, “The Book of Acts as Source Material for the History of Early Christianity”, in
Studies in Luke-Acts, ed. L. E. Keck and J. L. Martyn (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1966), 258-278. A similar view has
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composing Acts Luke’s apologetic concerns have led him to play down all instances of
conflict and division. Thus, the Paul presented by Acts is radically different from the Paul
that emerges from the authentic letters. As Haenchen notes, “the real Paul, as known to his
followers and opponents alike, has been replaced by a Paul seen through the eyes of a later

126
age”.

More recent scholarship has been willing to view Luke in more positive terms. For
example, I. H. Marshall, while acknowledging Luke’s unique theological perspective,
insists that Luke is a careful and accurate historian, at least by the standards of first century
historiography.'?” Similarly, M. Hengel, a prominent proponent of the historical veracity of
Acts concurs that “Luke is no less trustworthy than other historians of antiquity” and,
hence, Luke’s “account remains within the limits of what was considered reliable by the

standards of antiquity”.'**

Regardless of where we stand on this issue, it is true to say that most modern
commentators caution that Acts can only be used to reconstruct the origins of the factional
divisions with the earliest Christian communities with extreme care.'” In painting his
portrait of the earliest Church, Luke has probably woven together disparate and even
conflicting materials from a variety of sources that are no longer extant and, therefore, must
be reconstructed. Only by the use of close, critical analysis might it be possible to tease out
relevant, genuine, historical reminiscences from the tapestry of the Lukan text, which may

help us to fill out and augment the material drawn from our primary source — Galatians.

been expressed by P. Vielhauer, “On the ‘Paulinism’ in Acts”, in Studies, ed. Keck and Martyn, 33-50 . See recent
discussion of Haenchen and Vielhauer in S. E. Porter, The Paul of Acts: Essays in Literary Criticism, Rhetoric, and
Theology (WUNT 115; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1999), 187-206. Porter, by contrast, does not see “any significant or
sustainable contradictions” between the Paul of Acts and the Paul of the letters (205). However, he does admit that there
are “differences in emphasis and focus” that can be explained by the specific “theological issues” raised by Acts (206).

126 Haenchen, Acts, 116.

1271, H. Marshall, The Acts of the Apostles (TNTC; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1980), 75. Similarly, C. K. Barrett, Luke the
Historian in Recent Study (London: Epworth Press, 1961), 24-25, characterises Luke’s work as giving the “impression
of a screen upon which two pictures are being projected at the same time — a picture of the church of the first period,
and, superimposed upon it, a picture of Luke’s own times”.

128 M. Hengel, Acts and the History of Earliest Christianity, tr. . Bowden (London: SCM Press, 1979), 60-61.

129 S rightly J. Jervell, “The Law in Luke-Acts”, HTR 64 (1971), 21-36; P. F. Esler, Community and Gospel in Luke-Acts:
The Social and Political Motivations of Lukan Theology (SNTSMS 57; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1989),
110-130; A. Le Grys, Preaching to The Nations: The Origins of Mission in the Early Church (London: SPCK, 1998),
72-76; and F. Thielman, The Law and the New Testament: The Question of Continuity (CNT; New York: Crossroads,
1999), 136-141.
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In his commentary on Acts, G. Liidemann offers a viable and widely accepted
method for separating “tradition” from “redaction”.'*® Tradition here refers to that material
which derives ultimately from Luke’s sources, either oral or written. Redaction refers to
that which derives from Luke’s editorial reworking of the source material through revision,
augmentation, or even creation de novo. The task of separating the two is a difficult one,
but Liidemann suggests that material that appears to serve Luke’s own peculiar purposes is
more likely to be redaction. Where an individual pericope or a whole episode seems to
work at cross purposes to Luke’s themes, or even directly contradicts other data in Acts, it
is likely that we are dealing with traditions drawn from Luke’s sources. However,
traditional materials sans any significant corroboration from other sources may be
historically worthless and, thus, the historical veracity of such materials must be confirmed
directly from data drawn from other earlier and contemporary sources (e.g., Paul’s letters)
or indirectly by comparison with related data found in both canonical and noncanonical

sSources.

Liidemann rightly notes that we should not expect exact correspondences between
Acts and our other sources.'*' In such a case, Acts would provide us with little in the way
of viable extra information with which to fill out our picture of events surrounding the
Galatian crisis. Rather Liidemann’s method seeks to delineate information that is
compatible with both the general picture, if not the more specific details, concerning
developments within the early Church that can be garnered from other sources especially,

in our situation, from the Pauline corpus.

It has become axiomatic in Pauline studies that we treat Acts as secondary to the
letters which rightly, according to the canons of historical research, constitute our
primary evidence. In accordance with this methodological principle and the criteria for
mirror reading discussed above, it would seem that the most appropriate process for

reconstructing the broader context of the Galatian crisis would be to focus on the issues

130 G. Liidemann, Early Christianity According to the Traditions in Acts: A Commentary (London: SCM Press, 1987), 19-
23. For an appraisal of Liidemann’s method see the discussion in M. A. Powell, What Are They Saying About Acts?
(New York: Paulist Press, 1991), 83-86.

13 Liidemann, Early Christianity, 20-21.
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raised by Paul in Galatians, and then attempt to recreate an historical portrait of the events

surrounding the crisis drawing on both Acts and the other Pauline letters.

As we noted earlier, the nature of the genre of this letter is such that it is
occasional in character; it was intended to address a specific situation at a specific time in
Paul’s career. We do not have direct access either to the views of the Judaisers at Galatia or
the apostolic authorities at Jerusalem. We do have access to Paul’s reactions to the crisis;
which, in reality, play out in terms of a dialogue between Paul and his community at
Galatia. As H. D. Betz points out, “Paul never addresses his opponents directly, but he

addresses the issues which they had introduced”.'*?

Therefore, we must begin with the
issues Paul raises and then attempt to extrapolate how these issues may have first emerged,
not only at Galatia, but wherever else their emergence may reflect or have even effected

both the origins and the outcome of that conflict.'*?

3. The Plan of the Thesis

The thrust of this study is encapsulated in the title — Paul, Jerusalem and the Judaisers:
The Galatian Crisis in Its Broader Historical Context — which reflects what I believe to
be the way forward in identifying the nature of the situation addressed by Paul in his
letter to the Galatians. No event in history occurs in isolation, and no adequate
appreciation of any single historical event is possible without a consideration of other
related events that have either contributed to or derived from that event. The position
taken in this study is that the Galatian crisis was initiated by a group of Judaising

opponents of whose ilk Paul knew from previous conflicts with the Jerusalem church.

Paul’s defence of himself as the divinely appointed Apostle to the Gentiles
involves his negative response to the claims and accusations made by the Judaisers at
Galatia. It also raises questions about both the origins of the Gentile mission and Paul’s
conversion, two issues that Paul explicitly introduces into his apologetic response to the
charges. However, Paul’s few autobiographical comments in Galatians tell us very little of
the events that transpired prior to his conversion (C. 34 C.E.) and his initial association

with the communities in Jerusalem (Gal 1:11-20; 2:1-10), Syria and Cilicia (Gal 1:21),

132 Betz, Galatians, 5.

133 Longenecker, Galatians, Ixxxix.
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and Antioch (Gal 2:11-14). Our only other, significant source of information on the earliest
period is the initial eleven chapters of the Acts of the Apostles which, as we noted above,
carry a number of inherent interpretive difficulties. Each stage and circumstance related by
Luke in these chapters must be assessed independently on its own historical merits and
checked against other contemporary sources, both canonical and non-canonical. In the first
chapter, therefore, we set out to consider the material in Acts 1-11, in conjunction with
Galatians and other significant data in the Pauline corpus, in an attempt to reconstruct
developments within the earliest communities of believers in Jesus Messiah, from the time
of the nascent apostolic association at Jerusalem through to the period of Paul’s
involvement with the Antiochene church. The purpose of this enterprise is to establish a
backdrop against which we can later explore the charges laid against Paul by his opponents.

The aim is to uncover and reconstruct the roots of the Galatian crisis.

Paul’s opponents apparently cited Jerusalem as the source of and the warrant for
their Law-observant gospel. In Galatians, Paul alludes to events involving Jerusalem that
transpired prior to the outbreak of the crisis at Galatia. However, Paul provides only scant
details of these events. Our only significant source of supplementary data is again found
in Acts. Chapter two will therefore introduce the accounts of the Jerusalem Council (Gal
2:1-10; Acts 15:1-29). These will be compared, contrasted and used to attempt a
reconstruction of all the events that surround these intriguing episodes that appear
prominently in Paul’s defence of his apostolate in Galatians. In addition several
background issues will be discussed. These include the issue of chronology, the advent of
the Antiochene mission to Cyprus and Asia Minor, as well as the rise of Jesus’ brother
James to the leadership in Jerusalem. It will be argued here that one of the chief causes of
the Jerusalem Council was the Antiochene initiative to widen the scope of the Law-free

mission into Cyprus and Galatia.

