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A Very Brief Overview of the History and Methodology of the Galatian Question
The identity of the recipients of Paul’s Epistle to the Galatians was a settled matter for almost all of the history of the Church: the recipients were, it was believed, un-named churches in  North Galatia (so-called “ethnic” Galatia) evangelised, during Paul’s Second Missionary Journey. However, an alternative view, the South Galatian Hypothesis, originally proposed in Germany towards the end of the 18th Century,  made steady progress both there and elsewhere in the 19th Century  — a process accelerated, particularly in the English-speaking world, towards the end of that century and into the start of the 20th Century through the tireless archaeological, historical and apologetic work of Sir William Mitchell Ramsay (1851-1939). This view held that the recipients were, in contrast to the North Galatian view, the four churches of  Pisidian Antioch, Iconium, Lystra and Derbe, (and probably others formed around the same time) situated in the south of the Roman Province Galatia— churches that came into being as a result of Paul’s First Missionary Journey and revisited near the start of his Second Missionary Journey.
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After all, as we have seen, the two regions were relatively close together, and easily accessible by the same safe roads that Roman armies and diplomats used (although they were not at this time the “classical” paved Roman roads.)
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During the 20th Century, scholars have been, it seems, approximately equally divided on the issue of the destination of Paul’s letter, (though German scholars 

tended to favour the North Galatian, and British and American scholars the South Galatian, hypotheses respectively). However, there are indications that now, at the start of the 21st Century, the South Galatian viewpoint is gaining momentum, and possibly becoming what could be called the dominant viewpoint. Indeed, one knowledgeable “South Galatian” scholar, Colin Hemer, writing in the 1980’s said,

“If the debate [i.e. the “North vs. South” debate] is to be fruitfully pursued, a prerequisite is the restatement of the North Galatian view in a form which attempts to make a balanced and representative view of the epigraphic evidence and which will stand up to detailed criticism. That is quite an important challenge. It seems doubtful that it can now be adequately achieved.”

The epigraphs referred to are the thousands of Latin and Greek inscriptions, dating from the period in question that have been found, mainly by archaeologists and mainly from the 19th Century onwards, all over Asia Minor and elsewhere, many of which are considered to have an important bearing on our “Galatian Question”.

(I would like to offer an alternative assessment of the situation! I suggest that, on the contrary, it is the South Galatian Hypothesis that stands in need of a balanced view of this epigraphic evidence: it is precisely the unbalanced use of this evidence, at the expense of what Luke actually says in Acts, that is the problem—particularly for those of us who are determined to treat Acts as Scripture.)


As it happens, the situation, (in both respects) is more complicated than this. In this book,  I  will  be  looking   at  the  North   Galatian   Hypothesis   from   a   fideistic, 

and, in particular, Evangelical perspective, as many others have done before me, and I will attempt to include discussion of at least some of the sorts of evidence to which Colin Hemer referred in the quotation above. 

Nevertheless, it is true that some North Galatianists tend not to get involved in detailed analysis regarding “North vs. South” questions, and I think one of the main reasons for this is that they find many of the arguments for the South Galatian view to be so unreasonable, that they are, in effect, “not worth refuting” (although they are frequently too polite to say such things directly!)  It is also I believe true that many supporters of the South Galatian view have never actually carefully evaluated for themselves the sorts of arguments (and underlying assumptions) confidently asserted by South Galatianist proponents in general, and William Ramsay in particular—and so seen for themselves just how shaky many of these arguments actually are. Too much has been taken on trust—particularly assertions regarding the relevance of certain facts or claims regarding the geography and history of Asia Minor—and also the criteria by which it is claimed or assumed these matters should be assessed. To investigate these things properly would frequently require detailed poring over maps and access to obscure journals and citations—and I most respectfully encourage the Evangelical reader now to ask himself whether the above “trusting” characterisation of many “South Galatian” supporters might perhaps actually apply to him also. 

There are, however, I believe two important areas where both “sides” in the debate have failed sufficiently to take on board the data: these areas are the contributions of  biblical structure and biblical typology to the debate. (Having said that, it was ironically the Tubingen School’s awareness of some of the structural features in Acts that led them, in part, to doubt its historicity, but that’s another story!)

As regards structure, I believe we are beginning to see a renaissance of structural awareness in Evangelical circles, but it is still very much a “work in progress”. By “structure” here, I mean such devices as inclusio, chiasms and parallel (panel) structures, on a whole variety of scales ranging from groupings  of several words, to entire books, or even major sections, of the bible. An appreciation of the role of structure in hermeneutics is gradually developing as a result, but many readers still assume that the “linear” convention of  reading in Western literature is, by default, the only available option. In this book, I will be taking structure seriously. (For readers wishing to pursue biblical structure, a superb introduction to structure generally, and to the Old Testament in particular, is David Dorsey’s book, “The Literary Structure of the Old Testament”).

Whereas structural neglect (or naivety) can be explained in terms of lack of familiarity with the structural conventions of classical and biblical writings, there has   been   a  “knowing”  opposition   to   typological  exegesis   in   the   Reformed 

and Evangelical traditions. The reasons for this are complicated, but they certainly include the Reformers’ opposition to the Catholic Church, and consequently opposition to the latter’s principles of biblical interpretation—which included allegorical interpretations. Unfortunately, typological exegesis was tainted by association with some of the excesses of the “reckless allegorising” of the Church Fathers, and so, rejecting much that was genuine typology and actually very good, the Reformers rejected typology as a whole in favour of the “plain meaning” of Scripture, by which they meant a literal interpretation. 

