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1. New Testament Text and the Formation of Christian Social Identity1 

Undoubtedly, there may be other implicit goals that prompted the various authors of 

the New Testament texts, whether the evangelists or the authors of the epistles, to 

write to the various recipient communities, in other words, to their actual and implicit 

audiences - namely, to the people to whom their writings were addressed. However, 

one goal that latently or overtly permeates their writings at one point or another 

concerns the “what,” the “what-should,” and the “how” of the social identity of the group 

(or groups) of Christ-believers who, over time, came to be identified as “Christians” 

and who later adopted that very identification themselves.2  

Regardless of the genre of these writings, and regardless of the other circumstances 

in which they were written, there is ample internal evidence in these texts that the 

question of the formation of social self-understanding was a constant in this early 

phase of Christian developmental history.3 That is, the question of who they were and 

to whom they belonged, in the midst of the other levels of social relationships in which 

they were involved. Again and again, these authors have tried to either redefine or 

recall what this social-self was or should be. It becomes then an anachronism and an 

over-simplification to presume that this social self-understanding was instantaneous 

and was taken for granted, right from the beginning.4 

                                      
1 Social identity in this sense is understood in the context of Jenkins’ definition: “our 
understanding of who we are and of who others people are, and, reciprocally, other people’s 
understanding of themselves and of others (which include us)”. R. Jenkins, Identity, 2004, 5;  
Jenkins’ view has been further expounded and applied to Christian self-understanding, 
especially in relation to its Jewish matrix. See especially: M. Tellbe, Christ-Believers, 2009, 
57-59. Of significance here is Tellbe’s accentuation that “as social construct, ‘identity’ is not 
static or single, it normally consists of a complex compound of multiple social, ethnic, political, 
and religious factors, and is formed, modified, and reshaped in the continuous dialectic 
process between social relations and social structures, between individual and society”. See 
M. Tellbe, Christ-Believers, 2009, 57. 
2 See inter alia: P. Trebilco, Self-Designation, 2012, 3-5, 272-97, esp. on progressive 
development of the term “Christian” from being an ‘outsider’s designation’ to an ‘insider-
adopted’ designation. 
3 With regard to Ephesus in particular, M. Tellbe and M. Tiwald (to name but a few) have 
devoted their respective research to the question of identity, especially in the midst of the 
diversity that characterized the church there. Of particular importance are their respective 
engagements with other scholars and their accounts of contemporary debates about the 
constituent development and distinct identities of the various groups that identified themselves 
as "believers in Christ" at Ephesus. See: M. Tellbe, Christ-believers, 2009, 1-56, passim; M. 
Tiwald, Pluralität, 2012, 128-32, passim. 
4 J.M. Lieu points to this caveat as she explores developments of Christian identity especially 
in the first century CE. In this regard, she writes: “More recently, as the Jewishness of Jesus 
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At least, it is perhaps safer to make one assumption, following ample evidences in the 

New Testament texts and in line with the results of related studies in this regard.5 Thus, 

amidst the internal interactions between members who shared their common faith in 

Jesus as Messiah (as Christ), there was a constant evolution of this common self-

understanding as followers of Christ, especially as they continued to be confronted 

and deal with the older status quo within the environments from which they emerged, 

either as Jews (from the synagogues) or as Gentiles (from the Greco-Roman 

societies) or as offspring of both societies. A complete distancing and cessation of 

identification with these original sociocultural and socioreligious milieus does not seem 

to have been the case, as an anachronistic perception would like to portray it.  

It is therefore not so easy to give an answer as to when exactly the complete turning 

around and the radical change of self-understanding took place. When, if at all, and to 

what extent a Paul or one of his Jewish contemporaries ceased to consider 

themselves as such is not as simple as it seems to be. In this way, F. Ó Fearghail 

emphasizes the complexity associated with the so-called “separation” between 

Judaism and Christianity. Not only did it take place in different places and at different 

times, but the speed of this separation also varied. Therefore, as Ó Fearghail opined, 

finding the dividing line was not as easy as it might seem today.  In fact, a categorical 

“black or white” separation was very unlikely from the beginning.6 

Complexity is added by the fact that identity formation does not seem to have taken 

place only at the level of these outward-facing boundaries and identity demarcations. 