In the second half of this chapter, the Antiochene dispute (Gal 2:11-14) will
occupy our attention as we try to reconstruct the events that contributed to this divisive
debate. We will attempt to determine how this event in Antioch relates to the foregoing
Jerusalem Council, and what it tells us about the outcome of the Council. We are
interested in exploring here the possibility that these events led to a decisive and

irrevocable split between Paul and Jerusalem. The evidence seems to suggest that from
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this point onwards in his career, Paul operated as an independent missionary with no
vestigial links to his former associates at Antioch or Jerusalem. Thus, it will be argued in
this chapter that the Antiochene dispute that arose in the wake of the Jerusalem Council
constitutes the immediate background to the Galatian crisis. The same people who caused
the problem at both Jerusalem and Antioch are likely to be related in some way to those

who later invaded Paul’s Galatian communities.

The conflict in Galatia itself will be the focus of the third chapter as we attempt
to explore the links between events at Jerusalem and Antioch with those at Galatia. The
primary avenue for this examination will be via a consideration of Paul’s argument in
Galatians. By the careful use of the mirror-reading technique, we will attempt to discover
the message and the origins of Paul’s opponents. Here again the issue of chronology
plays a significant role, as well as the issues of provenance. If we can establish clear
chronological and thematic links between the composition of Galatians and the events
surrounding Paul’s earlier problems, that in itself might help flesh out our picture of the
Galatian opponents. This chapter, therefore, begins with an exploration of questions
surrounding the location of the Galatian churches and the date of the letter’s composition.
It will be suggested that the churches of Galatia were located in the southern regions of the
Roman province of that name; therefore, they represented communities established under
the auspices of the Antiochene church during Paul’s first missionary journey. This
conclusion will form the basis for relating the subjects discussed in the previous chapters
to the central issues raised by this study: the relationship between the Galatian crisis and
previous conflicts at Jerusalem and Antioch; the relationship between the Judaisers and

Paul; as well as the Judaisers’ relationship with Jerusalem.

Accordingly, this third chapter forms the key component of the thesis. It will be
argued in this chapter that following their success at Antioch, the Judaisers moved on to the
churches in Galatia with a view to bringing these communities under the authority of
Jerusalem. The Jerusalem authorities would have been keen, not only to reclaim the
Antiochene community for the Law-observant mission, but also to gain control of the
communities beyond Antioch, which had been established and continued to operate under
the authority of the Antiochene mission. Paul had previously warned the Galatians of a

possible incursion by rival missionaries preaching a different gospel (Gal 1:9). And the
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close parallels he draws between the situations at Antioch and Galatia can only lead us to
conclude that the content of the Judaisers’ gospel included the Law-observant position of
James’ circumcision party at Jerusalem. Thus, if these conclusions should prove correct,
then it must be the case that the conflict in Galatia be seen as a continuation of the dispute
that led to the Jerusalem Council and culminated in Paul’s bitter split with Peter, Barnabas

and James’ people at Antioch.

Chapter Four will take us beyond the immediate context of Galatia to examine the
aftermath of the crisis. We shall explore the Corinthian correspondence and Philippians for
possible echoes of an ongoing rift between Paul and the Judaisers. There is little doubt that
Paul continued to experience problems with Judaising opponents at Corinth, on account of
which he also warns the Philippians. But our interest will be in attempting to determine if
such problems were a direct result of the earlier conflict at Galatia. In addition, in the
second part of this chapter, we shall consider the data Paul supplies in Romans concerning
fears about his third visit to Jerusalem. Noting the way in which Paul responds to all these
threats, we will argue that his opponents were Judaisers. They seem to have been well
informed of Paul’s previous difficulties with the Jerusalem church. In both Galatians and
the Corinthian letters, Paul appeals to his numinous experience of the risen Jesus (Gal 1:12-
16; 1 Cor 9:1; 15:8; 2 Cor 3:4-6; 5:11-21) as the legitimation of his independent apostolic
status and, both explicitly in Galatians (2:1-14) and implicitly in 1 Corinthians (9:3-6; 15:9-
11; cf. Phil 3:4-11), he seeks to set the record straight concerning his past problematic
relationship with the Jerusalem Apostles. Taken together this conspicuous coincidence in
the details that Paul supplies concerning these various opponents provides a strong
cumulative argument for viewing them all, not only as representatives of a single Judaising
faction, but one which had strong links to Paul’s earlier opponents at Antioch and

Jerusalem.

These conclusions necessarily raise further questions — to what extent were Peter,
James and the Jerusalem church directly responsible for the opposition Paul encountered
following his departure from Antioch? In this concluding chapter, it will be maintained that
our strongest evidence for propounding such a relationship comes from Galatians, where
Paul himself expressly connects the events surrounding the roles played by Peter and James

in both the Jerusalem Council and the Antiochene incident with the activities of the

51



troublemakers at Galatia. As to the Corinthian letters, we will find a number of explicit
links in 1 Corinthians between the Cephas party at Corinth and the apostolic circle around
Peter and James at Jerusalem. We will note that the language and the arguments employed
by Paul in both 1 and 2 Corinthians implicitly correlate with those he used earlier against
his opponents in Jerusalem, Antioch, and Galatia. On this basis, we will contend that the
letters of recommendation that Paul’s opponents bore at Corinth (2 Cor 3:1) derived their
authority from Jerusalem, which explains why the arrival of these people in Corinth
resulted in some of Paul’s converts joining in a new allegiance to Peter and the Jerusalem
church against Paul’s party of supporters. Since it is highly unlikely that Peter himself had
ever visited Corinth, the only logical explanation is that Paul’s opponents at Corinth were
accredited envoys of either the Jerusalem church or some other community where the Law-
observant gospel of Peter and James held sway. In the light of these findings, we will assert
that the various Law-observant opponents whom Paul encountered in Galatia and Corinth,
and of whom he warns the Philippians, were directly commissioned by James, Peter and

the Jerusalem church.

In addressing the Pauline controversies and issues raised by those disputes as
outlined above, it is hoped that we might be able to provide a broader context for the study
of Galatians. As we noted at the outset, the letter itself tells us very little about the
troublemakers or the situation at Galatia. Accordingly, we are forced to reconstruct their
identity and their Judaising program by mirror-reading Paul’s comments. This study takes a
slightly different approach, utilising mirror-reading but also incorporating and taking
account of material from other related sources. An important aspect of this approach is a
consideration of the chronology and the order of the various events that either contributed
to or complicated Paul’s response to this dispute. The ultimate aim of this study is to
attempt to provide a more complete picture of the Judaisers who initiated the crisis in

Galatia that impelled Paul to pen this letter.
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Chapter 1

THE ROOTS OF THE CRISIS:

HEBREWS AND HELLENISTS

The primitive Christian movement during the period of Paul’s ministry was a diverse
phenomenon. As argued in this thesis, by the time of the Galatian crisis the movement
was composed of two competing factions: Law-Observant Christian Judaism and Law-
Free Christianity. While our earliest and most direct data on the clash between these two
factions is derived from Paul’s letter to Galatia, this epistle provides very little information
about events that occurred before Paul’s conversion (C. 34 C.E.) and his early ministry in
Antioch. The purpose of this chapter is to determine the roots of the controversy that would

later exercise Paul’s attention at the time of writing Galatians.

According to Acts (6:1-6), the first significant schism in the pre-Pauline Church
occurred with the advent of the Hellenists (oikdlhnistaiy at Jerusalem. Nowhere in Acts
does Luke explicitly tell us who these Hellenists were. Nor does he explain how they came
to be converted to the Jesus movement. They are presented to us rather abruptly in Acts 6:1
as protagonists in a dispute with another wing of the Jerusalem church, labelled in a
similarly cryptic fashion as the Hebrews (0ik8raibi). Luke’s account of this dispute is short
on details. But within the overall context of Luke’s storyline the Hellenists’ conflict with
their Hebrew co-religionists effects a significant turning point, serving to demarcate the
Law-observant mission to the Jews in Jerusalem (Acts 1-5) from the Law-free mission in
Samaria (Acts 8:1-40) and Syrian Antioch (Acts 11:19-26). This leads us to suspect that the
dispute between the Hebrews and the Hellenists went much deeper and lasted much longer
than Luke’s terse report in Acts 6:1-6 would lead us to believe. Indeed it will be argued
here, that a close, critical analysis of the events surrounding this conflict indicates that this

early dispute marks the origins of the controversy over the Law that would later dominate
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the crisis in Galatia. Accordingly, in this chapter we will examine the available evidence in
Acts, Galatians, and other Pauline texts concerning these developments, beginning with the
earliest Hebrew and Hellenist communities at Jerusalem through to the time when Paul

became an active and prominent member of the community at Antioch.
1.1.  The Earliest Jesus Movement

