
TSD Online Class – Galatians - Lesson 5
Paul’s Rebuke Of Peter At Antioch (2:11-21)

JIM
But when Peter was come to Antioch, I withstood him to the face,
because  he  was  to  be  blamed.  For  before  that  certain  came from
James, he did eat with the Gentiles: but when they were come, he
withdrew and separated himself,  fearing them which were  of  the
circumcision.  And  the  other  Jews  dissembled  likewise  with  him;
insomuch  that  Barnabas  was  also  carried  away  with  their
dissimulation.  But  when  I  saw  that  they  walked  not  uprightly
according to the truth of the gospel, I said unto Peter before them all,
If thou, being a Jew, livest after the manner of Gentiles, and not as
do the Jews, why compellest thou the Gentiles to live as do the Jews?
We  who  are  Jews  by  nature,  and  not  sinners  of  the  Gentiles,
Knowing that a man is not justified by the works of the law, but by
the faith of Jesus Christ, even we have believed in Jesus Christ, that
we might be justified by the faith of Christ, and not by the works of
the law: for by the works of the law shall no flesh be justified. But if,
while we seek to be justified by Christ, we ourselves also are found
sinners, is therefore Christ the minister of sin? God forbid. For if I
build  again  the  things  which  I  destroyed,  I  make  myself  a
transgressor. For I through the law am dead to the law, that I might
live unto God. I am crucified with Christ: nevertheless I live; yet not
I, but Christ liveth in me: and the life which I now live in the flesh I
live by the faith of the Son of God, who loved me, and gave himself
for me. I do not frustrate the grace of God: for if righteousness come
by the law, then Christ is dead in vain.

JERRY
Verses 11-13.
There  is  no  indication  from Paul  as  to  the  time of  Peter’s  visit  to
Antioch, but it was probably after Paul and Barnabas returned from
Jerusalem, and prior to their second preaching tour. While at Antioch,
it  appears  from Paul’s  narrative that  Peter  enjoyed free association
with the Gentile Christians in that city before Jewish brethren made a
visit  there  from  Jerusalem.  While  Peter  conducted  himself  “in  full



consistency  with  the  spirit  of  the  recent  decree  and with  his  own
conduct in the case of Cornelius,” (Conybeare & Howson, p. 194), his
conduct underwent a drastic change upon the arrival of the brethren
from James.

Whether they were really sent on some mission by the apostle
James, or we are to merely understand that they came from
Jerusalem,  they  brought  with  them  their  old  Hebrew
repugnance against social intercourse with the uncircumcised,
and  Peter  in  their  society  began  to  vacillate.  In  weak
compliance with their prejudices, he ‘withdrew and separated
himself’  from those whom he had lately treated as brethren
and equals in Christ. Just as in an earlier part of his life he had
first asserted his readiness to follow his Master to death, and
then denied him through fear of a maid-servant, so now, after
publicly  protesting  against  the  notion  of  making  any
difference between the Jew and the Gentile, and against laying
on the neck of the latter a yoke which the former had never
been  able  to  bear,  we  find  him  contradicting  his  own
principles,  and  ‘through  fear  of  those  who  were  of  the
circumcision’  giving  all  the  sanction  of  his  example  to  the
introduction of castes into the church of Christ. Such conduct
could  not  fail  to  excite  in  Paul  the  utmost  indignation
(Conybeare & Howson, 194).

JIM
Peter's nature was impetuous and mercurial. Upon seeing Moses and
Elijah conversing with the Lord on the Mount of Transfiguration, it
was Peter who suggested building  “three tabernacles; one for thee,
and one for Moses, and one for Elias” (Matt. 17:4). He had implored
the Lord to bid him come walking on the water but after beginning to
do so,  allowed his  fear  to  overcome him and began to  sink  (Matt.
14:28-31). And, it was he who, after vowing his undying allegiance to
Christ, denied the Lord three times and afterward wept bitterly for his
sin (Matt. 26:33-35, 69-75).

