
A NEW SOLUTION OF THE 
GALATIANS PROBLEM.' 

BY DOM BERNARD ORCHARD. 

HE Problem of the Galatians has two parts : firstly, the TQ uestion of the date of the Epistle and the identity of 
the Churches of Galatia to which St. Paul wrote ; and secondly, 
the question whether he ever visited the northern parts of the 
Roman Province of Galatia (which depends on the interpreta- 
tion of Acts xvi. 6 and xviii. 23). Of these two questions the 
former is by far the more important ; and though they are to 
a certain extent inter-connected, they are quite distinct and 
must be treated separately if any useful conclusions are to be 
reached. Hence this paper makes no attempt to deal with the 
less important aspect of the Problem, but confines itself to 
answering the question : T o  what particular Churches of his 
own foundation was St. Paul speaking when he wrote his Epistle 
to the Churches of Glatia (G l .  i. 2)? And who were his 
lovable but ' foolish Galatians ' ?  Was he addressing the 
people of South Galatia whom he converted on his first mission- - - 

ary journey, or the inhabitants of Pessinus and Ancyra in the 
north of Calatia? Though this question has been debated by 
students of St. Paul for more than a century, no agreed solution 
has yet been achieved, in spite of much research, especially by 
the late Sir William Rarnsay, to whom every student of the 
question is greatly indebted. 

The present attempt at a solution is based on a careful survey 
of the various solutions already propounded, and suggests a 
compromise view which would seem to weld all the best elements 
of the North and South Galatian Hypotheses into a satisfactory 
synthesis. 

The North Galatian Hypothesis, which is the ancient and 

The substance of a Paper read to the Conference of Ecclesiastical Studies 
held at Upholland College on April 30th. 1943. 
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traditional view, asserts that St. Paul, after confirming the 
Churches of South Calatia on his second missionary journey, 
visited North Glatia ('passing through Phrygia and the 
Calatian region ', Acts xvi. 6), and that he wrote the Epistle 
shortly afterwards to the Churches founded by him up there, 
probably sending it from Ephesus. Thus in the North Calatian 
view St. Paul's Jerusalem visit mentioned in Gal. ii. 1 is to be 
identified with the third Jerusalem visit of Acts xv. 2 f. 

The South Calatian Hypothesis, on the contrary, asserts 
that St. Paul wrote the Epistle to the Churches which he founded 
in the course of his first journey through the South Calatian 
towns of Pisidian Antioch, Iconium, Lystra and the frontier- 
town of Derbe, all of which were at that time $thin the borders 
of the Roman Province of Calatia.' The point to seize upon 
is, that if he really wrote his letter to the South Galatians, it 
could have been written any time after his first journey, and 
possibly even before the Council of Jerusalen, Acts xv ; whereas, 
if he really wrote it to the North Galatians, then the letter could 
not have been composed until at least the latter part of his 
second journey, and so could not have been written before the 
Council of Jerusalem. Thus, if you take the North Calatian 
view, the Epistle could have had nothing to do with the Cir- 
cumcision Controversy at Antioch which was the cause of the 
Council of Jerusalem. But if you take the South Glatian view, 
the Epistle may have been written before the Council ; in which 
case it would give us a wonderful insight into St. Paul's mind 
at the height of the Controversy which led to the Council. 

' I have avoided Ramsay's own definition, as leading to confusion, viz 
" The South Calatian theory is that no Churches were founded by Paul in North 
Calatia " (Historical Commentary on Galatians, p. 128, 1900 ed.). By ' North 
Calatia ' and ' South Galatia ' I mean the northern and southern parts respec- 
tively of the Roman Province of Calatia as i t  existed at the time of St. Paul's 
journeys, see frontispiece to Ramsay, op. cit. A variant of the South Calatian 
theory is the view of Lattey. Manson and others, who, while agreeins with 
Lightfoot that Galatians was written after the third journey, hold nevertheless 
that it was sent to the South Galatians.--though to do so they have to explain 
away the Apostolic Decrees, and also St. Paul's silence about them in the Epistle. 
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Acts. 

First Visit, ix.26-30. naps- 
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ra;p- . . . BapvaB&s 82 h n ~ -  
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Second Visit (Famine Relief 
Visit), xi. 27-30 ; xii. 25. 'Ev 
ra6ra~s 82 ra;s rjpCpa~s ~arijX- 
8ov ir6 'IepouoX6p0v npo+ij- 

Galatians. 
First Visit, i. 18-22. * E n ~ ~ . r a  

p€72 rpla :v dUijh80~ € I S  ' IEPO-  
udXvpa iuropijuac K1+Gv, ~ a ' l  
&rCp.~~va .rrp6s ah6v  $p+as 8 ~ -  
~ankvre .  lo E'repov 82 rSv cimou- 
rdXuv O;K e?Sov, elp< ' I ~ K W ~ ~ O V  
rGv 03SeX+i)v TOG ~vplou.  & 82 
yp,l#m ;p;vy iSo; E'vLarov TO; 
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KQ; r<s K~Xt~ las .  aa<pr)v 82 
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Cv X ~ L U T ~ .  . . . 
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i t ) ,  . . lVE.rre~ra 81; 
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The reason for the division of the text of Cal. ii. 3-5 by means of dashes 
and brackets will be explained later. As to the text of Cal. ii. 3-5, it is well 
established, although Zahn wished to omit the words o?s 0682 in verse 5. These 
words are read by all the Creek M S .  (including H B) except D, Irenaeus. 
Victorinus. Tertullian. Ambrosiaster. Prirnasius, and the Old S t i n ,  which 
omit them. Intermediate stages between these two readings are found in 
Marcion, some Greek M S .  known to Victorinus and the Peshitto Syriac, which 
read 0662 without 01s. and in Jerome's Commentary on Galatians which implies 
ots without 0662. 