In Acts (1:13-14), Luke relates that it was shortly after the shock of Jesus’ death and
resurrection that some of Jesus’ more intimate disciples and members of his immediate
family established themselves in Jerusalem as the first community of believers in Jesus
Messiah. Peter and the circle of the Twelve formed the nucleus of this community (1:13).
In Acts 1:15-26 Luke details the reconstitution of the Twelve with a description of the
election of Matthias to fill the vacancy left by the suicide of Judas Iscariot. Thenceforth, in
the ensuing four chapters he focuses on further episodes where Peter, either in the company
of John or the Twelve as a group, dominates the narrative — Pentecost (2:1-41); two healing
stories (3:1-26; 5:14-16); two trials before the Sanhedrin (4:1-22; 5:22-42); a miraculous
escape from prison (5:17-21); and the fraud of Ananias and Sapphira (5:1-11). For the most
part this scant series of stories is padded out with lengthy speeches attributed to Peter (2:14-
36; 3:12-26; 4:8-12; 5:29-31), along with summary passages detailing the idealistic life and
rapid growth of the community (2:42-47; 4:32-35; 5:13-16, 42; 6:7; 8:1, 25). Despite the
fragmentary nature of the Lukan narrative, this section of Acts does provide some
important information about the constituency and faith-practice of the earliest apostolic

community in Jerusalem.
1.1.1. The Apostolic Community at Jerusalem

To begin with, there seems little reason to doubt Luke’s assertion that the first community
of believers in Jesus Messiah was established in Jerusalem. Some scholars speculate that
many of Jesus’ erstwhile supporters remained behind in Galilee. However, Luke tells us
nothing of these. Nor does he relate any post-resurrection Christophanies that may have
occurred in Galilee, as Mark (16:7) implies, and Matthew (28:16-20) and John (21:1-23)
testify. The most likely scenario is that the first Christophanies occurred in Galilee. After a

short interval, a group of Jesus’ disciples led by Peter relocated to Jerusalem, where they
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continued to experience further apparitions of the risen Jesus."** There is no evidence to
suggest, at this early stage, that there remained behind in Galilee any disciples of Jesus, let
alone any who may have been organised into communities similar to that in Jerusalem.'*
We should not overlook the earlier evidence from Paul who, in referring to events in
Palestine, speaks only of the community in Jerusalem (Gal 1:18-20; 2:1-10; 2:1; 1 Cor
16:1-4; Rom 15:19, 25-28, 31) or alternatively, Judea (1 Thess 2:14; Gal 1:22; 2 Cor 1:16;
Rom 15:31). ¢

Similarly, Luke is probably correct in designating Peter and the Twelve as the
core leadership group within the community. Their central role is corroborated by the
ancient creedal statements concerning the witnesses to the resurrection preserved in 1
Corinthians (15:5-7), which attribute the first Christophanies to Peter and then the Twelve.
So too in the Gospels (Mk 16:7; Lk 24:12, 33; Jn 20:3-7; 21:2-21) Peter is assigned a
principal part in the post-resurrection narratives. The four extant lists of the Twelve all
place Peter first; which is remarkable in the fact that the lists are apparently independent of
each other."”” Finally we have Paul’s testimony in Galatians 1:18-19 describing his first
visit to Jerusalem (c. 37 C.E.), which explicitly casts Cephas (Peter) as the leading

apostolic authority there with whom Paul consulted during his fifteen day stay.

In addition to the Apostles, Acts (1:14) numbers amongst the constituency of the
earliest Jerusalem church “several women”. This is probably to be taken as a reference to
those women who had accompanied and supported Jesus during his ministry (Lk 8:2-3),
including Mary of Magdala, Joanna, and Mary the mother of James who were the first to
discover the empty tomb (Lk 23:55; 24:9-11). There is mention also of Jesus’ immediate
family, his mother and brothers (1:14; cf. Lk 8:19-21). Later, Jesus’ brother James will play

134 A good overview of the evidence supplied by the traditions concerning the resurrection, both canonical and non-
canonical, is provided by K. Stendahl, Paul Among Jews and Gentiles (London: SCM Press, 1977), 1-23. See also
Liidemann, Opposition, 40-41 and E. Trocmé, The Childhood of Christianity, tr. J. Bowden (London: SCM Press,
1997), 13-15.

135 Trocmé, The Childhood of Christianity, 16. See also R. E. Brown, C. Osieck, and P. Perkins, “Early Church”, in The
New Jerome Biblical Commentary, ed. R. E. Brown, J. A. Fitzmyer, and R. E. Murphy (London: Geoffrey Chapman,
1989), 1338-1354 (1343).

136 W. P. Bowers, “Mission”, in Dictionary of Paul and His Letters, ed. G. F. Hawthorne and R. P. Martin (Downers
Grove: InterVarsity Press, 1993), 608-619 (611).

137 Liidemann, Opposition, 40. For further discussion, see Haenchen, Acts, 370.
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a prominent leadership role at Jerusalem, as attested by both Acts (12:17; 15:13-21; 21:18-
25) and Galatians (1:19; 2:9, 12). It is significant that in 1 Corinthians 15:7 Paul counts

James amongst the first witnesses to Jesus’ resurrection.

It seems then, that the initial membership of the community was drawn from
amongst the family and the original followers of Jesus, all of whom were Jews from
Galilee. Luke claims that following the events at Pentecost the small band of Galilean
followers of Jesus was augmented by the addition of new converts to the movement (2:41).
He implies that this influx was derived from a broad range of nationalities and language
groups (2:9-11). However, Luke explicitly notes that they were all Jews or Jewish
proselytes (2:5, 10), both residents of Jerusalem and pilgrims from the Diaspora. The image
of the Jerusalem community as a thoroughly Jewish foundation is confirmed by Paul’s
claim in Galatians (2:7-8) that Peter, and by extension the Jerusalem congregation,

exercised a mission exclusively amongst Jews.

Luke will later attribute the origins of the Law-free Gentile mission to Peter’s
conversion of the household of the Roman centurion Cornelius at Caesarea (10:1-11:18).
As will be discussed below, there are serious reasons to doubt the veracity of this claim; not
least, in the fact that it runs counter to the contrary evidence of Paul in Galatians.
Nevertheless, Luke tells the story with all the trappings of divine intervention — an
angelophany to Cornelius (10:3-8), a vision to Peter (10:10-16), and an outpouring of the
Spirit similar to that of the earlier Pentecost experience (10:44-46; cf. 2:1-13; 4:31). This
would seem to indicate Luke’s awareness that the conversion of the first Gentiles, without
insisting on circumcision, represented a radical (albeit divinely ordained) departure from
the previous practice of the apostolic community."*® Luke’s report of Peter’s return to
Jerusalem (11:1-18) has Peter attempting to justify his commerce with the “uncircumcised
men” (akdral akrobustian) of Cornelius’ house before “the circumcised believers” (0ikK
peritomhB) in Jerusalem (11:2-3). In his defence, Peter stresses his previous faithful
adherence to the purity codes of the Mosaic Law and justifies his lapse by recounting the

miraculous signs attendant to the conversion of Cornelius. So while we might cast doubts

138 Watson, Paul, Judaism and the Gentiles, 23; and Dunn, Partings, 73. See also C. L. Blomberg, “The Law in Luke-
Acts”, JISNT 22 (1984), 53-80 (68-69); and H. Réisénen, Jesus, Paul and the Torah: Collected Essays (JSNTSS 43;
Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1992), 288-293.
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on the historicity of the Cornelius episode, it does provide further confirmation of what we
have already learned from Luke and Paul. When the disciples and relatives of Jesus first
met in Jerusalem to decide what would be their departed leader’s legacy they apparently
did not consider their fledgling community as the start of an entirely new religious
movement independent of their Jewish faith. This can be demonstrated further by reference

to the faith-practice of the apostolic community.

At the outset of Acts the constituents of the community are described as chosen
Apostles (1:2) and “men of Galilee” (1:11) who looked to Jesus as their risen Lord and
Messiah (2:36; 5:23), as the one who was to restore the kingdom to Israel (1:6; 2:38-39;
3:21). This description is confirmed by Paul who indicates that the first followers of Jesus
saw his resurrection as a vindication of his messianic status (Rom 1:3-4), the first fruit of
the general resurrection of the dead (1 Cor 6:14; 15:12-23; 1 Thess 4:13-18; Rom 8:11),
which would signal the start of the eschatological reign of God (1 Cor 15:23-28)."* The
constituents of the earliest Jerusalem church probably lived in daily expectation of the
parousia of Jesus. Their constant prayer was most likely that of the ancient Aramaic
invocation preserved in 1 Corinthians (16:22), Marawa gav- “Our Lord, Come!” (cf. Rev
22:20). Conscious of living on the cusp of the eschaton, the community members lived a
distinctive communal lifestyle, expressed primarily in the relinquishment of individual
property rights and the pooling of funds into a common purse administered by Peter and the
Twelve (2:44-45; 4:32-35; 6:1). Luke also notes that the community met regularly, even
daily, to pray and share a common meal (2:41, 46; 5:12-13, 42; 20:7, 11).

Scholars have often noted the striking similarities between the faith-practice of the

earliest Christian communities as described in Acts, as well as Paul, and that of the Qumran

140

community that emerges from the Dead Sea Scrolls. Both communities were

139 1. D. G. Dunn, Unity and Diversity in the New Testament: An Inquiry into the Character of Earliest Christianity, 2™
edn (London: SCM Press, 1990), 323, correctly observes that Paul, writing twenty years after the events described in
Acts 1-5, can hardly have created de novo this belief in an imminent eschaton.