It has been repeatedly noted that there were also clear signs of recognizable internal 

boundaries.7 These were boundaries that obviously resulted from the different 

experiences of the diverse communities of believers, so that it is difficult to assume 

                                      
and of his earliest followers has been taken more seriously, and as the rich variety of Judaism 
in the first century CE and beyond has become more inescapable, answers have related more 
to ‘When did Christianity cease to be a Judaism?’, or, perhaps better, ‘When and why did 
Christianity and Rabbinic Judaism stop considering themselves, and recognizing the other, as 
belonging to the same religion?’”. See: J.M. Lieu, Identity, 2004, 2. 
5 E.K. Broadhead, Ways, 2010, 1-2. 
6 See: F. Ó Fearghail, Jews, 2002, 52f; along the same lines, D. Bojarin, Christen, 2001, 121, 
who notes that the boundaries between Judaism and early Christianity are so blurred that an 
exact demarcation is possible only with difficulties: („die Grenze zwischen beiden…so 
verschwommen war, dass niemand genau sagen könnte, wo das eine aufhörte und das 
andere begann“); See also for a detailed discussion of this view: M. Tiwald, Pluralität, 2012, 
132-140. 
7 P. Trebilco, Christians, 2004, 716; M. Tiwald, Pluralität, 2012, 131. 
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homogeneity “from the beginning,” at least in terms of the way in which common faith 

in Christ was expressed. It should not be overlooked that there were efforts to promote 

a unified common self-understanding guided by firm principles and formulated ideals 

as these communities encountered and interacted with one another to share their 

individual heritage and to overcome differences that in no small measure led to 

conflict. 

 

1.1. Textual and Authorial Influence in Identity-Formation 

Taking into account the diversity as well as these gradual but progressive beginnings 

of Christian social-self formation and the role of texts in this context, especially texts 

produced within their own circles,8 the present study starts from the insight that authors 

such as Paul and Luke were involved at various points in their work in no small 

measure in shaping the social self-understanding or social identity at least of their 

addressees as believers in Christ. These conscious authorial inputs found expression 

sometimes in the hortatory utterances of the epistle writers9 or in the intervening 

comments of the narrators (in the diegetic level), as well as in the use of certain self-

                                      
8 Apart from the already mentioned work of J.M. Lieu (see above), there have been other 
studies which have equally underscored the role of “texts” in relation to the development of 
“christian-identity”. Inter alia, there is the large volume of work by P. Trebilco who mostly 
advocates and demonstrates that there is a historical and social reality behind the texts. These 
documents let us “discern some of the characteristics with regard to the addressees of our 
particular documents from what the respective authors say.” See: P. Trebilco, Christians, 
2004, 10, 613; see also, M. Telbe, Christ-Believer, in B. Holmberg (ed.), Exploring, 2008, 117-
120, esp., his critical appraisal of J.M. Lieu’s and P. Trebilco’s postulations. Telbe’s recognition 
of the role of text in identity-formation is significant here. He notes esp. in 119: “The early 
Christian communities were formed through its texts, and the specific formative texts lay at 
the heart of these communities….The text should be regarded as a vehicle, which may not 
only construct the self-understanding of the reader/s (individual and social identities) but which 
may also reflect the existing realities (both relating to the author and to the community of the 
addressees)”. 
9 C.G. Müller, as well as many others, recognizes the importance of such a clarification of 
identity, as found especially in most of the prescripts of the epistles. This importance can be 
seen in the (sometimes) extensive expanse of both the “superscription” and the “adscriptio.” 
See, among others: C.G. Müller, Diaspora, in Id., Fußspuren, 2020, 55-6; As for Paul's use of 
the genitive of possession in “Τῇ ἐκκλησίᾳ τοῦ Θεοῦ” in the prescript of 1 Corinthians, many 
have noted its significance as an overture reminding the Corinthian Christian ecclesia of its 
own peculiar social identity. See, among others: H.A.W. Meyer, Epistles, 1892, 1:12; T.C. 
Edwards, Epistle, 1885, 3; A. Robertson & A. Plummer, Epistle, 2; H.D. Wendland, Epistles, 
1936 [1968], 14; for more details on these authors, see also A. Thiselton, Epistle, 2000, 72-
77. Overall, the hortatory function pointing to an appropriate social self-understanding among 
the members cannot be overlooked when reading 1 Corinthians.  
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descriptive terminologies; also in the innumerable use of metaphorical 