Like  Paul,  Peter  was  an  inspired  apostle,  but  that  infallibility  in



preaching did not extend to their personal lives. Paul himself appears
to  have  fallen  prey  to  the  intimidation  of  “those  of  James”  (Acts
21:24). Probably few Christians today are fully aware of the intense
pressure  these  Judaizers  could  exert.  As  creatures  of  free  will,  the
apostles were still subject to the temptations that are common to all
men, and Peter allowed fear of what others would say to lead him to
sin. In essence, Peter was leading a double life and that made him a
hypocrite. Before the brethren came from Jerusalem, he was content
to treat the Gentile Christians as equals—as indeed they were (Gal.
3:28)—but  changed  his  conduct  upon  the  arrival  of  the  Judean
brethren.  So  great  was  Peter’s  influence  that  he  caused  others  to
dissemble with him—including Paul’s closest associate, Barnabas!

Peter was not simply yielding a non-essential point through a
tender consideration for the consciences of others. This would
have  been  quite  in  accordance  with  the  principle  so  often
asserted by his brother-apostle, that ‘it is good to neither eat
flesh  nor  drink  wine,  nor  anything  whereby  thy  brother
stumbleth or is made weak.’ Nor was this precedent a prudent
and  innocent  accommodation  to  the  circumstances  for  the
sake  of  furthering  the  gospel,  like  Paul’s  conduct  in
circumcising Timothy at Iconium (sic [Paul came to Derbe and
Lystra where Timothy was, JB]), or, indeed, like the apostolic
decree  itself.  Peter  was  acting  under  the  influence  of  a
contemptible  and  sinful  motive—the  fear  of  man;  and  his
behavior was giving a strong sanction to the very heresy which
was  threatening  the  existence  of  the  church—namely  the
opinion  that  the  observances  of  Jewish  ceremonies  was
necessary to salvation. (Conybeare & Howson, 195).

JERRY
Verse 14.
If Peter was the Pope, as Catholics claim, Paul was treading on mighty
thin ice  when he publicly  rebuked him to his  face.  Such a  thing is
unheard  of  among  the  Pope’s  inferiors  and  would  not  be
countenanced.  But,  of  course,  Peter  was  never  a  “pope.”  Peter’s
dissimulation was evidently a public act, as Paul’s rebuke was a public



one.  Many  people  today  do  not  believe  any  rebuke  can  be  made
without first going privately to talk to the person who is rebuked, and
they offer Matthew 18:15 as proof of their contention. But Jesus does
not refer to public preaching or conduct in Matthew 18. The subject
there is a private matter between two brethren. It is certain that Jesus
did  not  violate  His  own teaching when He publicly  denounced the
Pharisees in Matthew 23. His rebuke of them was as public
as their teaching and conduct, and Paul’s rebuke of Peter’s conduct
was as public  as the conduct itself.  It  is  worthy of  note that Paul’s
rebuke of Peter was, in essence, a rebuke of all of those who separated
themselves  from  the  Gentile  brethren.  “...when  I  saw  that  they
walked not uprightly according to the truth of the gospel, I said unto
Peter before them all...” They were all guilty of this sin, but because he
was  the  one  whose  example  they  followed,  Peter  was  specifically
addressed by Paul because of Peter’s position as an apostle and the
one who influenced them. Of all men, Peter should have known better.
Such is reminiscent of James’ exhortation, “My brethren, be not many
masters,  knowing  that  we  shall  receive  the  greater  condemnation”
(Jas. 3:1).

JIM
Not only was Paul’s rebuke swift, but it was sharply pointed as well. Its
essence was that Peter should practice what he preached. Peter was
right  in  his  pronouncements  at  the  meeting  in  Jerusalem,  but  his
practice belied his teaching. By his actions, Peter preached a different
doctrine  than  that  which  he  set  forth  at  Jerusalem.  What  he  did
indicated that he believed there was indeed a difference between Jews
and Gentiles, and that because the Jews were superior, the Gentiles
must  conform  to  Jewish  mores  and  customs.  The  inconsistency  of
Peter’s actions are shown by Paul who pointedly asked, “If you who
are born a Jew can live according to the customs of the Gentiles, and
not of the Jews, why would you now force the Gentiles to keep the
ordinances of the law?” This was the very thing against which Paul
preached and against which Peter himself had spoken at Jerusalem.