"The inclusion of both words in the text," writes Lake (The Beginnings of 
Christianity, Part I, T k  Acts of the Apostles. Vol. 5, pp. 1% f.), " has in so far 
a claim to recognition that it has not merely much manuscript support, but 
provides a sentence so impossible to construe and di6cult to explain that i t  
would always invite alteration." In other words, the omission of the words 
01s 0682 in the Western Text may here be fairly attributed to the desire of a few 
scribes to render grammatically intelligible an otherwise hopelessly obscure 
sentence. Thus there is no solid reason for doubting that by keeping ots 0682 the 
bulk of the MSS. have here preserved the true reading. The chief importance 
of these variants is, BS Lake adds. that they "show that from the beginning no 
one was quite sure what certain details in the passage meant." 
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Acts. Galatians. 

Tab e1s ' A V T L ~ ~ E L ~ V  28 &vaurAs Bapvapii, u u ~ . r r a p a ~ a ~ & v   at 
82 cTS C f  a6rGv b v d p a ~ ~  v ~ y a p o s  T ~ T O U  dvipvv 82 K ~ T &  ;TOKC;- 
~ ~ ' p a ~ v e v   LA TOG ~ v ~ 6 p a r o s  XV+LV. 2 ~ a i  d v ~ e i p ~ v  a6so;s 76 
X~p6u peyC;X~v pElXXe~u Z U E U ~ ~ L  ~ ;ayy iX~ov  8 K ~ P ~ U U W  i v  70;s 
C+' o'Xrlv 77jv O E K O V ~ E ; ~ ~ ~  GTLS ETBYEULV, K ~ T *  18lav 82 70% 

~ y k v e ~ o  Cai KXav8lov. 2 D ~ & v  82 ~ O K O G U L Y ,  p< T W S  €19 K E V ~ Y  

J L ~ O l ~ I ; ~  K Q ~ & S  E;TOPE?T~ TLS ,  T&W 4 Z8papov. - 
Gp~uav  Z K ~ U T O S  a6rEv E L F  &a- 36XA' 0682 T l ~ o s  6 u6v <pol, 

K O U ~ U U  Tip+aL 70;s K ~ T O L K O ~ U L Y  vEXXl~ ;v, rjvaY~duBl TEPLT- 

<v ~i '1ov8al~ &~EX+O?S 'F. 8 .at p18$va~'  LA 82 706s map- 
&olluav & T O U T E I X ~ U T E S  mp6s E L U C ~ K T O V S  + E U ~ ~ ~ E X + O V S ,  O ~ T L Y E S  

706s T ~ E U ~ U T ~ ~ O V Q  812 X ~ ~ p 6 s  ~ a p ~ ~ u i j X B o v  ~ a r a u ~ o a i j u a ~  
Bapvap;  at f a6Xov. 4 v  ~ X ~ v e ~ p l a v  <p&v $v & o p ~ v  

xii. 25. Bapvap& 82 K U ~  Zv X P L U T ~  ' I 1 u o ~ ,  zva <p&s 
ZaGXop 6nkurp~+av i f  'Iepov- ~a~a80vhc6uovu~v  - OTS 0682 
<raXrjp, ~ X ~ p c 6 u a v ~ ~ s  4 v  &a- ap6s Gpav ~ i t a p c u  rjj 6noramm, 
~ o v l a v  . . . b a  7 j  GX-~OELU TOG E;ayy~Xlov 

8 ~ a ~ e l v ~  ap6s 6pGs [ 
1)- 
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Acts. Galatians. 

All students of the Galatians Problem recognize that the 
crux of the whole matter lies in the relation subsisting between 
the two visits of St. Paul to Jerusalem mentioned in Gal. i-ii 
and his first three visits mentioned in Acts. All important 
critics agree in identifying the first visit of Gal. i. 18-20 with 
the first visit of Acts ix. 26 f., but the two camps are equally 
divided as to whether the second visit of Gal. ii. 1-10 ought 
to be identified with the second or the third visit mentioned in 
Acts (xi. 27 f. ; xv. 2 f.). 

The main argument for the North Galatian Hypothesis 
(and for the above-mentioned variant of the South Galatian 
Hypothesis), which would, as we have said, identify what 
Galatians (ii. 1) suggests to be the second visit of St. Paul to 
Jerusalem with his third visit according to Acts (xv. 2 f.), is said 
to lie in what Lightfoot called " the striking coincidence of 
circumstances " between the third visit of Acts and the second 
of Galatians. " The geography is the same . . . the time is 
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the same, or at least not inconsistent . . . the persons are the 
same . . . the subject of dispute is the same . . . the char- 
acter of the conference is in general the same . . . [and finally] 
a combination of circumstances so striking is not likely to have 
occurred twice within a few years " (Lightfoot, Galatians, 
pp. 123, 124, 8th ed., 1884). Now, though I would dispute 
the argument that ' the character of the conference is the same,' 
the list of coincidences still remains most striking. Neverthe- - 
less Lightfoot had to admit the existence of many discrepancies 
in the two accaunts. One of the most important is the difficulty 
over the nature of the council in each ; according to Galatians 
the conference was private, according to Acts it was public. 
The argument of Lightfoot and Lagrange, that St. Paul alludes 
only to the private history of the conference whose public session 
is alone described by St. Luke, does not evade the objection 
that " the whole point of St. Paul's recital in Gal. ii is that the 
proceedings were not public, but private " (Blunt, Galatians, 
p. 81). It is still more extraordinary, if Galatians was written 
after the Council of Jerusalem, that it should contain no mention 
of, or even allusion to, the Apostolic Decrees. For those Decrees 
were a justification in principle of St. Paul's attitude to circum- 
cision, and it is inadequate to argue, as Lightfoot does, that 
St. Paul could not have quoted the Decrees in his Epistle to the 
Galatians without giving them the impression that he was s u b  
servient to the Apostles at Jerusalem. All the same, despite 
these weaknesses, Lightfoot's views held sway until the end of 
the last century, his commentary on Galatians having been 
first published in 1865. 