A further, subsequent, factor was the Evangelical and Reformed response to the Historical-Critical methods (the so-called Higher Criticism) which developed in the wake of the Reformation, and which continues today. Here the response was, in my opinion, complex, involving both some cautious acceptance of method, but rejection of the frequently accompanying naturalistic, secular pre-suppositional framework. The result, in Conservative Evangelical circles, is a hermeneutic approach to Scripture which has been labelled “grammatico-historical”. Here is a description of this approach: 

The aim of the historical-grammatical method is to discover the meaning of the passage as the original author would have intended and what the original hearers would have understood. The original passage is seen as having only a single meaning or sense. As Milton S. Terry said: "A fundamental principle in grammatico-historical exposition is that the words and sentences can have but one significance in one and the same connection. The moment we neglect this principle we drift out upon a sea of uncertainty and conjecture."

The last two sentences basically represent a rejection of typological exegesis by the Grammatico-Historical method, since with typology, biblical events etc. have a necessarily multivalent significance—the people, places, events, things are historically and theologically significant in themselves, but they also have  (claimed) deeper significances because of the type/anti-type connections linking those events etc. to analogous occurrences elsewhere in Scripture. From a typological perspective, the “single meaning only”  approach is reductionistic and “atomistic”.

It seems to me then, that modern Conservative Evangelical scholarship finds itself espousing a methodology a) formed in reaction to Reformation era Catholicism on the one hand, and b) involving a cautious acceptance of the historical emphasis of Higher Criticism whilst avoiding any of its rationalistic underpinnings. All this scholarship is important and necessary, but it lacks something in my view if typology and structure are neglected. The latest commentary on Acts, Craig Keener’s excellent, massive and learned four volume commentary, does in fact include some consideration of both structure and typology, but “Exodus and Conquest” typology is not included, nor are the sorts of structural analyses of passages in Acts that are described in this present book. 


Leading exponents of structural and typological approaches are the contemporary American Presbyterian theologians James B. Jordan and Peter Leithart. James Jordan is noted for an exegetical approach called “maximal exegesis” which includes the insights that can be gained from a study of grammatical and historical aspects of Scripture, but which also incorporates many other insights too, including attention to structure, symbol and typology. In this book, I will be mentioning briefly some of the work of these two theologians, and in particular drawing attention to the connections made by James Jordan between the first part of Acts and  Conquest themes and events in the book of Joshua. I hope to supplement this by developing similar inter-textual connections between Paul’s ministry in the second part of Acts and Exodus and Conquest themes and events in the Hexateuch. All this bears upon the Galatian Question as we shall see.

Well, with that very brief introduction to the history of the Galatian Question, and an explanation for what I perceive as the need for additional emphasis on structure and typology in the present work, let us begin our analysis!

Summary
1)
For most of the history of the Church, the North Galatian Hypothesis was believed.

2) 
The South Galatian Hypothesis was put forward in academic circles in the late 18th Century and since then has gained ground to become (probably) the dominant hypothesis.

3)
The North Galatian Hypothesis has a reputation for being “liberal” and the South Galatian Hypothesis for being “conservative”: neither of these characterisations is accurate, and the present work is Conservative and “North Galatian”.

4)
The present author believes that neither hypothesis, as currently developed, takes sufficient cognisance of the emerging awareness of biblical structure, or of the renaissance of typology as a vital hermeneutic tool.

5)       In this book, the view is presented that “Exodus and Conquest” typology are
          vital to understanding the events in Acts, and that, although this typology 
          strongly supports the North Galatian Hypothesis, it is by no means necessary 
          for the demonstration of the truth of that hypothesis. 
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Pisidian Antioch, the “capital” of South Galatia, and Pessinus, one of the three leading cities of North Galatia, are only 110kms (70miles) apart. In fact, Pessinus is slightly nearer to Pisidian Antioch than either Iconium or Lystra, and almost twice as near as the more distant Derbe. Furthermore Pessinus is on two of the main natural routes between South Galatia and Bithynia—a region which  Paul almost reached and was intent on entering before being diverted by the Spirit of Jesus during his Second Missionary Journey, eventually reaching Troas. So, why is there such controversy? After all, perhaps Paul could have written his epistle to churches in both areas (a view nevertheless decisively rejected by all sides in our debate for very good, albeit sometimes conflicting, reasons!) and why are almost all South Galatianists so adamant that Paul never even set foot in North Galatia?
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I think that one of the reasons for the perception that defenders of the North Galatian Hypothesis have failed  to “step up to the plate” on this issue is that, for complicated historical reasons, the North Galatian Hypothesis has been supported by many scholars, (particularly German scholars starting with the 19th Century “Tubingen School” under F. C. Baur), who do/did not believe in the essential “historicity” of Acts. As such, these scholars were able to sit lightly with the emerging epigraphic and other historical and archaeological data. They were, in effect, “playing a different game”. Unfortunately, the North Galatian Hypothesis per se has suffered in consequence from the undeserved characterisation that it is necessarily and intrinsically, a sceptical, “liberal” view, associated with the so-called “Higher Criticism”, whereas the South Galatian Hypothesis is often characterised, in Evangelical circles anyway, as “sound” (and therefore to be supported!)
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