140 These parallels have been examined extensively by many scholars. For more detailed discussion than is possible here,
see J. A. Fitzmyer, The Semitic Background of the New Testament: Combined Edition of Essays on the Semitic
Background of the New Testament and A Wandering Aramean: Collected Aramaic Essays (The Biblical Resources
Series; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1997), 271-303. Other important contributions include, J. Pryke, “The Sacraments of
Baptism and Holy Communion in the Light of the Ritual Washings and Sacred Meals at Qumran”, RevQ 5 (1966), 543-
552; S.J. D. Cohen, From the Maccabees to the Mishnah (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1987), 166-171; B. Reicke,
“The Constitution of the Primitive Church in the Light of Jewish Documents”, in The Scrolls and the New Testament,
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consciously apocalyptic in their outlook. Conceiving of their respective communities as the
climax of Judaism, the faithful remnant that was destined to constitute eschatological Israel,
both communities lived according to a communistic ideal expressed in the sharing of

"1 It is not entirely clear that Luke’s “breaking of the bread”

resources and a common table.
(2:42, 46; cf. 1 Cor 10:16) is meant as a reference to the Eucharistic celebration; although
Luke does indicate elsewhere that this practice would become a central aspect of Christian
fellowship (cf. Luke 24:25; Acts 20:7)."** Moreover, there are obvious parallels between
the practice as described by Luke and that of Paul’s description of the Lord’s Supper in 1
Corinthians (11:17-34), which was similarly enacted in the context of a full communal
meal (1 Cor 11:21-22, 33-34), celebrated frequently (Luke suggests both daily in Acts 2:46
and on the first day of the week in Acts 20:7), and involved the entire community (1 Cor
11:18). We shall also see in chapter three that such was the significance of the table
fellowship in the earliest communities that it would become the instance for division at

Antioch when Peter withdrew from sharing a common table with the Gentiles for fear of

the circumcision putsch out of Jerusalem (Gal 2:12-13).

On the issue of the commonality of goods, Lukan idealism may have exaggerated
the extent to which the Jerusalem church lived the common life. But the community’s
commitment to the communal ideal is confirmed implicitly in the numerous Pauline
references to the “poor” in Jerusalem for whom he initiated a collection throughout his
communities in Greece and Asia Minor (Gal 2:10; 1 Cor 16:1-4; Rom 15:25-28). Indeed,
according to Galatians (2:10), the sole injunction laid upon Paul and Barnabas following
the Jerusalem Council was “only that we remember the poor” (mowon twh ptwcwh i8a
mnhmoneuwmen). It has been noted that the term oiJptwcoiwused by Paul (Rom 15:26; Gal
2:10) may be drawn from the Hebrew word h’bywnym, which appears sporadically in the
Dead Sea Scrolls as a self-designation of the Qumran community (1 QpHab 12:3, 6, 10; 1

ed. K. Stendahl and J. H. Charlesworth (New York: Crossroads, 1992), 143-156; E. Ferguson, Backgrounds to Early
Christianity, 2nd edn (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1993), 493-497; and B. Capper, “The Palestinian Cultural Context of
Earliest Christian Community of Goods”, in The Book of Acts, ed. Bauckham, 323-356.

141 Fitzmyer, Semitic Background, 298-301; and Dunn, Unity, 237-238, 322-325.

"2 Dunn, Unity, 323, takes these references as indicative of ordinary meals, continuing Jesus® practice of table-fellowship
described in Luke’s Gospel (5:29; 15:2). Similarly, K. Giles, “Is Luke an Exponent of ‘Early Protestantism’? Part 17,
EvQ 54 (1982), 193-205 (202-205); and I. H. Marshall, Last Supper and Lord’s Supper (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1980), 126-133.
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QM 11:9, 13; 13:14)."¥ It is entirely possible that a similar title emerged early on at
Jerusalem to describe this first community of messianic Jesus people who pooled their

resources and established a community at Jerusalem in anticipation of the coming eschaton.

This appropriation of contemporary Jewish restoration theology is probably also
implicit in the felt need to reconstitute the circle of the Twelve. It is noteworthy that the
leadership of the Twelve at Jerusalem has been compared to the ruling council at Qumran,
which was composed of twelve men and three priests — although it is uncertain if the three

144 )
Whether or not one can draw a direct

priests were distinct from the twelve (1QS 8:1).
connection between the two organisational practices, it seems that for both communities the
number twelve held eschatological significance. At Qumran, the War Scroll speaks of the
division of the Sons of Light during the coming apocalyptic war into twelve armies
representing the twelve tribes of Israel (1QM 3:13-14; 5:1-2). Within the primitive
Christian movement, according to the earliest stratum of Gospel traditions derived from the
hypothetical sayings source Q, the Twelve were thought destined to occupy the thrones of
glory and judge the regathered twelve tribes of Israel (Lk 22:30; Matt 19:28). Later in
Revelation (21:12-14), the Twelve Apostles are reckoned as the twelve foundation stones

of the New Jerusalem, akin to the twelve gates upon which are written the names of the

twelve tribes of Israel.

Despite these obvious parallels, the Jerusalem church differed in many respects
from the constituents of the Qumran community. Most importantly, they were not as
stridently sectarian. The Christian Jews at Jerusalem saw no need to separate themselves
from the wider Jewish society. Nor did they see themselves, like the Qumran
Covenanters, as a priestly community established as an alternative to the corrupted
Temple cult in Jerusalem. From the end of his Gospel and on throughout Acts, the picture
Luke consistently paints of the earliest constituency of the Jerusalem church is that of a
Jewish group that saw no conflict between their devotion to Jesus Messiah and their
status as devout Jews; that is, as faithful adherents to the Temple and the Torah (Lk
24:53; Acts 2:46; 3:1; 5:42; 10:14, 28, 45; 11:1-18; 15:1, 5; 21:23-24). The fact that the

43 Fitzmyer, Semitic Background, 288.

144 Fitzmyer, Semitic Background, 291-292; and also Reicke, “Constitution”, 151.
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disciples of Jesus chose Jerusalem as the venue for their community indicates their
continuing allegiance to the Temple cult in Jerusalem. Jerusalem stood at the heart of
Jewish religious sentiment and observance. The whole system of sacrifice, atonement and
forgiveness, as well as ritual purity so fundamental to Second Temple Judaism was

* Even after the loss of political

focused entirely on the Temple in Jerusalem.'
independence in 63 B.C.E., Jerusalem remained the “holy city” (Is 52:1; 60:14; Ezek
43:6-7; Sir 36:18-19) for Jews in both Palestine and the Diaspora. Philo (Legat. 281)
makes the point that even for residents of the Diaspora their identity as joudaibi was

. : 14
conceived in terms of a people whose true homeland was Jerusalem.'*®

Accordingly, Acts explicitly depicts members of the Jerusalem community like
Peter and John as going frequently, or even daily, to the Temple to pray at the traditional
hours set aside for the morning and evening sacrificial services (2:46; 3:1; 5:12, 21; cf. Ps.
141:2; Lk. 1:10; 24:53).'*” In what is probably information drawn from his sources, Luke
relates that such gatherings occurred in “Solomon’s Portico” on the eastern side of the
Temple (5:12; cf. 3:11; Jn. 10:23). It was most likely there in the eastern precincts of the
Temple that the inaugural preaching and teaching took place (3:11; 5:12, 20-21, 25, 42).
However, we should not read into this any attempt on the Apostles’ part to usurp the role of
the Temple priesthood, or to instigate conflict with the Temple authorities. The outer court
was a public place traditionally set aside for teaching and other activities that may not have
been possible elsewhere in the city. Acts 6:7 tells us that “a large number of priests” joined
the roster of the Jerusalem church. One prominent member of the congregation, the Joseph
Barnabas who will later play a significant role at Antioch, is described as a Levite (4:36).

But there is no indication that these priests and Levites exercised a sacerdotal function

145 See the exhaustive description of the sacrificial practices and related purity concerns in E. P. Sanders, Judaism:
Practice and Belief 63 B.C.E.-66 C.E. (London: SCM Press, 1992), 103-116, 213-240.

146 perkins, Abraham’s Divided Children, 9.

47 Haenchen, Acts, 213-224; G Liidemann, Early Christianity, 25-49; and Dunn, Partings, 57-60. See also the detailed
discussion in D. K. Falk, “Jewish Prayer Literature and the Jerusalem Church in Acts”, in The Book of Acts, ed.
Bauckham, 267-302.
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within the Jerusalem community.'*® Nor is there any suggestion that the Twelve adopted a

priestly role with regard to the rest of the believers.'*

Acts (4:1-22; 5:20-21) records two instances of conflict, where members of the
apostolic circle were arrested, imprisoned, questioned, and in the second episode flogged
(5:40) at the instigation of the Sadducean party in the Sanhedrin. In 1 Thessalonians (2:14),
Paul confirms that the churches in Judea did suffer mistreatment from the “Jews”. Still,
there is no indication that these instances of mistreatment were anything more than isolated

events. 150

More to the point, there is no evidence in the account of either event in Acts that
the members of the church were censured because they had gone beyond the limits of
acceptable Jewish practice and questioned the validity of the Temple cult or the Mosaic
Law. In Acts 1-5 Luke stresses the community’s continued allegiance to the Temple and,
later, in Acts 11:1-18 he signals that the Jerusalem congregation also remained faithful to
the precepts of the Law. Moreover, the Jerusalem church survived and flourished for four
decades, up until the fall of Jerusalem (70 C.E.), which can only be explained if we
conclude that any persecution the community suffered was relatively minor and infrequent.
The best explanation for this is that the constituents of the first community of believers in
Jesus Messiah remained throughout the life of their congregation in Jerusalem manifestly
loyal and Law-observant Jews. In subsequent chapters we shall demonstrate that Luke’s
account of both the Jerusalem Council (Acts 15:1, 5, 24) and Paul’s final visit to Jerusalem
(21:20-26) confirms his earlier presentation of the Jerusalem church as a strictly Law-
observant community. Similarly, we shall see that Paul’s own account of the Jerusalem
Council (Gal 2:1-10) and his report of the Incident at Antioch (Gal 2:11-14) adds further
weight to the argument for viewing the majority constituency of the Jerusalem church as
Law-observant, Christian Jews. The only indication we have of anything to the contrary in

Acts occurs with the introduction of the Hellenists.