Then came the challenge of Ramsay, who convinced himself 
after first-hand exploration of Asia Minor on foot that the 
traditional view so ably expounded by Lightfoot did not at all 
square with the historical geography of that part of the world. 
Ramsay felt convinced that the south ~ a l a t i a n  Hypothesis was 
in fact the correct one, and his powerful advocacy soon obtained 
it a fresh hearing.' After showing quite conclusively that in 

Cf. St.  Paul the Traveller and Roman Citizen, 1st ed.. 1895 ; Studia Biblica. 
Oxford. 1896. " The ' Calatia ' of St. Paul and the ' Calatic Territory ' of 
Acts " ; Historical Commentary on Galatians, 1899- 1900. 
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the time of St. Paul the Roman Province of Calatia embraced 
not only the region inhabited by the Cauls in the north (from 
whom the Province had derived its name) but also those parts 
of Phrygia, Pisidia and Lycaonia to the south which were 
evangelized on the first missionary journey, he felt convinced 
that the second visit of Galatians corresponded with the second 
visit of Acts. He not only thought he could prove that St. 
Paul's Calatians were the actual converts of the first journey, 
but he was also sure that the second visit of the Apostle was a 
private consultation undertaken in order to avoid future mis- 
understandings and not the public disputation which we find 
at the third visit of Acts. The North Calatianists denied the 
vaIidity of the former argument, and in reply to the latter retorted 
that verses 4 and 5 of Cal. ii (about the false brethren) clearly 
describe a public quarrel and not a private dispute ; and this 
being so, they pertinently inquired why, if the whole question 
of circumcision had really been settled beforehand by the 
Apostles at the second visit, the latter should have pretended to 
argue it all de nooo at the meeting described in Acts xv, as though 
they had never discussed, much less settled, the problem. And 
to this retort Ramsay was never able to give an effective reply 
despite the extraordinary attractiveness of his hypothesis in 
other respects. Thus each side was capable of dealing the other 
a knock-out blow ; for while Ramsay could prove that the con- 
ference described in Gal. ii was a private one and bore no re- 
semblance to the Guncil of Jerusalem, Lightfoot's supporters 
argued just as soundly that the dispute mentioned in that very 
chapter was a public dispute identical with that of Acts xv, and 
that no one with an historical sense could believe that the same 
situation could happen twice within the space of three or four 
years in the same manner, place and so on. Ramsay, it seems, 
relied chiefly on verses 1 and 2, and 6-10 of the second chapter 
of Galatians, Lightfoot more on verses 4 and 5. The consequence 
is an apparent contradiction. Each was right as far as he went, 
and ever since commentators have taken sides according to their 
estimate of the relative importance of the secondary arguments 
advanced by the one side or the other. 

The dilemma has been most clearly seen and stated by 
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Kirsopp Lake. This scholar, believing that St. Paul, as a 
first-hand authority, must be preferred to St. Luke when the 
two differ, follows Schwartz in holding (though not without 
some qualms) that Luke has quite unnecessarily separated the 
single visit described in the second chapter of Galatians into 
two distinct visits. Hence Lake is prepared to argue that the 
visit of Acts xi (the Famine Relief Visit) and the visit of Acts xv 
(the Council visit) are both descriptions of the visit referred 
to in the second chapter of Galatians, derived from different 
sources and described from different points of view (The 
Beginnings of Christianity, Vol. 5, p. 201). Now, although 
this theory seems to me to be incompatible with belief in the 
historical reliability of Acts, it does at all events bear witness 
to the reality of the difficulty of reconciling Acts with Galatians. 

Some have thought to avoid the dilemma by inventing a 
visit of St. Paul to Jerusalem which has not been disclosed either 
in Acts or Galatians. But while it is conceivable that Acts may 
not give us the full total of St. Paul's visits to Jerusalem, there 
is no possibility of inserting an unrecorded visit in the vital 
place, viz., between ch. xi and ch. xv. As to Galatians, it is 
an essential part of the autobiographical argument of the first 
two chapters to mention every occasion on which he came into 
contact with the Jerusalem leaders, and to keep back nothing 
of his relations with them. If he had done so, he would stand 
convicted of falsehood (cf. i. 20 ; also Blunt, Galatians, 1925, 
pp. 51 f.). 

%at is now the position? We cannot postulate an un- 
recorded visit and we cannot accept the fatally compromising 
view of Lake and others. Is there any other loophole which 
can save us from frustration? There does remain one possi- 
bility which it is surprising that no one has seen before. Instead 
of saying, with Lake, that St. Luke has made two visits out of 
one, it will be worth while examining the exactly opposite 
hypothesis, viz., that St. Paul has misled us into making one 

- - 

visit out of two. 
Has it ever struck you that verses 3, 4 and 5 of Gal. ii form 

a parenthesis almost unconnected with verses 1-2, 6-10 ? What 
I am suggesting is, that verses 1-2, 6-10 all refer to St. Paul's 

11 
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second visit to Jerusalem (which Ramsay identifies with the 
Famine Relief Visit of Acts xi) and that verses 4-5 refer to the 
Circumcision Controversy at Antioch which was the cause of 
St. Paul's third visit to the Holy City (Acts xv). If this is the 
case, the dilemma is solved. The very simplicity of this solution 
to some extent explains why it has been overlooked, but two 
other reasons may be given : firstly, the natural obscurity of 
the whole passage, especially of verses 3, 4 and 5 ; secondly, 
the failure of commentators to grasp the part played by Titus 
in the argument of St. Paul. The best way to find out if 
verses 3-5 form a parenthesis is to see if the remainder of the 
passage makes good sense without them. 

Gal. ii. 1-2. Then after the space of fourteen years I 
went up again to Jerusalem with Barnabas, taking Titus ' 
also with me. And I went up by revelation ; and I laid 
before them the gospel which I preach among the Cen- 
tiles, but privately before them who were of repute ' lest 
by any means I should be running, or had run, in vain.6 

The Creek construction suggests that Titus was in a subordinate position, 
' Better. ' in obedience to a revelation ' : a private revelation, not the one 

made to Agabus, as Ramsay thought. 
a The Creek 6v~Bkp~v suggests that he did not submit his Gospel for their 

approval, but consulted them as an equal (cf. Lagrange, Epitre muc Galates, in 
loc.. giving an excellent quotation from Ambrosiaster). 
' ' them ' in this context seems to be the Apostles rather than the inhabitants 

of Jerusalem (but cf. Lagrange, op. a t . ,  on i. 19). 
' them who were of repute ' does not here have a depreciatory sense, but 

means ' the recognized or accepted leaders ', i.e., the authorities (cf. Lagrange, 
op. a t . .  in loc. ', Ramsay, op. at., p. 301). 