representations,10 and in the various rhetorical questions that the authors or the 

narrators posed within the texts in this regard. In this sense, then, one can understand 

an epistolary writer like Paul who, through countless rhetorical questions in his letters, 

sought to either highlight or lead his addressees to a proper understanding of who they 

were and to whom they belonged.  

The preoccupation with these questions about “Christian identity,” then, does not seem 

to have been a later development at all, that is, a concern that arose in connection 

with a much later subversive declaration of a “total break” with Judaism - the so-called 

“parting of the ways”.11 Rather, it seems that the traces of such a concern (for identity) 

have been present throughout its history, i.e., from the embryonic stage onward, and 

have manifested themselves in various ways, always spawned by different concerns 

at different times in history. 

While reading his letters to their community, how could Paul’s Corinthian addressees 

miss such an implication of recalling their identity, in such a series of rhetorical 

questions as: “{Is} Christ divided?” “{Was} Paul crucified for you?” “{Were} you 

baptized in the name of Paul?” (1 Cor 1:13).12 This same intent is undoubtedly evident 

in the subsequent rhetorical question: “For if one says, “I follow Paul,” and another 

says, “I follow Apollos,” are you not mere humans?” (1 Cor. 3:4). Here and in countless 

other places Paul points to the new identity of the Corinthian believers, which in his 

                                      
10 On Paul’s use of metaphorical portraiture through "kinship language" to frame perceptions 
of social identity, see: R.F. Collins, Power, 2008, 78-86, 109-122; for an understanding of 
Paul’s various ways of inviting the Corinthians to an intentional self-reflection, i.e., social-
theological self-awareness, see also Müller’s commentary in C.G. Müller, Pflanzung, 1995, 
passim, esp. 61-62. There Müller writes: In 1 Corinthians, “Reflection on the church occurs  
implicitly in the address to the church, in encouragement, in rejoinder, and in exhortation. In 
the metaphorical predications that serve the theological characterization of the church, a 
clearly paraenetic interest can be discerned.” (“Die Reflexion über die Gemeinde vollzieht sich 
implizit in der Anrede der Gemeinde, in Zuspruch, Widerspruch und Ermahnung. In den 
metaphorischen Prädikationen, die der theologischen Qualifizierung der Gemeinde dienen, ist 
ein ausgeprägt paränetisches Interesse erkennbar“). 
11 Avalanches of literature abound that have discussed the so called “parting of the ways”. 
See, inter alia: J.D.G. Dunn, Partings, 1991; S.G. Wilson, Strangers, 1995. 
12 The issue of affiliation based on baptism has been variously addressed in the context of the 
conflicts among Paul’s Corinthian Christians (1 Cor. 1:10-17, esp. 13). See inter alia, M. 
Pascuzzi, Allegiance, 2007, 813-29. However, the present study recognizes that regardless 
of the other reasons that led Paul to briefly address the issue of baptism at this point, one 
cannot but notice that the identification of the baptized with their baptizers raises the issue of 
social self-understanding as not a ‘secondary factor’ in the conflict addressed by Paul. 
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eyes is more than “mere human identity.” How Paul rhetorically employs the image of 

Apollos in this context of shaping their identity is part of our main concern here. 

In this sense, it is not far-fetched either to critically suggest that a similar train of 

thoughts accompanies Luke’s diegetic goal of conveying to Theophilus and the other 

identically inclined audiences the “certainty of the teaching” they had received (Lk 1:4). 

In whichever way or however one may view it, this intended “certainty” (“ἀσφάλεια”) at 

which the narrative aims also includes the “certainty of self” (the individual self and the 

collective self). Thus, based on the assumption that his immediate audience (implied 

by Theophilus) are believers in Christ, Luke's pursuit of “certainty” has a formative 

character in that it - in some way - reinforces the reader’s or recipient community's 

sense of self, especially in their self-definition as believers in Christ and in contrast to 

others who do not identify or have not identified themselves as such. Luke’s goal of 

conveying “ἀσφάλεια” through the various descriptions of instances in which the 

recipients of Christ’s message gained self-confidence and assurance is found not only 

in his first corpus but also in Acts (Acts 14:22; 15:36, 41; 16:5, 40).  

