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 is the postpositive conjunctive particle DE, which is used here in its transitional sense, meaning “Then.”   With this we have the temporal conjunction HOTE, which means “when.”

 is the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb ERCHOMAI, which means “to come.”


The aorist tense is a culminative aorist, which emphasizes the completed action of Peter’s action of coming to Antioch.


The active voice indicates that Peter produced the action.


The indicative mood is declarative for a simple statement of fact.

is the nominative subject from the masculine singular Greek transliteration of the Aramaic name Cephas.  This is a reference to Peter. 
 is the preposition EIS plus the accusative of place from the feminine singular noun ANTIOCHEIA, which is a reference to the city of Antioch in Syria.  This is where Paul was stationed, teaching the church there.

“Then, when Cephas came to Antioch,”
 is the preposition KATA plus the adverbial accusative of manner from the neuter singular noun PROSWPON, which means “face to face, personally.”  The best translation is “personally.”  The translation “to his face” would have been the use of the preposition EIS plus the accusative of place, but direction is not being emphasized here.  The manner in which Paul opposed Peter is the issue, not the direction.
is the dative of indirect object from the masculine singular intensive pronoun AUTOS, used as a third person singular personal pronoun, meaning “him.”

is the first person singular aorist active indicative from the verb ANTHISTĒMI, which means “to set against; but the forms occurring in the NT have the middle voice sense “set oneself against, oppose, resist, withstand.”  To “oppose” is a good translation here.


The aorist tense is a constative aorist, which states the entirety of Paul’s opposition to the legalism of Peter.


The active voice indicates that Paul produced the action.


The indicative mood is declarative for a simple statement of fact.

“I opposed him personally,”
 is the causal use of the conjunction HOTI, which means “because.”

 is the nominative masculine singular perfect passive participle from the verb KATAGINWSKW, which means “to condemn, or to convict.”


The nominative masculine singular refers to Peter.


The perfect tense is an intensive perfect, which emphasizes or stresses the existing fact or results of Peter’s action. 

The passive voice indicates that Peter received the action of already having been condemned. 

The participle is frequently used with a finite verb (EIMI which follows) to constitute a compound tense-form.  This mode of expression is common to all languages and is extensively used in Greek.  This construction is called the periphrastic use of the participle.  Here we have a periphrastic pluperfect, which is formed by the perfect participle and the imperfect tense of EIMI.

his is the third person singular imperfect active indicative from the verb EIMI, which means “to be.”


The imperfect tense is a progressive imperfect of duration, which presents the process, which has gone on in the past as having been completed.  This is translated in the English by the pluperfect tense (an abbreviation of the Latin phrase PLUS QUAM PERFECTUM, which means literally ‘more than perfect’; in grammar it denotes that an action or event was completed before a past time.


The active voice indicates that Peter produced the action of already having been condemned.


The indicative mood is declarative for a dogmatic statement of fact.

“because he had been condemned.”
Gal 2:11 corrected translation
“Then, when Cephas came to Antioch, I opposed him personally, because he had been condemned.”

Explanation:
1.  When did Peter come to Antioch?


a.  It was not during the establishment of the church.  For the establishment of the church at Antioch read Acts 11:1-12:5 which shows that Peter had nothing to do with the establishment of this church.


b.  Acts 15:30-35, “So after being dismissed, they came down to Antioch; and after gathering together the congregation, they delivered the letter.  Now after reading [it], they rejoiced because of its encouragement.  Judas and Silas, themselves also being prophets, encouraged and strengthened the brethren by a long message.  Now after spending time [there], they were sent away with harmony from the brethren to those who had sent them.  [Acts 15:34, This verse is not a part of Scripture.]  But Paul and Barnabas stayed in Antioch, teaching and proclaiming with many others also the word of the Lord.”  This passage indicates that Peter was not sent to the Antioch church immediately after the council of Jerusalem, but he clearly could have come there after Judas went back to Jerusalem and before Paul went on his second missionary journey.

c.  The only other opportunity for Paul and Peter to be together in Antioch is the reference in Acts 18:22-23, after Paul’s second missionary journey and prior to his third.


d.  In either case it was after the Jerusalem council, which is why the conjunction DE is used as a transitional particle in this verse and should be translated “Then” rather than indicating a mild contrast and translated “But.”

2.  What right did Paul have to oppose Peter?


a.  Peter and Paul were both apostles.  Therefore, they were equals.


b.  As apostles, their spiritual gift gave them authority over all the churches.  This authority included authority over all other communication gifts, such as pastor-teacher, missionary, evangelist.


c.  As apostles, both Paul and Peter were the key defenders of the faith in the first century A.D. 

d.  Not only was Paul an apostle, but he was also the pastor of the local church in Antioch.  As the pastor, Paul had the authority in the local church.


e.  Like any pastor, Paul was responsible for guarding his sheep against false doctrine, heresy, and legalism.


f.  Barnabas, who had been in the church longer and should have stepped in first, did not, as we shall see later.


g.  Therefore, as both an apostle and as a pastor-teacher, Paul had every right to oppose anything that smacked of arrogant legalism.  And, he did.


h.  Paul’s association with and authority in the church of Antioch is seen in a comparison of the following passages: Acts 11:25-30; 13:1; 14:26; 15:30, 35-36; 18:22-23.


i.  The fact that Paul had the authority to protect other believers from arrogance, legalism, and heresy can be seen in a comparison of the following passages.



(1)  1 Pet 5:2, “Shepherd the flock of God among you ...”



(2)  1 Tim 1:3, “As I urged you upon my departure for Macedonia, remain on at Ephesus so that you may instruct certain men not to teach strange doctrines,”



(3)  1 Tim 5:20, “Those who continue in sin, rebuke in the presence of all, so that the rest also will be fearful of sinning.”  Paul applied this verse perfectly in this case.

3.  Who, when, and how was Peter condemned?


a.  Who condemned Peter?  The only person who has the authority to condemn anyone in the Christian life is our Lord Jesus Christ Himself.


b.  How did our Lord condemn Peter?  Through the teaching of the word of God.



(1)  Mt 9:10-13, “Then it happened that as Jesus was reclining at the table in the house, behold, many tax collectors and sinners came and were dining with Jesus and His disciples.  When the Pharisees saw this, they said to His disciples, ‘Why is your Teacher eating with the tax collectors and sinners [Gentiles]?’  But when Jesus heard this He said, ‘It is not those who are healthy who need a physician, but those who are sick.  But go and learn what this means: “I desire compassion, and not sacrifice,” for I did not come to call the righteous [Jews], but sinners [Gentiles].’”


(2)  Mt 15:1-20; Mk 2:15ff; Lk 5:27ff;  Mt 15:20, “These are the things which defile the man; but to eat with GENTILES [instead of “unwashed hands”] does not defile the man.”  The principle is exactly the same – adherence to the traditions of man contrary to the law of God.  Nowhere in the Old Testament is there a commandment by God or any prophet of God for the Jew to not eat with Gentiles.  This was a legalistic tradition of the Pharisees from their own arrogance.  Mk 7:3-4, “(For the Pharisees and all the Jews do not eat unless they carefully wash their hands, thus observing the traditions of the elders; and when they come from the market place, they do not eat unless they cleanse themselves; and there are many other things which they have received in order to observe, such as the washing of cups and pitchers and copper pots.)”



(3)  Peter stood condemned by the parable of the feast, Lk 14:15-24.
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