The clause does not imply that St. Paul had any fears as to the outcome 
of the Conference. He, of course, had no doubt whatever of the truth of his 
own Gospel which he had received direct from Cod, but the divine revelation 
reminded him of the necessity of keeping in step with the Apostles in Jerusalem. 
He was quite sure in advance of the answer, but the assurance of the support of 
Peter, James and John would greatly strengthen his hand in his future missionary 
enterprises. Arnbrosiaster comments : " Now he could not learn anything 
from them, because he had been taught by Cod : but it was ordained by Cod 
that he should act thus for the sake of peace and concord, in order that any 
scruple or suspicion of his brethren and fellow-apostles might be removed and 
that the Gentiles might have the benefit of knowing that his Gospel agreed with 
the teaching of the great Apostles " (quoted by Lagrange, op. at.).  He con- 
sulted them, therefore, solely that there might be one policy as well as one 
doctrine in relation to the reception of Gentile converts. 
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. . . 6-10. But from those who were reputed to be some- 
what (whatsoever they were, it maketh no matter to me : 
Cod accepteth not man's person)-they, I say, who were of 
repute, imparted nothing to me : l but contrariwise, when 
they saw that 1 had been intrusted with the gospel of the 
uncircumcision, even as Peter with the gospel of the circum- 
cision (for he that wrought for Peter unto the apostleship of 
the circumcision wrought for me also unto the Gentiles) ; 
and when they perceived the grace that was given unto me, 
James and Cephas and John, they who were reputed to be 
pillars, gave to me and Barnabas the right hands of fellow- 
ship, that we should go unto the Gentiles, and they unto the 
circumcision ; only they w~uld that we should remember the 
poor ; which very thing I was also zealous to do.= (R.V.) 

It is obvious that these verses by themselves afford a 
coherent and logical account of St. Paul's second contact with 
the Apostles at Jerusalem, and it is also clear that if this pro- 
cedure be legitimate we have removed the principal obstacle 
to the identification of this visit with the Famine Relief Visit 
(Acts xi. 27-30) ; for it is the so-called attempt to get Titus 
circumcised which is at the root of the whole trouble. (See 
Appendix for discussion of certain other objections to equating 
these visits.) If, therefore, we prescind from verses 3-5 the 
remainder becomes a perfectly straightforward account of 
St. Paul's second visit to Jerusalem. 

I ought, perhaps, at this stage to remind you that by this 
recital of his Jerusalem visits St. Paul seeks to prove that he 
was not in any way subordinate to the authorities at Jerusalem 
and that he was an Apostle in as full a sense as any of the 
original Twelve ; indeed, he declares that his own mission 
was straight from Cod, just like St. Peter's (i. 12 ; ii. 7, 8 ; cf. 
Chapman, Revue BLn&lictine, 1912, pp. 141 f.). He is able 
to show that whenever he came into contact with them they 
added nothing to his doctrine (cf. ii. 6), though they were 
in complete doctrinal and social harmony with him on the 

i.e., imparted no fresh knowledge to me (so Lightfoot and Blunt, against 

Lw3wge). 
a The Creek E'o.rrov'Gaua norfuar probably means ' I then did '. 
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question of the Gospel which he preached to the uncircumcised
Gentiles.

You will, I think, agree that it would be highly convenient
to put vers~ 3-5 in a watertight compartment, but at first sight
the text.seems very much against this procedure and would
seem to demand that the parenthesis begin only at verse 4.
My next step is to show that the parenthesis not only can but
must begin at verse 3. Verses 3..5 run as follows·:

But not even Titus, who was with me, being a Greek,
was compelled to be.circumcised : and that because of the
false brethren privily brought in, who came in privily to
spy out our liberty which we have in Christ Jesus, that
they might bring us into bondage: to· whom we gave place
in the way of sUbjection, no, not for an hour; that the
truth of the Gospel might continue with you. (RoV.)

Now though some critics maintain that St. Paul did not
give in and allow Titus to be circumcised, nearly all would agree
that .an attempt was made at the time of that visit. Most
translations suggest this.1 The modem commentators, who
are equally divided, usually argue the matter in this way. Did
St. Paul mean to say that Titus was not circumcised in spite of
pressure brought to bear to have him thus treated ~ Or did
he mean to say that Titus was not c:.ornpJleJ to be circumcised,

, and that he yielded only by way of concession ~ It is in this
connmon that IBurkitt remarks (Christian Beginnings,p.118):
U Who can doubt that it was the knife which really did circum
cise Titus that has cut the syntax of Gal. ii. 3..5 to pieces ~ ..
Nevertheless I think the balance of probability is against any
such action having been taken. For if Titus had really been
circumcised to appease popular clamour it is unreasonable to
suppose that St. Paul ~ould have chosen to remind the Galatians

1 In the R.Vo quoted above the words •and that' are a gloss and require
the mental addition of some such words as •although an attempt was made to
cirauncise him because of 0 • ~'. A recent American translation, issued by
the Confraternity of Christian Doctrine (U.SA, 1941), renders more explicitly:
.. But not even Titus, who was with me, Gentile though he was, was compelled
to be cirauncised, although it was urged on account of false brethren who were
brought in secretly 0 0 0... Here.' it was urged •is the translator's gloss implying
an attadc on Titus.
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of a fact so extremely damaging to his whole case ; he would 
surely have kept silent about it. No ; Titus was obviously 
we11 known to the Galatians and his name seems to have been 
introduced as an argument for Gentile freedom. If, then, 
St. Paul did not circumcise Titus, why has he dragged the latter's 
name into this context at all ? There must be a definite reason. 
6 6 

But not even Titus, who was with me, Gentile though he was, 
was compelled to be circumcised." Does the text state that 
an attack was made on him ? No, it does not. Suppose, then, 
for a moment, that commentators have too hastily assumed that 
the question of circumcising Titus arose on the occasion of the 
second visit. As Ramsay pointed out (op. cit., p. 298), had the 
question been raised formally, it would have been a test case, 
as Titus was distinctly a person of standing in the Church, 
and if the Apostles had sblemnly and officially decided that 
Titus need not accept the rite, that would practically have 
decided the present case in Galatia. 