From a rhetorical perspective, it can be observed that Luke uses the representation of 

characters in some places to accomplish this. For this study, Apollos is a typical – and 

productive – case to examine. Understanding how he (Luke) uses this portrait in 

relation to this narrative goal will constitute the second major part of the critical study 

in this thesis.  

In addition to characterizing the various characters, it can also be observed that 

elsewhere Luke uses narrative commentary as well as narratively constructed 

speeches, which he puts into the mouths of his characters for this purpose, in order to 

emphasize a theological perspective - and often through them to promote a new 

direction in their collective self-understanding. Elsewhere, this formative purpose of 

striving for “ἀσφάλεια” can also be seen not only in the individual speeches of the 

characters, but also in the ensuing dialogues between the characters in the narratives. 

Often, such dialogues gradually lead not only some of the interlocutors, but also the 

audience itself, to either reconsider an ab-initio perspective and/or adopt a new self-

understanding.  

Specifically, besides or in addition to the unvoiced but implied dialogue that may have 

taken place between Apollos and the “Aquilla couple” – the result of which, according 



[Apollos in the Eyes of Paul and Luke] 

 

 
7 

to the narrative (Acts 18:26-27), was certainly a “better informed” missionary (i.e., a 

better informed Apollos) – an explicitly typical example of the use of dialogue in this 

sense can also be discerned in the later Lukan dialogue between Paul and the so-

called “twelve Ephesian disciples.” Interestingly, in Luke’s depictions, their “Christ-

believers” identity (in a way similar to Apollos) seems to be called into question. Just 

as with Luke’s portrayal of Apollos, the Ephesian disciples’ subsequent adoption of a 

(Lukan) Pauline perspective of “believing” is indicative of the author’s rhetorically 

strategic handling of the complex question of shared “Christian identity” amidst the 

divergent internal identifications (internal boundaries) that characterized this early 

Christian community. 

 

1.2. Summary of the Research-Objectives 

In summary, from the above, especially from the identification of the role of literary as 

well as rhetorical devices in the texts with regard to the formation of the emerging 

Christian identity, the direction for the pursuit of this study has been set. The title 

“Apollos: In the Eyes of Paul and Luke…” therefore underscores the two authors’ 

engagement with the question of early Christian identity, with a primary focus on the 

rhetorical function of the portrait of Apollos in their respective texts. The goal of this 

study, in addition to providing a concrete historical account, is to illustrate how the two 

authors’ respective modes of representation served in a rhetorically strategic way to 

articulate and shape early Christian self-understanding. 
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2. Who is Apollos? 

2.1. The Perplexity of a Biographical Reconstruction 

Compared to the other prominent apostolic figures and their missionary partners, the 

name of Apollos seems to be relatively unknown to an average reader with interest in 

the New Testament. Among New Testament scholars, however, interest in the subject 

of Apollos is not new.13 Undoubtedly, many scholars have so far focused on various 

leitmotifs surrounding the New Testament view of him. Yet no attempt to approach the 

subject has been as daunting as the challenge of reconstructing a comprehensive 

biography of him, and this is in no small part due to the limited literary sources available 

for such a comprehensive reconstruction.  

Apart from two primary New Testament sources, first, Paul’s extant letter to the 

Corinthians, in which Apollos is mentioned directly as many as seven times (1 Cor. 