JERRY
Verses 15-16. Paul continues his address to Peter, saying, “Even we



who are Jews by birth and of the seed of Abraham recognize that no
one can be justified by the works of the law, but by the faith of Jesus
Christ. Therefore, we have believed in Christ that we might be justified
by the faith and not by works of the law.” Coneybeare and Howson
say,  “These  sentences  contain  in  a  condensed  form  the  whole
argument of the Epistles to the Galatians and Romans”. If the law has
been nailed to the cross—and it has—why then observe those things
which only serve to bring back the old animosities between Jew and
Gentile?

Peter’s position is precisely that of modern millennialists who believe
the  Jews  are  still  God’s  chosen  people  today.  Denominational
preachers,  who claim to  see  God’s  handiwork in  every  upheaval  in
modern Palestine,  would have us believe that He still  has a special
people in a special land and that the Gentile world is somehow inferior
to, and different from, those who inhabit the modern state of Israel.

JIM
Verses 17-18.
If we seek justification by Christ, and not through the law, we commit
sin  by  attempting  to  bind  tenets  of  the  law  on  others.  In  his
Commentary on Romans, Galatians and Ephesians, Foy E. Wallace,
Jr. says that makes Christ a “minister of sin by a gospel which fails to
save Gentiles from sin”. Moreover, Paul says,  “...if I build again the
things which I destroyed, I make myself a transgressor.” To embrace
the practices of the law of Moses is to repudiate the gospel of salvation
for all men. It was that very thing which the Hebrews writer argued
against, saying, “For if we sin wilfully after that we have received the
knowledge of the truth, there remaineth no more sacrifice for sins”
(Heb. 10:26).  The sacrifices of  the law of  Moses had no efficacy to
remit sins (Heb. 10:4). Thus, for the Hebrews to return to that system
—to sin wilfully—meant that they were without a remedy for sin, for
without the shedding of blood, there is no remission (Heb. 9:22).

Verses 19-21.
One is dead to the law through the law. I believe Paul is saying what he
later expands upon in Galatians 3—the end or purpose of the law was



to bring men to faith  in Christ  and to  the faith of Christ  that  they
might be justified. The law was never given to justify man, for Paul
said,  “for  by  the  works  of  the  law  shall  no  man  be  justified.”
Everything in the law foreshadowed and pointed to  Christ  and His
work of redemption and our subsequent salvation through Him. The
law brought only condemnation, but its end, or purpose, was salvation
through Christ.

Paul was not literally crucified with Christ. His statement in verse 20
simply means he was dead to his old life and the sins which stained his
soul, including his adherence to the law of Moses. He, like every man
who  obeys  the  gospel  of  Christ,  had  died  to  his  old  life  and  been
baptized  into  Christ  in  the  likeness  of  Christ’s  death,  burial  and
resurrection (Rom. 6:3-5). But Paul’s death was not physical. It was a
spiritual one in which he was as separated from the things of his past
life as the soul is from the body at death. Yet, in that state, Paul was
alive—alive in Christ—having put away his former life and allegiance
to  the  law  of  Moses,  and  he  now  lived.  But  his  new  life  was  not
governed by his own passions, but by Jesus Christ who lived in him.

Just here, let it be observed that Paul said “Christ liveth in me.” Surely
no  one  would  be  so  foolish  as  to  affirm that  Jesus  Christ  literally
inhabited Paul’s body, yet there are those who take the same kind of
statement about the third person of the Godhead, the Holy Spirit, and
affirm  that  He  literally  inhabits,  and  controls  the  actions  of  the
physical  bodies  of  Christians.  How  did  Christ  live  in  Paul?  Paul
himself answers that question in the same verse. “The life which I now
live in the flesh, I live by the faith of the Son of God, who loved me,
and gave himself for me.” To live “by the faith of the Son of God” is to
live by the teachings of Jesus Christ. The phrase “the faith” means that
body of truth delivered through inspired men in the first century. It
was that same body of truth to which Jude referred when exhorting his
readers to “earnestly contend for the faith which was once delivered
unto the saints” (Jude 3). When one studies, learns, obeys, and lives
daily by “the faith,” he can truthfully say, “Christ liveth in me.” It is the
word of God through which Christ lives in us, through which the Holy
Spirit  lives  in  us,  and  through  which  God  lives  in  us.  Thus  Paul



concludes that to return to the law or to attempt to bind a part of it
upon Gentile Christians would constitute a frustration of “the grace of
God.” If justification comes by the law, it is no more of grace and if
righteousness  comes through the  law of  Moses then Christ  died in
vain.