Since, then, St. Paul does not actually say that the case of 
Titus was raised, is it not possible that he is interpoIating a 
remark to the effect that the authorities in Jerusalem had once 
deliberately refrained from making a test case of Titus precisely 
because they had no quarrel with St. Paul's views on circum- 
cision? Such a remark would enormously strengthen his 
whole argument ; and it would also follow as a corollary that 
there was never any real connexion between the presence of 
Titus in Jerusalem at that time and the Circumcision Con- 
troversy which inspired Galatians. The only connexion between 
these two matters is, on this supposition, the purely logical one 
given to them here by St. Paul for the purpose of the argument 
of the Epistle. 

Why, then, does St. Paul suddenly interject this parenthetic 
remark about Titus if he is not referring to an event that really 
happened on that second visit ? Because whilst he was dictat- 
ing the Epistle, indignant at the challenge to his authority, it 
suddenly struck him as a forcible argument with which to refute 
the Judaizers of Galatia that the fact that the Apostles did nothing 
about the Gentile Titus (with his Galatian acquaintances) on 
that occasion showed that they agreed with him in recognizing 
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" the freedom of the Gentiles " from the burden of the Mosaic 
Law. And so, forsaking all of a sudden the train of thought 
he has pursued in verses 1 and 2, he breaks in with this new 
debating point against his Judaizing opponents, for all the 
world as if he were afraid he would forget it if he did not set it 
down there and then. 

In summing up so far, I should like to paraphrase verses 1-3 
somewhat after this fashion : " I went up to Jerusalem after 
fourteen years, with Barnabas, by divine command-taking 
Titus too-to make quite sure that I had the full approval of the 
chief Apostles before undertaking the conversion of the West, 
and that my policy regarding the admission of uncircumcised 
Gentiles into the Church was in full harmony with theirs. The 
following fact will prove this to you, and may impress you in 
your present wavering mood, viz., that on that occasion the 
Apostles tacitly approved of my having Titus as a collaborator, 
uncircumcised Gentile though he is. For you will readily 
understand that these Apostles would not have allowed me to 
bring Titus into association with them unless they were already 
committed in principle to the admission of uncircumcised 
Gentiles into the Christian fellowship. Thus you see that all 
that while ago the authorities in Jerusalem approved of my 
attitude." 

If I have succeeded in making my meaning clear, you will 
now be demanding an explanation of verses 4 and 5 which 
appear to contradid much of what I have just said. In the 
first place the particle SL at the beginning o f  verse 4 obviously 
connects it with verse 3. But before the connexion between 
verse 3 and verses 4-5 can be grasped, the meaning of the latter 
must first be determined. Here is a further difficulty, since 
these two enigmatic verses form one long involved sentence 
without subject or main verb. The omission, as we have seen, 
cannot be attributed to the error of a copyist, for the manuscript 
tradition solidly supports the existing text. Omissions of this 
sort are in fact a not too uncommon trick of St. Paul, other 
examples of which may be found in Rom. viii. 3 and 2 Thess. 
ii. 7. But while we may justly surmise that the Galatians were 
able to supply the omitted subject and verb, they did not succeed 
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in handing down their exegesis to posterity, as the divisions 
among the commentators prove. The omitted subject and 
verb ought surely to be traceable from the context, or St. Paul 
(we may reasonably hope) would not have left them out. Now 
the conjunction 62 in verse 4 indicates a contrast between the 
matter of verse 3 and that of verse 4. Our previous exegesis 
of verse 3 at once suggests that the contrast is between the 
tolerance of the Jerusalem Apostles (who made no attempt to 
impede the liberty of the Gentiles from circumcision when they 
had had a good opportunity to make a test case of Titus) and 
the subversive action of certain false brethren who were making 
a great effort to enslave them. The master impulse which 
dictated the composition of Galatians was St. Paul's resolve 
to safeguard at all costs this ' liberty of the Gentiles '. This 
liberty, as St. Paul tells us by implication in verse 3, had been 
respected by the authorities at Jerusalem in the case of Titus, 
but it is abundantly clear that it was being endangered among 
the Galatians when he wrote to them. Let us therefore watch 
the effect of restoring the omitted subject and main verb by 
the words ' the liberty of the Gentiles is now in danger *. 

3.-But neither Titus, who was with me, being a Gen- 
tile, was compelled to be circumcised 4 but because of false 
brethren unawares brought in, who came in privately to 
spy out our liberty, which we have in Christ Jesus, 
that they might bring us into servitude, 5 to whom we 
yielded not by subjection, no, not for an hour, that the 
truth of the gospel might continue with you, the liberty of 
the Gentiles is now in danger-. (D.V.) 