198 Whether these priests were functionaries of the Jerusalem Temple, members of the Essenes or both cannot be
determined. See Haenchen, Acts, 21-69; D. A. Fiensy, “Composition of the Jerusalem Church”, in The Book of Acts, ed.
Bauckham, 213-236; and O. Cullmann, “The Significance of the Qumran Texts for Research into the Beginnings of
Christianity”, JBL 74 (1955), 213-226.

1% Dunn, Partings, 59.

150 See discussion in Haenchen, Acts, 213-224. See also Liidemann, Early Christianity, 55-60; Dunn, Partings, 57-60; and
H. Conzelmann, Acts of the Apostles: A Commentary on Acts of the Apostles, tr. J. Limburgh (Philadelphia: Fortress
Press, 1987), 31-34, 40-43.
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1.1.2. The Hellenists

In Acts 1-5, Luke paints an idyllic picture of life in the earliest Jerusalem church. From
Acts 6 onwards however Luke sounds the first notes of discord, which comes with the
description of a conflict between two groups whom Luke designates as the Hellenists (0iJ
edlhnistaiy and the Hebrews (oiJeBraibi). Luke tells us that the issue at stake in the
Hellenists’ dispute with the Hebrews was the latter’s financial administration of the
community’s funds. “Now in those days when the number of disciples was increasing,
there was a grumbling of the Hellenists against the Hebrews because their widows were
being overlooked in the daily distribution of food” (6:1). This problem was resolved
immediately by the Apostles commissioning seven Hellenist administrators — Stephen,
Philip, Procorus, Nicanor, Timon, Parmenas, and Nicolaus — as a sort of oversight
committee to control the common purse (6:3-6). Despite the innocuous tenor of this
conflict and the amicable nature of its resolution, the account of this contest serves to
introduce a series of further controversies and dramatic developments. Stephen embarks on
a ministry of preaching amongst the other Diaspora Jews in Jerusalem, resulting in his trial
and execution on the charges of apostasy and blasphemy (6:8-8:1). His circle of supporters
amongst the Hellenists is subsequently persecuted and dispersed (8:1-4). Philip carries the
Christian message to Samaria (8:4-40), and other refugees of the persecution establish a
mission amongst the Gentiles in Syrian Antioch (11:19-26, 13:1). However, a closer
reading of the story reveals a number of significant anomalies and raises several important
questions. Who were the Hellenists? What was the nature their relationship with the
Hebrews? Is there any clear evidence to suggest that the split between the two groups was

more a matter of ideological rather than financial differences?

According to the scholarly consensus, the designations eJlhnistaivand eBraibi
need mean no more than “Greek speakers” and “Aramaic speakers” respectively; a view
that dates back to John Chrysostom (Hom. 11, 14, 21). Various other interpretations have

been canvassed, but since the publication of C. F. D. Moule’s seminal article, “Once More,
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Who Were the Hellenists?” (1978), a consensus has been building in favour of the

traditional view of John Chrysostom. "'

The designation “Hebrew” appears only here in Acts. Elsewhere Luke employs
the adjective ebraif, but always as a reference to the spoken language of the Hebrews
(Aramaic). This suggests that the efraibi of Acts 6:1 were Jews who spoke exclusively
Aramaic, or at least whose primary mode of communication was Aramaic; and thus were
most likely native-born Palestinian Jews. Similarly, Luke employs the term edlhnistaiv
only three times; most significantly here in Acts 6:1-6, and again in 9:29, where Paul
following his conversion returns to Jerusalem and debates with certain eJlhnistaivwho

attempt to kill him.'**

In each of the cases in Acts 6 and 9, it seems improbable that Luke
has in mind “Greek Gentiles” for whom his usual practice is to use the term aEllhn (14:1;
16:1; 19:17; 21:18). The best interpretation is that the “Hellenists” were “Grecian Jews”
(NIV) — that is, Jews born in the Diaspora but now resident in Jerusalem who spoke only

Greek. There is further evidence that supports this interpretation.

The seven named as the leaders of the Hellenist community all bear good Greek
names, as opposed to the predominantly Semitic names of the Twelve, the family of Jesus,
and those others who in Acts 1:13, 23 are nominated as the founding members of the
Jerusalem church. The text makes it clear that the term “Hebrews” is to be understood
specifically (but not exclusively) as referring to the Apostles who were the administrators
of the common fund. As we noted earlier, the disciples in Jerusalem lived communally with
the Twelve forming the central authority. Furthermore, Luke singles out Nicolaus of
Antioch as “a convert to Judaism”. This implicitly suggests that all seven Hellenists were
Jews, with Nicolaus being the exception that proves the rule; the other six were Jews by
birth.'® Nicolaus was an expatriate of Antioch in Syria. And Acts 6:9 indicates that

Stephen, and by implication all the Hellenists, were members of “the Synagogue of the

151 C. F. D. Moule, “Once More, Who Were the Hellenists?”, ExpTim 90 (1978), 100-102. See also Haenchen, Acts, 259-
261; Hill, Hellenists and Hebrews, 22-24; and Hengel, Between Jesus and Paul, 4-11.

132 The third usage occurs later (11:20), when Luke describes the Antiochene outreach to the edlhnistaiywhich in that case
alone must be read as non-Jewish “Greeks”, since the term is used in contrast to the “Jews”. So rightly, Haenchen, Acts,
365 n. 5; Conzelmann, Acts, 87; and Liidemann, Early Christianity, 134.

133 Haenchen, “The Book of Acts”, 264. See also C. K. Barrett, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Acts of the
Apostles, 2 vols (ICC; Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1994, 1998), 1:315.
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Freedmen”, an institution that catered to Greek-speaking Jews from the Diaspora
(including Jews from Cyrene, Alexandria, and the provinces of Cilicia and Asia). Taken
together, this evidence suggests that when Luke uses the terms “Hebrews” and “Hellenists”
he does so in order to distinguish between those converts to the Jesus Movement who were
Aramaic-speaking Jews of Palestinian origin and those who were Greek-speaking Jews

from various parts of the Diaspora now resident in Jerusalem.

Precisely how Jesus’ Aramaic-speaking disciples effected the initial conversion of
the Greek-speaking Hellenists is impossible to ascertain. We can only assume that at least
some of the Hebrews were conversant in Greek. Conversely, it is also possible that
Diaspora Jews resident in Jerusalem would have acquired a modicum of Aramaic.
Whatever the process of commerce between the two groups, communication would have
been limited and restricted only to those in each community who were sufficiently

154
1.

bilingua But this, of course, raises another important issue. What was the nature of the

relationship between these two groups?

If we accept at face value Luke’s presentation of the situation then it seems that
the Hellenists enjoyed quite amicable relations with their Aramaic-speaking fellows in the
Jerusalem church. As in the foregoing chapters of Acts, the picture Luke paints here for his
readers is an idyllic one, where the constituents of the community, albeit defined by two
distinct language groupings, live harmoniously with each other. When problems do arise
they are settled by the Twelve through consultation with the whole assembly of believers
(6:2, 5). Thus, the Seven Hellenists are elected by a general consensus and confirmed in
their office by the Apostles (6:6). The Twelve, now freed of the onerous demands of
charity work, are able to dedicate themselves more fully to their higher calling as
“ministers of the Word” and leaders of community prayer (6:2, 4). Most modern
commentators on Acts, however, have correctly questioned this idealistic depiction of

events.

First, the motif of the widows’ neglect is problematic. Having earlier described the
Jerusalem church as an ideal community, where property and goods were shared and

distributed according to need (2:44), Luke fails to explain how or why these women were

154 Hengel, Jesus and Paul, 14.
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overlooked on a regular basis. Second, it is not entirely clear how the Apostles’ delegation
of their administrative tasks would solve the purported problem, let alone heal the rift. How
could seven administrators be more effective than the twelve were? Or, if one must assume
that the Seven were to serve the needs only of the widows in their own Hellenists’ circle,
who would look after the needy amongst the Hebrews’ community? Certainly not the
Apostles, for they claimed that they could no longer bear the burden of welfare service
because it forced them “to abandon the service of the Word” (Acts 6:2, 4). Finally, even
more puzzling is the end result of the Apostles’ decision. Luke tells us that the Seven were
commissioned “to serve tables” (6:2-3). But Stephen, the pre-eminent leader of the
Hellenists whose ministry is immediately described, is not portrayed as a welfare worker.
Rather, he is presented to us as an evangelist and public apologist for the Jesus movement
amongst the Greek-speaking Jews of the Synagogue of the Freedmen (6:8-10). Or in other
words, he is presented as a “servant of the Word”; an office reserved exclusively and
explicitly to the Apostles (Acts 6:4).'> Furthermore, it is highly unlikely that Stephen was
alone in these evangelistic endeavours. Other members of the Hellenists’ circle must have
also preached their newfound faith in Jesus Messiah amongst their fellows in the city’s
Greek-speaking Diaspora community. Thus, those commissioned “to serve tables”

exercised rather a ministry of evangelism.