1:12; 3:4, 5, 6. 22; 4:6; 16:12), and second, Acts, in which he is mentioned by name 

three times (Acts 18:24, 27; 19:1), and apart from the marginal allusion to an “Apollos” 

in Titus 3:13, scholars have few, if any other, independent sources. However, based 

on the internal evidence provided by the texts, there is little or no doubt that both 

sources refer to the same historical personality. A variant reading of the name as 

“Apelles” instead of “Apollos” found in some minuscules (of Acts 18:24; 19:1)14 raises 

the question of whether this can be identified with the man named “Apelles” to whom 

Paul refers in Rom 16:10.15  

                                      
13 For a rundown of various scholarly contributions that have dealt with Apollos as their main 
subject, see: P. F. Beatrice, Apollos, 1995. Since this enumeration, countless other 
publications have appeared, some of which we will discuss in this study; see also: S. 
Vollenweider, Apollos, 2021, 325-28 - which complements Beatrice’s enumeration and deals 
with more recent authors. 
14 More on the name variations in the extant texts will be covered in the main body of this 
thesis, especially in the section on Acts of the Apostles. At this point, however, it will suffice to 
point out that the Codex א and other minuscules bear witness to different uses of the same 
name. Unlike, e.g., F. Blass & A. Debrunner & Co, Grammatik, 2001, §26,n6: who argue that 
Apelles and Apollos are two different persons and that the name Apollos may have been 
sneaked into Acts from 1 Cor 1:12, etc. 
15 Regarding the correct form of the name, I agree with J. Wehnert that since the Pauline 
remarks about Apollos and the Apollos-tradition used by Luke most likely refer to the same 
person, the Codex א-readings of Acts 18:24; 19:1 can be set aside. („da sich die paulinischen 
Bemerkungen über Apollos und die von Lukas verwendeten Apollos-Traditionen mit hoher 
Wahrscheinlichkeit auf dieselbe Person beziehen, dürfen die א-Lesarten zu Apg 18,24; 19,1 
beiseite gelassen werden“). See: J. Wehnert, Apollos, 2013, 404; also: K. Lake & H.J. 
Cadbury, Beginnings, 1933, 232. 
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A notable extra-biblical document alluding to Apollos is: 1 Clement - a second century 

letter to the Corinthians. It should be noted, however, that even this circumstantial 

allusion in 1 Clem 47:3-4 betrays a possible dependence on the Pauline account in 1 

Corinthians. Modern scholars such as P.F. Beatrice have also suggested other 

possible but much later allusions to him.16 These too, however, seem to be 

chronographic-hagiographic records, predominantly exhibiting forms of legendary 

narrative that in one way or other show their derivative dependence on either the 

Lukan or Pauline accounts, or perhaps on other untraceable traditions.17  

Basically, every scholar who has studied the figure of Apollos has had to contend with 

this perplexity, which arises from this meagreness of sources on the subject. This 

makes it difficult to reach a consensus, especially on what can be made of his 

biographical portrait in the texts. P. F. Beatrice explains this lack of consensus in an 

ironic way. He states that “one of the few things on which New Testament scholars 

agree is that we have too little information about Apollos of Alexandria to form a 

sufficiently accurate picture.”18. R. Harris as well as D. P. Ker equally surmised that 

Apollos was an enigmatic figure with a shadowy history.19 In that same vain, S. 

Vollenweider remarks that his portrait drawn from the New Testament remains ever 

“vague, providing fewer answers than it does elicit more questions”.20 

Despite this lack of consensus on a unified historical picture of him, the meagre 

biographical information about him that can be gleaned from Paul’s first letter to the 

Corinthians21 (c. 55 CE) continues to excite interest. The same is true of Luke’s later 

                                      
16 Very informative in this regard (though highly speculative) is the above-mentioned 
contribution by P. F. Beatrice. See: P. F. Beatrice, Apollos, 1995, 1232-75, esp. 1240-41. From 
the Chronicon Paschale (PG 92, 521C), Beatrice takes an allusion to Apollos as one of the 
seventy disciples of Jesus with the number 32. According to Beatrice, Apollos was also either 
bishop of Caesarea or of Corinth and was probably burned as a martyr in Syria Apamea; see 
also in this regard S. Vollenweider, Apollos, 2021, 326. He (especially in 326n7) (Vollenweider) 
highlights further on Luther's assumption that Apollos was the author of the Letter to the 
Hebrews. 
17 See: Th. Schermann, Prophetarum, 1907, 124, 140, 170, 182; also his other work: 
Propheten, 1907, 300ff; a good summary of these various speculative (hypothetical) portraits 
of him drawn from the available but scanty reception history has been well recorded in the 
work already mentioned: S. Vollenweider, Apollos, 2021, 325-44. It therefore need not be 
elaborated here. 
18 See P. F. Beatrice, Apollos, 1995, 1232.  
19 R. Harris, Apollos, 1916, 175-83; D. P. Ker, Paul, 2000, 76 
20 S. Vollenweider, Apollos, 2021, 325. 
21 For the purpose of consistency and of convenience in this critical exercise, we would follow 
the convention of referring to this letter as the ‘First Corinthians’, written here as 1 Corinthians 
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diegetic (i.e., narrative) portrayal of his character decades later (c. 90 CE) in Acts,22 