' ' 
-But because of false brethren unawares brought in, the 

** 
liberty of the Gentiles is now in danger . . . . With this simple 
addition the whole passage now makes sense without any strain- 
ing of the text. Indeed, it s ;~= new meaning to the whole of 
Gal. ii. 1-10. The cause of St. Paul's anger and alarm about 
the Galatians is the fact that the ' liberty of the Gentiles ' in 
Galatia is in danger from false brethren stealthily brought in, 

I quote this time from the Douay Version which here at leest preserves 
more faithfully than any other rendering the ambiguity and broken gramm~ 
of the original Creek. 
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who are striving to pervert his recent converts and bring them 
into Mosaic servitude. The thing that the great Apostles did 
not dream of doing when St. Paul took Titus up to Jerusalem 
was now being impertinently attempted by certain bogus inter- 
lopers in an underhand manner at the very time of his writing. 
Hence his Epistle. Moreover, it is to be noted that though he 
can say that he has stoutly resisted their machinations, his words 
imply that he has not yet effected their discomfiture. I submit, 
therefore, that the necessary translator's gloss in verses 4 and 5 
must be the words " the liberty of the Gentiles is now in danger ". 
The mental addition of this simple clause not only explains the 
otherwise grammatically impossible verses 4 and 5 but also 
explains the difficult statement of verse 3. We now see not only 
that verses 3-5 (inclusive) are parenthetic but that verses 4 and 5 
form a within the parenthesis-with the additional 
complication that the inner parenthesis lacks both subject and 
main verb ! The advantage of this solution is its extreme sim- 
plicity ; it involves no emendation or alteration of the existing 
text, -but merely a revision of the punctuation followed by 
modem editors, together with the italicized insertion of the 
gloss " the liberty of the Gentiles is now in danger ".I 

We are now in a position to understand why both North and 
South Galatianists have been able to claim the second chapter 
of the Calatian Letter in support of their views ; for we see 
that while verses 1-2 and 6-10 describe his second visit to 
Jerusalem (cursorily mentioned in Acts xi. 27-30), verses 4 and 5 
describe the tense situation at the time of writing, just before 
the Council of Jerusalem, verse 3 being the logical connexion 
between the two sections. It also explains why the proponents 
of each theory have stuck to their guns and refused to quit their 
positions. For there is truth on both sides ; and though the 
lion's share undoubtedly goes to the South Galatianists, the 
North Calatianists were entirely right in refusing to allow their 

Whether we supply our liberty ' or the liberty of the Gentiles ' is im- 
material since St. Paul is certainly speaking for the Gentile point of view, though 
he himself seems to have freely chosen to conform to the strictly Jewish way of 
life in order to disarm the criticism of his Jewish brethren and opponents. For 
some further details of the exegesis of Gal. ii. 3-5, see J.T.S., 0ct.-Dec., 1942, 
" A Note on the Meaning of Gal. ii. 3-5 ". 
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opponents to explain away the parenthesis about the " false 
brethren ", and in claiming that they were identical with the 
Judaizers of Acts xv. Now at last there seems to be good reason 
for a final demarcation between the claims of the opposing 
hypotheses. T o  the South Calatian Hypothesis must be con- 
ceded the identification of the second visit in Acts with the second 
visit in Galatians. T o  the North Calatian Hypothesis, on the 
other hand, it must be conceded that verses 4 and 5 of Gal. ii 
must refer to the Circumcision Controversy at Antioch, as 
related in Acts xv, and not to an incident alleged to have taken 
place at the second or some later visit ; and so it may be con- 
ceded that verses 4 and 5 allude indirectly to the third visit 
of Acts. 

If the foregoing explanation is correct, it throws an entirely 
new light on the origin of the Galatian Epistle and on the 
Circumcision Controversy generally. For the situation which 
Gal. ii is now seen to describe for us can surely be no other 
than that found at the beginning of Acts xv, seen, however, 
from the angle of St. Paul himself. Some of the Judaizers 
who had gone down to Antioch must have gone on to Calatia 
unknown to St. Paul, and, without his permission, started to 
preach their false doctrine among his recent converts. When 
this news came to his ears his indignation and dismay knew no 
bounds, for his own conflict with these false brethren was so 
very recent (cf. Gal. ii. 4 ; Acts xv. 1, 2) and the issue still 
undecided. Unable to visit them himself at the moment (iv. 20), 
he at once sat down and dictated our Epistle. As to the date 
of writing, it must have been despatched sometime between 
the Controversy at Antioch and the opening of the Council of 
Jerusalem, that is to say, in the course of his leisurely journey 
from Antioch to Jerusalem, described in Acts xv. 3 ; for our 
new gloss will allow of no other supposition. Galatians is 
therefore the earliest of St. Paul's Epistles and was written at 
the height of the Circumcision Controversy of Acts xv. 

The acceptance of this view of the harmonization of Acts 
and Galatians carries with it some very interesting corollaries. 
In the first place, we see that Galatians throws much light on 
the Famine Relief Visit of Acts xi (which St. Luke dismisses 
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so briefly) and explains its real significance in the divine plan of 
Church expansion. In a momentous hour, Peter, James and 
John not only recognized and accepted St. Paul's credentials 
to having a mission direct from Cod, like Peter himself, but 
cordially agreed to the allotment of spheres of influence in the 
mission field-" that we should go unto the Gentiles and they 
unto the circumcision ". In the course of their conversations 
it was found that their views coincided with his on the principles 
and practice of the admission of Gentiles into the Church, and 
they parted with handshakes and on the best of terms. As a 
result of this complete understanding with the Three Pillars of 
the Church, as he calls them, he had secured himself against 
any future opponents of his missionary activity within the 
Churches founded by himself, and also against stay-at-home 
intriguers in the Mother Church at Jerusalem. The private 
agreement with the Three Apostles forearmed him precisely 
against that tampering with his own converts which Galatians 
reveals. If I may be pardoned the lapse into modem jargon, 
I would say that the Axis established between the Three 
Apostles and himself was proof against this insidious attempt to 
drive a wedge between them. Thus our hypothesis shows that 
the leaders of the Church in Jerusalem were in complete agree- 

& 6 

ment with St. Paul on what we may term the missionary 
policy *' of the Church towards the Gentiles, and that this 
agreement was reached before St. Paul opened his great mis- 
sionary campaign. 

Secondly, it shows that St. Paul's rebuke of St. Peter (Gal. 
ii. 11-14) certainly happened before the Council of Jerusalem, 
and in all probability took pIace before St. Paul's second 
Jerusalem visit. The most likely time is during St. Peter's 
enforced absence from Jerusalem between Herod's persecution 
and the Famine Relief Visit, i.e. A.D. 42-46. (The rebuke appears 
last in the list of St. Paul's arguments for his independence of 
the other Apostles, not for any chronoIogical reason, but because 
it is his trump card.) 