If nothing else, these discrepancies force us to doubt Luke’s presentation of the
Seven as ministers subordinate to the Twelve in both function and authority.'*® Indeed the
more likely interpretation of the evidence is that, despite Luke’s attempts to present a
different scenario, the Hellenists constituted a community and conducted missions that
were independent to that of the Hebrews. Some scholars have even doubted the historicity
of the whole episode, or at least Luke’s peculiar telling of it. Such scholars dismiss the
Hellenist widows’ plight and the appointment of the Seven as editorial devices meant to

disguise the real issues involved."”” But perhaps we should not be too hasty. The situation

135 R. Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, 2 vols (New York: Scribner’s Sons, 1951, 1955), 1:55-56.

156 These points have been raised by numerous scholars, see for example Haenchen, Acts, 266-268; Dunn, Unity, 270; Sim,
Matthew and Christian Judaism, 65-67; and R. Scroggs, “The Earliest Hellenistic Christianity”, in Religions in
Antiquity: Essays in Memory of Erwin Ramsdell Goodenough, ed. J. Neusner (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1968), 176-206 (180).

157 S0, Liidemann, Early Christianity, 74-76; and Conzelmann, Acts, 44. Other scholars argue that Acts 6:1-6 does rest on
genuine historical reminiscences, but Luke has told the story in such a way as to render what once was a serious dispute
innocuous. This is the basic thrust of the theory advanced most notably by Barrett, Acts, 1:305-306; and, before him, J.
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of the widow’s plight is plausible enough, since there is evidence that many elderly men
and women from the Diaspora did migrate to Jerusalem and its surrounds in order to die
and be buried there.'*® Even after the destruction of the Temple, Diaspora Jews still sought
to be buried in Jerusalem.'”® Moreover, if we are right in assuming that the Hellenists and
the Hebrews did not share either a common language or a common cultural heritage, that
fact alone might account for the widows’ neglect, especially since it was apparently the

Hebrews who controlled the communal purse.

As Greek-speaking Jewish immigrants to Palestine, the Hellenists probably lived
apart from the Hebrews in a distinctive social quarter in the city, where they most likely
held gatherings quite separate from those of the Hebrews.'® The Hellenists who spoke
only Greek and even those among their number who could function with a minimum of
Aramaic would have found it impossible to participate fully in the Aramaic-language
services of the original Jerusalem community.'® As Diaspora Jews they would have been
accustomed to different Scriptures (the Septuagint as opposed to the Aramaic Targum) and
differing exegetical traditions; and they belonged to a different synagogue association.'®
All of these were divisive pressures that must have made not just the distribution of charity
amongst the two groups, but also basic social commerce between the Hellenists and
Hebrews, extremely difficult. The advent of two distinct liturgical groupings within the
Jerusalem church, each with its own language, its own Scriptures, its own worship services,
its own leadership group, and its own missionary fields must have led inevitably to a
significant divide between the two. Therefore, it is not hard to imagine why the Hellenist
widows were initially overlooked, nor how it came about that from within the Hellenist
community natural leaders emerged to assume de facto the pastoral and missionary

functions that the Apostles performed (in effect only) for the Hebrews.

Munck, The Acts of the Apostles: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary (AB 31; New York:
Doubleday, 1967), 56-57. However, see Haenchen, Acts, 268, who speculates that the selective neglect of the Hellenist
widows is of such a nature as to indicate that it was a symptom of a more serious rift between the two groups.

138 For discussion of the migration of Diasporan Jews to Palestine, see Fiensy, “Composition”, 231-232.
159 perkins, Abraham’s Divided Children, 10.

160 Fiensy, “Composition”, 235; and also Dunn, Unity, 269.

16! Hengel, Jesus and Paul, 14.

162 This factor has been noted by B. F. Meyer, The Early Christians: Their World Mission and Self-Discovery
(Wilmington: Michael Glazier, 1986), 14-15.
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Whatever the historical worth of the precise details of Luke’s story, Acts 6:1-6
does present us with sufficient evidence to assume that from its earliest days the Jerusalem
community was a divided one. Whether the actual spark that ignited the flare-up was as
Luke asserts, the Hebrews’ administrative dereliction, we can no longer be sure — given
Luke’s editorial adeptness and the paucity of corroborating evidence. But the prima facie
conclusion that the “Hebrews” and the “Hellenists” constituted two socially and culturally
distinct communities within the Jerusalem foundation cannot be avoided. This conclusion
necessarily raises further issues that must be explored. Was this division determined by
theological or ideological differences as well by language and culture? Did the Hellenists
champion a theology and faith-practice that was different from, or perhaps even at odds

with, that espoused by their Hebrew co-religionists?

To answer questions concerning the faith-practice of the Hellenist community we
must leave behind the story of the Hellenist widows and their troubles, which provides no
real evidence about theological differences, and focus on the ensuing narratives about
Stephen (Acts 6:8-8:1) and Philip (8:4-40). For it is precisely here that we encounter the
first clear hint that the dispute between the Hebrews and the Hellenists was more an

ideological conflict rather than merely a disagreement over administration.

Immediately following his description of the Hellenists’ dispute with the Hebrews
and the appointment of the Seven, Luke directs his readers’ attention to the ministry of the
pre-eminent member of the Seven, Stephen, “a man full of grace and power” (Acts 6:8).
We noted earlier that Luke reports how Stephen conducted a mission in the Greek-speaking
synagogues of Jerusalem (Acts 6:9-10), a mission in which others of the Hellenists’
community were probably involved. In the course of his preaching, Stephen was arrested
and brought to trial before the Sanhedrin, accused of apostasy against the Law and
blasphemy against the Temple (Acts 6:11, 14). In spite of a long and detailed speech (Acts
7:2-53) on Stephen’s part, he is dragged from the council by an angry mob and stoned
(Acts 7:54-60). His Hellenist circle of supporters is subjected to a severe and sustained
persecution, which forces them all to flee the city (Acts 8:1). As we shall see below, this
persecution apparently affected only the Greek-speaking wing of the Jerusalem church —
Acts implies that the Aramaic-speaking members were left unscathed (Acts 8:1b). As with

Acts 6:1-6, there are a number of problematic aspects to Acts 6:7-8:1.
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For one, the entire account of the Stephen affair is replete with many distinctive
Lukan additions. The best example of this is the setting of Stephen’s defence within a trial
before the Sanhedrin (6:12, 15; 17:1), which bears strong echoes of Jesus’ trial before the
same body. The idea that Stephen was tried before the Sanhedrin seems highly improbable,
given that in the end he was killed by the spontaneous actions of an angry lynch mob.'®
Similarly, the presence of Saul (Paul) at Stephen’s stoning contradicts Paul’s own claim in
Galatians (1:22) that prior to his conversion he was “not known by sight to the churches of
Christ in Judea”.'®* Finally, Luke makes every attempt to exonerate Stephen of the charges
laid against him by first claiming that Stephen’s accusers were “false witnesses” (Acts
6:13), and then later in Stephen’s speech he has him affirm the enduring value of the Law
(Acts 7:38). While there is no similar affirmation of the Temple and its apparatchiks, the

165 If we wish to

speech contains no strident or explicit rejection of the Temple either.
reclaim the theological position of Stephen, and by association that of the Hellenists, it
would seem that the details of Stephen’s trial and execution, and the substance of his
speech offer no direct primary information. But the charges levelled against Stephen and

the note on the persecution of the Hellenists are of a totally different character.

Luke reports that during his missionary activities in the Greek-speaking
synagogues of Jerusalem, Stephen upsets his fellow Diaspora Jews who perceived that
what he preached constituted a blasphemy against Moses and God (Acts 6:11) and against
the Holy Place and the Law (Acts 6:13). More specifically, they charged that he claimed
Jesus would “destroy this place and change the customs Moses handed down” to them

(Acts 6:14). Luke calls these latter two charges “false” (Acts 6:13), but this hardly proves

163 Munck, Acts, 58-59; Haenchen, Acts, 270-274; Hengel, Jesus and Paul, 19-21; and Liidemann, Early Christianity, 79-
86, 90-93.

1% The historicity of Luke’s claim that Paul was present at Stephen’s stoning is tied up with the equally controversial claim
in Acts 22:3 that Paul could boast of being raised in the city of Jerusalem and educated by the prominent Pharisaic
rabbi, Gamaliel I. In the past scholars have been willing to accept these twin claims; probably nowhere better argued
than in the classic treatment of the question in W. C. van Unnik, Tarsus or Jerusalem: The City of Paul’s Youth
(London: Epworth, 1962). However, see Schmithals, Paul and James, 32; Haenchen, Acts, 292-299; Conzelmann, Acts,
60-61; and G. Bornkamm, Paul (London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1975), 3-12, all of whom argue plausibly that Acts 22:3
must be taken as one further example of Luke’s attempt to present Paul as a good, Law-observant Jew.