which also continues to fascinate and at least provides readers with important clues 

that this itinerant preacher, about whom little is known, must have been more than 

what was handed down to posterity.  

A thorny question in this context, however, has always been how to assess the weight 

of information from the two sources.23 This is matched by the fact that Paul wrote about 

him from personal knowledge, while Luke probably relied on a number of other 

collections from various surviving sources, so that his account, as many have judged, 

seems to be subordinate to Paul’s. Also, the fact that Luke seemed to be greatly 

influenced by his theological tendency in working with these unknown sources to write 

a more systematic account of him did not help opinions in this direction.24  

For this reason, not a few critics tend to agree with the view that the Lukan account, 

however orderly it may appear, still plays second fiddle to the Pauline account and 

should not be trusted to a greater extent, especially in those areas where the two 

                                      
(or 1 Cor… in quotations). Nevertheless, in order to avoid unwarranted ambiguity, we would 
not delve into to the debate of whether the Pauline Corinthian corpuses are made up of several 
letters. That debate has been over-flogged. It may however be proper to remark that the use 
of the nomenclature ‘first’ in this sense does not necessarily imply that the letter itself was the 
very first Pauline correspondence with the christian community in Corinth. This assumption is 
self-understood, since this very letter in question (1 Corinthians) referred to an earlier 
correspondence (see: 1 Cor 5:9) of which there is no available extant copy. Attempts to 
determine the detailed content and purpose of that and other letters have heavily relied on 
speculative conjecture. For further discussions, see: G. Lüdemann, Paul, 103-8; 
Antipaulinism, 1987, 202-12; Schrage, Brief, 1:36-37, 385-87; H. Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians, 
99; J. C. Hurd Jr., Origin, 1965, 213-39; J. Murphy-O’Connor, Paul, 1996, 184, 252-53, 276-
77. A. C. Thiselton, Epistle, 2000, 409. 
22 It must equally be noted that the Author whom, for the sake of convenience here, we refer 
to as Luke did not himself name his second narrative opus: “Acts of the Apostle”. This title 
“actus apostolorum” emerged later in the history of its reception (around the 2nd half of the 2nd 
century C.E.), judging from the perceived affinity of the work with other similar works under 
that Hellenistic genre called “πράξεις” or “Acta-Literature”, which was a widespread literary 
genre of the time. For further reading on the question of title and genre of Acts, see: J. 
Zmijewski, Apostelgeschichte, 1994, 16-17; W. de Boor & A. Pohl, (ed.), Apostelgeschichte, 
1989, 18; R. I. Pervo, Acts, 2009, 14-17; 29-30. 
23 J. Wehnert shares this view, noting that when evaluating the limited evidence for Apollos, it 
is important to keep in mind the different source value of the two writings. See: J. Wehnert, 
Apollos, 2013, 403. 
24 We will see the trends and dynamics of the discussions in this regard in the next section on 
the history of the research. 
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accounts come together but show slight differences.25 For all the historical scepticisms 

that may arise about the Lukan project, a complete rejection of the Lukan account is 

absurd. What should ultimately be avoided, however, is the frequent attempt to 

combine the two streams of historical data unquestioningly, as if one (Lukan) were a 

consistent, continuous story emerging from the other (Pauline) and thus an 

unmitigated completion of what may have been lacking in the Pauline data. Again, it 

should be noted that both accounts have their respective rhetorical and thematic goals 

that have led them to report on Apollos, making it likely that readers will encounter the 

same person in two different literary settings. 