Thirdly, it follows that the Council of Jerusalem then 
publicly promulgated what had already been privately recog- 
nized by the four Apostles, viz., the doctrine that the Gentiles 
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as well as the Jews were saved in virtue of Faith in Christ and not 
by the works of the Law of Moses (cf. Acts xi. 18; xv. 11). 
The four Decrees (Acts xv. 2, 29) were temporary measures 
issued for the benefit of the weaker brethren, the Christian Jews, 
in those areas where the controversy had formerly raged. 

Fourthly, it rules out the theory of the North Calatianists 
(and of those South Calatianists who hold that the Epistle 
was written after the Council) that the Decisions of the Council 
(Acts xv. 1 1 ,  28-29), seemingly so explicit and definitive in 
themselves, were in fact sufficiently ambiguous to permit of a 
recrudescence of the same controversy, some four to six years 
later, in a form violent enough to inspire the Calatian Epistle. 
It follows that Galatians itself furnishes no grounds whatever 
for the theory that the Church was ever again troubled with a 
similar agitation. 

One final word. I have deliberately tried to simplify the 
treatment of the whole problem and have consequently omitted 
many small points of exegesis which figure largely in the chief 
treatises on the Galatians Problem.' There is, however, no 
need to deal with these points since Kirsopp Lake (op. cit.) has 
shown that neither individually nor collectively are they decisive 
for the North or the South Calatian view. Hence no useful 
purpose would be served by rehearsing all the arguments again 
here. The root of the whole matter lies in the interpretation 
of the vital passage in Calatians. Once this has been rightly 
understood and set in its proper perspective the lesser ~roblems 

' For example, the precise meaning of rd ~ p d r ~ p v ,  in Gal. iv. 13. The 
passage runs thus : o 5 6 a ~ e  Sh ~ " T L  S L ' ~ D O ; V E L ~ V  4 s  o a p ~ d s  E ~ ~ E A L U + T ) V  
1;LLzv 72 ~ p d r e p v .  Much has been made of this remark by the North Gala- 
tianists, who used to assert that 7 d  ~ p d ~ ~ p v  here has its ordinary dassical . 6. meaning. vlz., on the former of two occasions ". If this were true then it 
would follow that St. Paul had already preached the Gospel to the Galatians on 
two separate occasions and that the Epistle was written after the Second Journey. 
But unfortunately for this conclusion the recovery of thousands of Geek papyri 
has immensely increased our knowledge of the type of Creek spoken and written 
in the time of St. Paul, and Moulton and Milligan in their weat dictionary say 
that in the time of St. Paul rd .rrpd~cpov had come to mean no more than 
" formerly ", ".at a former time ". I conclude therefore that the meaning of 
this passage is to be determined by our view of the date of Galatians, and not 
vlce versa. 
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either resolve themselves (like the question of the meaning of 
76 T P ~ T E ~ O V )  or are seen no longer to affect the main solution.' 

As to the problem of whether St. Paul ever preached among 
the North Galatians, it is now clear that Galatians itself has 
nothing to tell us about it, and the question can only be decided 
from the study of the XVIth and XVIIIth chapters of Acts. 

These, then, are the elements of the Galatians Problem, and 
if this solution is deemed satisfactory it will have helped to 
clear the ground for the far more important task of interpreting 
St. Paul's message of Christian Freedom to the modem world. 

APPENDIX. 

T k  identijication of t k  Conference Visit of Gal. ii. 1-2. 6-10. with t k  Famine 
Reliqf Visit of Acts xi. 27-30. 

Since the solution proposed requires the identification of these two visits. 
it may be as well to deal with some of the objections often raised. Now that 
we no longer have to fit in the details furnished by Gal. ii. 3-5, the chief difficulty 
comes from the paucity of information given by Acts as compared with Galatians. 
The obiections mav be classed under the following heads : those arising from 
(I) the-alleged &&rent reasons assigned for the journey, (2) the omison of 
Titus's name in Acts, (3) the apparent absence of the Apostles at this time in 
Acts. (4) the lack of all reference to the Galatians Conference in Acts. (5) con- - ., . .. 
siderations of chronology. 

As regards the first point, whilst Galatians says that the Second Visit was 
in obedience to a revelation. Acts merely states that Barnabas and Paul were 
commissioned by the brethren of ~ n t i o d ; t o  take their relief fund to Jerusalem. 
These statements are, however, not in the least incompatible. We may well 
suppose that Paul first had the private revelation (Ramsay's view that the revela- 
tion is identical with the prophecy of Agabus cannot, I believe, be sustained) 
and that since he had to go up to Jerusalem for this reason, the brethren of 
Antioch not unnaturallv made use of his semices for the famine relief. Whether 
or not this be the true &planation there is certainly no contradiction between the 
respeztive statements of and Galatians. 

The second point, the omission of Titus's name from St. Luke's account 
of the visit was a source of much difficulty to Ramsay (St .  Paul the Traueller, 

For example, the meaning of 6 ~ d  ~ € K C L T € U U ~ ~ U V  h&v, a. ii. 1. The 
problem here is now narrowed to the point that there were 'fourteen years ' 
(whatever that may mean) between either St. Paul's first and second visits to 
Jerusalem or his conversion and his second visit. According to the latest research 
the Famine Relief Visit must be attributed to the winter of A.D. 45-46 or 46-47, 
cf. K. S. Capp, Haruard Theological Review, Vol. XXVIII, pp. 258-265 ; cf. 
also, Beginnings of Christianity, Vol. 5, pp. 452-455. 
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pp. 58-59, 390. 3rd 4.). but the difficulty altogether vanishes now we know 
that there was never any question of circumcising him. Apart from the fact 
that even in Galatians Titus is only a junior lieutenant of Paul, the whole objection 
is founded on the old misunderstanding of the passage, which we have already 
cleared up. St. Paul mentions Titus by name in Galatians solely because he 
was known to the Galatians as an uncircumcised Gentile Christian whose oresence 
in his company in Jerusalem on a former visit had raised no adverse comment 
from the leaders of that Church. Why then ought St. Luke to have gone out 
of his way to drag his name into Acts ? 