15 Only Acts 7:48, which states that God does not dwell in a house made with hands, can we find anything approaching
real criticism of the Temple. See the fulsome discussion of Stephen’s speech in Hill, Hellenists and Hebrews, 69-76.
Also G. N. Stanton, “Stephen in Lucan Perspective”, Studia Biblica 3 (1978), 345-360 (349-353); and E. Larsson,
“Temple-Criticism and the Jewish Heritage: Some Reflections on Acts 6-7”, NTS 39 (1993), 388-395. For a contrary
position, which argues for a significant critique of the Temple in Stephen’s speech, see Dunn, Partings, 64-67.
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an intent on Luke’s part to promote Stephen as a paradigm of Law-abiding Christian
Judaism. It should be noted that within the overall context of Luke’s two-volume work
these charges appear not so much as “false” but rather as inaccurate, or at best
exaggerated.'® In Luke 21:5-28, Jesus does predict the Temple’s destruction, although he
does not say that he will “destroy” it. There is here a clear reflection of the charge brought
against Jesus at his trial (cf. Mk. 14:58). But Luke has not followed Mark by including this
accusation in his narrative of Jesus’ trial. Therefore, the supposed “echo” is clearly not
intended here to merely parallel Stephen’s trial to that of Jesus, but perhaps to highlight the
fact that Stephen (like Jesus before him) did predict the end of the Temple.'®” Elsewhere in
Luke, Jesus portends a clear change to Mosaic traditions, most notably with regard to
Sabbath observance (Lk. 6:1-11) and the dietary proscriptions (Lk. 11:37-41). While these
passages are replete with their own set of interpretative problems, they serve to cast doubts
upon Luke’s allegation that the witnesses gave “false” testimony regarding Stephen’s

claims for Jesus’ part in changing the Mosaic customs.

While Luke does label “false” this (second) pair of charges (Acts 6:13-14), he fails
to make a similar caveat about Stephen’s supposed blasphemy against God and Moses
(Acts 6:11), even though there is a clear thematic overlap between the two sets of
indictments. If he had wanted to avoid this ambiguity, Luke could have put the reference to
the false witnesses first or noted the falsity of the charges in both cases. All of this suggests
that the author of Acts is again attempting to “paper over the cracks” and play down what
in fact was quite clear from his sources — that the charges brought against Stephen were

justified. Stephen had attacked the Law and the Temple.'®®

This would explain why Luke
fails to exonerate Stephen of the charge of blasphemy. Indeed, it could be argued that Luke

calls the witnesses false, not because they accused Stephen of blasphemy, but because they

1% 1. T. Johnson, The Acts of the Apostles (SP 5; Collegeville: Liturgical Press, 1992), 109, 112-113.

17 So Dunn, Partings, 63-67. Similarly, Haenchen, Acts, 275-290; Liidemann, Early Christianity, 86-90; and Esler,
Community and Gospel, 135-145.

188 Dunn, Partings, 64. See also J. A. Fitzmyer, The Acts of the Apostles: A New Translation with Introduction and
Commentary (AB 31; New York: Doubleday, 1998), 368, who concludes that Stephen’s “attitude towards the Temple”
is not that of Luke’s, and indicates that some of the details of Stephen’s attack on the Temple and his subsequent
defence “must have been inherited by Luke from a pre-existing source”. An even stronger argument in support of the
presence of genuine traditions dating back to Stephen is made by H.-W. Neudorfer, “The Speech of Stephen”, in
Witness to the Gospel: The Theology of Acts, ed. I. H. Marshall and D. Peterson (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1998), 275-
294.
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distorted the exact import of Stephen’s preaching. According to Luke, Stephen did not
teach, as was claimed by the witnesses, that Jesus would destroy the Temple and the Law.
Rather, he taught that Jesus was the one in whom the Law and the Temple found
fulfilment, predicting that judgment was coming on Jerusalem because of its failure to
acknowledge Jesus’ messianic status. This of course probably reflects more the post-70

perspective of Luke, after the Temple had been destroyed, than that of Stephen.

Exactly what the content of Stephen’s and the Hellenists’ anti-Temple/anti-Law
rhetoric entailed can no longer be determined. We can only assume that the Hellenists’
criticisms of these central institutions of Judaism must have been sufficiently radical to
warrant the violent response of the Diaspora Jews who stoned Stephen and initiated a
concerted, if somewhat spontaneous, persecution of his circle of followers.'® Only this
would explain why in the ensuing persecution only the Hellenists were targeted. According
to Acts (8:1b), the Apostles were left unscathed during the crisis. Since it is inherently
difficult to believe that only the leaders of the Aramaic-speaking Jesus movement escaped
persecution, we must assume that all the members of the “Hebrew” faction were spared.'”’
This suggests, as argued previously, that the two arms of the Jerusalem church were quite
separate and distinct, and were perceived as such by the wider Jewish community in the
city.

It is probably also significant that nowhere in the account of Stephen’s trial and
execution do we find mention of the Hebrews, despite the fact that previously in Acts (4:1-
22) Peter and John boldly defied the Sanhedrin and spoke out with confidence before its
assembly in support of their faith. Why is there no similar resistance offered when Stephen
is brought to trial in the same venue? J. D. G. Dunn has remarked that Luke’s silence in this
regard is particularly incriminating.'”’ Significant too is the report that Stephen was buried
and mourned, not by the Apostles who remained in Jerusalem following the attack on the

Hellenists, but by certain “devout” (eufabei) men (Acts 8:2), a term used elsewhere by

19 Bornkamm, Paul, 14. This point is also made strongly by J. C. Beker, Paul the Apostle: The Triumph of God in Life
and Thought (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1980), 341-342; and F. F. Bruce, New Testament History (New York:
Doubleday, 1972), 214-215.

170 This interpretation is widely accepted, see Hengel, Acts, 74-75; Johnson, Acts, 141; Dunn, Unity, 273; idem, Partings,
67; Liidemann, Early Christianity, 91-93; and Sim, Matthew and Christian Judaism, 71.

'"! Dunn, Unity, 273-274; and, similarly, Sim, Matthew and Christian Judaism, 71.
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Luke to denote devout Jews (Lk. 2:25; Acts 2:5; 22:12). Dunn proposes that Luke is here
attempting to cover up the fact that the Hebrews abandoned Stephen and the Hellenists to
their fate. They neither identified themselves with nor came to the defence of their
comrades. This implicitly suggests that the Hebrews agreed with the punitive actions taken
against the Hellenists because Peter, John and their party repudiated Stephen’s critical
views on the Law and the Temple. Unlike the Hellenists, the Hebrews continued to uphold
the traditional practices of Judaism, were not implicated in the affair, and took no part in

defending Stephen and his supporters.

Further explicit evidence of the rift between the Hebrews and the Hellenists can be
found in the subsequent narrative on the Samaritan mission (8:4-40). Again, there is much
in this section of Acts that may be pure Lukan invention. However, there are several points
at which we might plausibly see a genuine historical reminiscence. First, there seems no
reason to doubt Luke’s claim that following the martyrdom of Stephen and the dispersal of
the Hellenists, the Christian mission spread to Samaria and the regions around Caesarea
under the aegis of Philip, another of the seven named as leaders of the Hellenists.'”> Some
scholars have even argued for a direct Samaritan influence on the Stephen traditions; a
theory that gains support from the manner in which Luke’s account of Stephen’s ministry,
trial and death introduces Philip’s mission amongst the towns and villages of Samaria (Acts
8:5-25).! Luke later draws on traditions concerning Philip in Acts 21:8, which place
Philip at Caesarea where he resides with his four daughters and plays host to Paul during
Paul’s final visit to Jerusalem. This Samaritan source theory has attracted little acceptance
in scholarly circles.'™ Still, it is well known that even prior to the rise of Christianity there
were ongoing tensions between the Samaritans and the Jews of Judea and Galilee. The
issue at the heart of their dispute was the question of the centrality of the Jerusalem
Temple. The Samaritans had in protest to the exclusivist claims of the devotees to the
Jerusalem Temple built a competing tabernacle on Mount Gerizim in the fourth century

B.C.E. John Hyrcanus in about 128 B.C.E. destroyed the Gerizim Temple. Yet the dispute

1721 iidemann, Early Christianity, 100-101.

173 S0, for example, C. H. H. Scobie, “The Origin and Development of Samaritan Christianity”, NTS 19 (1972), 390-414
(391-398); and J. Coggins, “The Samaritans and Acts”, NTS 28 (1982), 423-434.

1% See E. Plummer, “The Samaritan Pentateuch and the New Testament”, NTS 22 (1976), 441-443; and E. Richard, “Acts
7: An Investigation of the Samaritan Evidence”, CBQ 39 (1977), 190-208.
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continued long into the first century, as is clearly reflected in John 4:20 where a Samaritan
woman points out to Jesus, “Our fathers worshipped on this mountain, but you Jews claim
that where we must worship is in Jerusalem”. That Luke should attribute the advent of the
Samaritan mission to one of the Hellenists associated with Stephen, who were themselves
persecuted as apostates and blasphemers, makes eminent sense when we consider the
significance of the Temple with regard to the ongoing conflict between the Samaritans and
the Jews. Who else would have been better suited to initiate the Samaritan mission than
someone who had already begun to see devotion to Jesus apart from being a devout and

strictly Law-observant Jew?