 

2.2. Bio-Sketch of Apollos: A Nut-shell 

Having said the above, however, we have no doubt that it was Luke, with his general 

diegetic interest and whatever the redactional inflections, who provided more 

biographically revealing insights that make the picture of Apollos the man more vivid. 

The biographical data in the Pauline reports about Apollos, however reliable they may 

be, are only hinted at. This is also understandable, because Paul never intended to 

write a biography; it was rather a letter, and a letter to those who already knew Apollos, 

and it was therefore not necessary that he be introduced to them by Paul.  

Nevertheless, Paul invited these readers, and by extension later readers, to imagine 

Apollos in a way that would be indicative of his personality. Two major facts emerge 

undoubtedly from Paul’s data: first, Apollos had such a high reputation among the 

Corinthian believers that he was compared with Peter or Paul, or even regarded by 

some as more important (1 Cor. 1:12; 3:4-5, 23). Second, Paul saw the same in him 

and gave him this recognition as a co-worker through whom many came to faith in 

Christ (1 Cor 3:6-8; 4:1-6). Despite the divided loyalties that arose among the 

members regarding the two missionaries, Paul seems to have kept in touch with 

Apollos after they each left Corinth. At least this is the picture that can be inferred from 

1 Cor 16:12 and that is echoed in Tit 3:13. 

                                      
25 The history of research, aforementioned, will deal in particular with the influence of F.C. 
Baur and the Tübingen School in this regard. Although nowadays considerably overtaken, a 
fundamental sceptical reticence has remained, which accompanies any critical evaluation of 
Luke until today. 
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According to Luke’s account (Acts 18:24a), Apollos was a native of Alexandria 

(“Ἀλεξανδρεὺς τῷ γένει”), albeit of Jewish descent (“Ἰουδαῖος”). And if the additional 

insertion provided by Codex D (05) can be trusted, it is very likely that Apollos acquired 

his early education while he grew up in his Egyptian hometown – Alexandria his 

fatherland.26  

Apollos, then, was not only a versatile connoisseur of the Scriptures (“δυνατὸς ὢν ἐν 

ταῖς γραφαῖς”), but also, according to Luke, an eloquent man (“ἀνὴρ λόγιος”) who knew 

how to use words very well (Acts 18:24b). That he was an excellent orator, a skilled 

rhetor and probably also a renowned exegete is further highlighted by Luke not only 

in his emphasis that Apollos gave a bold speech in the synagogue upon his arrival in 

Ephesus (Acts 18:26), but also by the fact that Apollos subsequently demonstrated his 

exegetical disputation skills before the Jewish audience in Corinth (v.28).27 Some 

other commentators believe that his intellectual abilities were not limited to rhetoric, 

but that he could have acquired philosophical knowledge as well.28  

We will see later in this study that in addition to historical significance, it is not without 

rhetorical-narratological significance that Luke emphasizes Apollos’ connection with 

the Egyptian city of Alexandria. One may rightly wonder: Could it be that Luke, in 

making the connection to this intellectually famous city, which was considered 

unsurpassed in the Greco-Roman era because of its famous ancient library (part of 

“Μουσεῖον τῆς Ἀλεξανδρείας”),29 indirectly highlights Apollos’ intellectual excellence?30 

The reference to his Jewish-Alexandrian origins in conjunction with this supposedly 

                                      
26 D-Text accentuated his religious education in Alexandria: “He had received instruction...in 
his native city” (Acts 18:25). 
27 J. Wehnert is of the same opinion that, if one accepts their historical value, one would 
conclude that the Alexandrian Jew Apollos was instructed in rhetoric and scriptural exegesis 
(allegorism) – (“Billigt man ihnen historischen Wert zu, wäre daraus zu entnehmen, dass der 
alexandrinische Jude Apollos in Rhetorik und Schriftexegese (Allegorese) unterwiesen 
wurde”). See: J. Wehnert, Apollos, 2013, 404. 
28 This is at least the view of J.F.M. Smit, Apollos, 2002, 246. Smit writes in this regard that 
the effects of Apollos’ teaching “with the Corinthians seem to suggest that it was of a much 
more rational and philosophical character than the proclamation with which his predecessor 
had laid the foundation of the community”. While it is a possibility that, with his connection to 
Alexandria, he may have been exposed to both philosophy and rhetoric, an unqualified proof 
of the content of the teachings of Apollos in Corinth is still a long way off. Obviously, Smit 
himself is not unaware of the limitations of his own assumptions of a rational philosophical 
content of Apollos' teaching. 
29 See: S. Murray, Library, 2009, 17. 
30 As shall be argued in the main body of this study, this assumption is most probable from the 
point of view of narratological critique. See also: B. Heininger, Handlanger, 2010, 19.  
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excellent education has also fuelled suspicions that he was associated with, if not 