In the third place. it is objected that if Peter, James and John had been in 
Jerusalem for the Famine Relief Visit of Acts we would have found the relief 
handed over to them instead of to 'the ~resbvters '. as in fact we read. But it 
is a highly dangerous and usually misl&dingVproc&ng to base any inference 
on the silence of St. Luke. and this is a case in point. It may of course be true, 
as Lake thinks, that the ' presbyters ' of Acts xi. 30 stand for the Apostles, but 
 referable is the opinion of Blunt who thinks that the context does not allow us 
to say for certain who they are. Indeed, if we collate all the references to 
Christian presbyters in Acts we shall find that in every case they form a distinct 
group (d. xi. 30; xiv. 23; xv. 2.4.6.22.23 ; xvi. 4 ;  xx. 7 ;  xxi. 18) and that 
in all the references in chapters xv and xvi the presbyters are distinguished from 
the Apostles. What evidence there is, therefore, would seem to suggest that 
the ~resbvtera to whom Paul and Barnabas delivered the famine relief were a 
bod; of k e n  functioning separately from the ~postles. It is a& to be noted 
that the relief was ' for the brethren dwelling in Judea ', and not only for the 
poor of Jerusalem, so that distribution must have involved the employment of 
a good many presbyters. Nor does Cal. ii. 10 in any way imply that the Apostles 
had themselves handled the relief or ever had any intention of personally handling 
it. On the contrary, Calatians gives the impression that the Apostles held 
themselves aloof from ~ractical ministrations of this sort. Hence the obiection 
comes down to the assirtion that Paul and Barnabas would not have delivered 
the relief to the presbyters if Peter, James and John had really been in residence 
at the time. This assertion is of course purely gratuitous, and the evidence of 
Acts. scanty as it is, would rather suggest the contrary. For right from the be- 
ginning it seems to have been the policy of the Twelve to refuse to burden them- 
selves with the organization of the financial side of Church life. Consider their 
reply in connexion with the relief of the widows of the Creeks : " It is not reason 
that we should leave the word of Cod, and serve tables ". It is not unreasonable, 
therefore, to think that if the ordinary care of the needy was left to the deacons, 
the extraordinary provision of relief necessitated by the famine may h a y  been 
entrusted by the Apostles to the college of presbyters. Thus the omission of 
the namea of Peter. James and John in this connexion proves only that they had 
nothing to do with the reception of the famine relief,--and pmves nothing 
more. It does not prove, nor even imply, their absence from Jerusalem at 
this juncture. Further. th&r presence there is quite compatible with what we 
can l a m  about their movemenb from other parts of Acts. James seems already 
to be permanently in residence there, Acts xii. 17. Peter may well have return@ 
from ' the other place ' soon after Herod's death in 44. At any rate he was ~n 
in residence some time before the Council of Jerusalem in 48-49. AS regards 
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1s name is the movements of John. Acts tells us no more after viii. 25. though h' 

mentioned in connexion with the martyrdom of his brother James in xi;. 2. 
But his close association with Peter in Acts makes his presence by his side in the 
Galatians account of the Second Visit no matter of surprise. Since. however. 
he does not appear in the Acts account of the Council proceedings, it is generally 
assumed that he had by that time quitted Jerusalem for the mission field. me 
notion that John was martyred along with his brother James by Herod in A.D. 42 
is based on no solid evidence and needs no refutation here. Indeed. the early 
date which we assign to the Calatian Epistle is another argument for the  falsity 
of the theory. A full discussion may be found in J. Armitage Robinson's T k  
Historical Character of S t .  John's Gospel, 1929, pp. 70-84. and also in Introd. 
to S f .  John's Gospel ('X'estrninster Version, pp. xii-xv). 

In the next place, there is the silence of Acts regarding this important con- 
ference between St. Paul and the Three Apostles. The purpose of this meeting 
was not to promote agreement between them but to forestall disagreement, which 
it most effectually did. That St. Paul and the other Apostles were in complete 
doctrinal and social harmony was not a fact St. Luke needed to underline. The  
reason why St. Luke omitted all the details of this Second Visit with which 
St. Paul furnishes us is surely because they are a piece of private history made 
public by him only on account of a particular crisis in the Calatian Churches. 
Seeing that he ends by affirming that the Three Apostles in fact ' added nothing ' 
to him, and seeing that the question of circumcising Titus never arose, St. Luke, 
writing a brief summary of St. Paul's early career, may well be absolved for this 
omission. 

Lastly, there is the supposed chronological difficulty. The best authorities 
(Beginnings of Christianity. Vol. 5. Note xxxiv; Jacquier, Actes des Apo"tres ; 
Lattey. Acts, in loc. ; and many others) are now fairly agreed that the Famine 
Relief Visit fell in the winter of A.D. 46-47. Now St. Paul says that his second 
visit to Jerusalem was made ' after fourteen years '. This may mean either 
fourteen years after his previous visit or fourteen years after his conversion. 
and the context alone cA determine which is right.- If we identify the visits 
we are able to adopt the second meaning only. Thus St. Paul would have visited 
Jerusalem three years after his conversion and amin fourteen vears after it. In 
;his way his conversion would have taken place 32-33, a likely date. But for 
those who, with Fotheringharn, hold that 33 is the only possible year for the 
Crucifixion, our identification of the visits still holds good if (a) we take ' fourteen . . 
years in the Hebrew fashion as some fraction more than twelve years. (b) we 
place St. Paul's conversion in 34, since it is quite possible, as Manson urges 
(" St. Paul in Ephesus ". Bulletin of tk John Rylandt Libray, Vol. 24. No. I .  
April, 1940, p. 63). that barely a year or even less elapsed between the Crucifixion 
and his conversion. 