Similarly, Luke plausibly indicates that Philip initiated the Samaritan mission
without prior consultation with the apostolic authorities in Jerusalem.'” Luke implicitly
suggests that such was Philip’s success in Samaria that the Apostles in Jerusalem were
caught by surprise, and he records that Peter and John were dispatched north on a tour of
inspection to assess the situation (8:14-25). Given the disastrous events of Stephen’s
martyrdom and the persecution of the Hellenists, any mission on the part of the disgraced
Hellenists amongst the Samaritans would have been controversial. Moreover, it is entirely
feasible that the Hebrew remnant of the Jerusalem church would have been keen to send
someone to investigate. Less credible however, is Luke’s claim that the purpose of this tour
was so that Peter and John could confirm the converts in Samaria with the gift of the Holy
Spirit.'’® As J. D. G. Dunn has observed, the motif of the apostolic conferral of the Spirit
on the Samaritan converts has probably been inserted by Luke to “make a point of
maintaining a heilsgeschichtlich continuity between Jerusalem and the Samaritan
expansion”.'”” Accordingly, the apostolic community in Jerusalem is seen to sanction the
legitimacy of Philip’s Samaritan mission. Viewing this as a creative editorial device on the
part of Luke helps explain the curious anomaly of Philip’s baptism without a conferral of

the Spirit (8:15-16). In Luke’s scheme, the Holy Spirit operates only when there is

175 Hengel, Jesus and Paul, 24-25; and Dunn, Unity, 270.
176 Iiidemann, Early Christianity, 96-97, 99-100.

"7 Dunn, Partings, 71. See also Johnson, Acts, 151-153; and R. J. Dillon, “Acts of the Apostles”, in New Jerome, ed.
Brown, Fitzmyer, and Murphy, 722-767 (742-43).
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communion with the Jerusalem Apostles.'’®

If this insert rests on any reliable historical
information, it is more likely that Peter and John travelled to Samaria in the wake of
Philip’s endeavours in order to oppose his Samaritan mission, and to do so with the same
vigour with which they opposed the Hellenists’ independent mission in the Greek-speaking
synagogues at Jerusalem. After all, if the Hebrews were to accept the Hellenists’ admission
of Samaritans into the Jesus movement, the wider Jewish community in Jerusalem would

have seen this as a sign of their disloyalty to the Jerusalem Temple; an attack against

which, on Stephen’s part, had already resulted in fatal consequences.
1.1.3. Contrary Views

Not all scholars accept this reconstruction of events. Recently, C. C. Hill has cast doubts on
any such interpretation of Acts 6-8 that argues for a split within the earliest Jerusalem
church based on the issues of the Law and the Temple. His alternative view rests
principally on the grounds that Stephen was martyred and the Christian Hellenists suffered
persecution not at the hands of the Jewish authorities per se, but rather at the instigation of
their fellow members in the Hellenistic-Jewish synagogues of Jerusalem.'” Therefore, he
claims we can infer nothing about their relationship to the Aramaic-speaking constituency
of the Jerusalem church except from what Luke tells us in Acts 6:1-6, and there is nothing
there to suggest that the Hellenists can be identified as a distinct group within the wider

Jerusalem community.

Appealing to contemporary studies that demonstrate that almost all first century
Jews were Hellenised to some extant, Hill argues that we cannot assume a priori that a
group of Christians drawn from Diaspora Judaism would differ “as a block” from their
fellow Christians with roots in Palestine.'®® According to Hill, “It is far more reasonable to
suppose that there were broad differences of opinion within both groups™.'®' Hill argues

that this assumption is justifiable if we consider the fact that some members of the Hebrews

178 Conzelmann, Acts, 65; and Johnson, Acts, 50-51, 148.
7 Hill, Hellenists and Hebrews, 32-40.
180 Hill, Hellenists and Hebrews, 16-17, 21-24.

181 Hill, Hellenists and Hebrews, 21.
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too at other times suffered persecution at the hands of Jewish authorities.'™ Along with M.
Hengel, Hill further argues that Luke’s account of the appointment and the commissioning
of the Seven by the Twelve Apostles (6:6) may well indicate that the foundation of a
separate Hellenist community with its own specific missionary focus was effected at the
instigation of the Apostles themselves.'® After all, who else would be better equipped to
carry the word to the Greek-speaking community in Jerusalem and beyond than converts

from within that community itself?

Hill is probably right in some respects. First, it is entirely possible that the
Apostles recognised the authority of the Seven, and may have even had a hand in their
appointment. However, even if we were to accept this line of argument, it would seem that
the Hellenists’ circle embraced their newfound autonomy and, under the leadership of
Stephen, Philip, and others, grew increasingly more independent of the wider Jerusalem
church, and soon eclipsed the missionary endeavours of their Hebrew co-religionists.'®*
Second, we should not exaggerate the extent of the persecution of the Hellenists in
Jerusalem. Luke’s claim that there was a great persecution following the death of Stephen
and that this was actively pursued and officially sanctioned by the civil and religious
authorities in Jerusalem (9:1-2) are most likely exaggerations of the actual situation. There
is no evidence to suggest that any Hellenists other than Stephen were executed at the hands
of a mob in Jerusalem. Perhaps there were some further cases of physical violence, but on
an extempore rather than an organised basis. Luke records no further arrests, trials, or
punishments visited upon the Hellenists in Jerusalem. However, he does record that Saul
led a concerted effort to round up and imprison the troublemakers (8:3), applying to the
High Priest for letters of authority to pursue Stephen’s circle of followers beyond the
bounds of Palestine (9:1-2). In Galatians (1:13-14), 1 Corinthians (15:9) and Philippians
(3:6), Paul confirms that he was a zealous and merciless persecutor of the Church. As we
noted earlier, Paul claims that he was “not known by sight to the churches of Christ in

Judea” (Gal 1:22), nor did he visit the Jerusalem Apostles until three years after his

182 Hil1, Hellenists and Hebrews, 36-37. Similar views have been expressed earlier by Munck, Paul, 218-228; and, more
recently, by Bauckham, “James and the Jerusalem Church”, 429.
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conversion (Gal 1:16-20). This suggests that the persecution in which Paul was involved
occurred outside Jerusalem. It is therefore likely that those he persecuted were the

Hellenists who fled Jerusalem in the wake of Stephen’s death.

It is noteworthy that Paul’s statements in Galatians and Philippians regarding his
former persecution of the Church occur within the context of his claim to have been a strict
adherent of the Law prior to his conversion. In Philippians (3:5-6), he says he was “a
Hebrew of the Hebrews...with reference to the Law, a Pharisee; with reference to zeal, a
persecutor of the Church; with reference to righteousness which comes from the Law,
blameless” (cf. Gal 1:13-14; 2 Cor 11:18-29). This suggests that what he found
blameworthy about those he persecuted was their active advocacy of apostasy from the
Law — precisely that for which Luke implies Stephen and his Hellenist circle were

persecuted.

Finally, Hill is probably right in claiming that the whole affair was confined
within the expatriate Hellenistic-Jewish community in Jerusalem. But, as we noted earlier,
this hardly explains the total absence of the Hebrews from Luke’s account of these sad
events. Their failure to come to the defence of Stephen can only point to their agreement
with the actions of Stephen’s opponents. Alternatively, we are forced to believe that such
was the isolation of the Hellenists from the wider Aramaic-speaking Christian community,
that the latter simply knew nothing of the persecution of the former. This is an incredible
notion in itself. But even so, it serves only to underline the depth of the divisions between
the two groups. Hill argues that one must equate Stephen’s martyrdom and the persecution
of the Hellenists to earlier and later instances of persecution meted out to members of the
Aramaic-speaking arm of the church, the likes of Peter and John, and the Apostles. Again,
as we saw earlier, these incidents of conflict with the Temple authorities appear to have
been both minor and isolated. The issues at stake were not the same. There is no suggestion
that Peter, John, or their circle, unlike Stephen, Philip, and the Hellenists, were ever
persecuted because they repudiated the Law or the Temple. Indeed, the overwhelming
weight of the evidence supplied by Acts 1-5 that points to the disciples’ continuing
devotion to the Temple and the Law makes it highly unlikely that they ever would have

been. The fact that the Aramaic-speaking disciples and their followers established a
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community in Jerusalem that survived and prospered for forty years, further suggests that

this community generally enjoyed cordial relations with the city’s wider Jewish society.

It is particularly striking that Hill in what is an otherwise thorough survey of the
Hellenists-Hebrews conflict never addresses this topic. As such he fails to mark the serious
theological and liturgical differences that must have existed between the two communities,
and which are implied by the Lukan narrative. In his review of Hill’s contribution to the
debate, P. F. Esler makes the comment that Hill does not deal adequately with the central
piece of evidence — the fact that Acts 6:1 marks a clear demarcation point between two
distinct and clearly opposing groups.'® 