influenced by, another famous Jewish-Alexandrian: Philo.31 As striking as the 

assumption of a Philonic influence may be, it is still presumptuous to claim 

unequivocally that Philo had a direct and significant influence on Apollos’ teaching and 

that a Gnostic or a Philonic-Hellenistic-Jewish wisdom came to the early Christians in 

Corinth via Apollos, the Alexandrian.32 

Luke informs his readers, however, that Apollos, after leaving his famous city, engaged 

in itinerant preaching - first in the Asiatic city of Ephesus (εἰς Ἔφεσον, v.24a) and later 

in the prominent Achaean city of Corinth (“εἰς τὴν Ἀχαΐαν”: [v.27 ]; “ἐν Κορίνθῳ”: [19:1]). 

This most likely occurred after he had been exposed to “Christian” religious instruction 

(“ἦν κατηχημένος”, v.25a) and subsequently converted to follow “the way of the Lord” 

(Acts 18:25: “τὴν ὁδὸν τοῦ Κυρίου”). The Lukan remark that Apollos was “fervent 

(bubbling) in spirit” (ζέων τῷ πνεύματι) may have been a passing reference to the 

pneumatic consequences of his conversion. It is also safe to assume that he became 

a “Christ-follower” in Alexandria, but it is still unclear how, when, and through whom 

the spread of faith in Jesus as Christ came to Alexandria. If speculation is given free 

rein, it could be due to the immediate aftermath of Pentecost; after all, Peter’s audience 

at Pentecost included people from “Egypt and the regions of Libya near Cyrene” (Acts 

2:10). However, the lack of historical data in this regard leaves us with nothing but only 

a speculative supposition. Moreover, the above assumption gets more complicated by 

the critical implication of a supposedly Lukan redactional inflection, as we shall see 

below. 

Following on from this, then, it should be noted that Luke's portrayal of the “Christ-

believing” Apollos is somewhat ambiguous at a number of points - a bit of a conundrum 

that has led to different historical assumptions about the person of Apollos and thus to 

different critical interpretations of the subject. Thus, on the one hand, Apollos is 

described by Luke not only as one “already instructed” in the faith and thus as a 

                                      
31 See inter alia: R.A. Horsley, Wisdom, 1977, 224-39. 
32 C. Mihaila has pointed out at length the anachronism that calls into question such a 
hypothesis of Gnosticism as the cause of the “Sophia” discussed by Paul in 1 Cor 1-4. She 
has also rightly refuted the claim of a Philonic-Hellenistic-Jewish wisdom allegedly taught by 
Apollos as a bad influence on the Corinthian church that Paul needed to correct. See her 
detailed discussion in: C. Mihaila, Background, 2019, 1-13; Mihaila, Relationship, 2009, 69-
94. 
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follower “in the way of the Lord” (“τὴν ὁδὸν τοῦ Κυρίου”), but moreover as an accurate 

teacher in the matter of Jesus (Acts 18:25b). It is to be understood that Luke uses the 

term “the way” (“ἡ ὁδός”) so frequently and consistently. In fact, "the way" (“ἡ ὁδός”) 

functions in Lukan usage as an internal self-designation that the first followers of Christ 

adopted (Acts 9:2; 19:9, 23; 22:4; 24:14, 22). Thus, as Luke sees it, this term 

presupposes Apollos' self-understanding as a believer in Christ. However, even 

though this epithetic, inward-looking self-description could apply to Apollos, there was 

still a caveat in Luke's mind that he wanted his readers to know about Apollos. Along 

these lines, he added: Apollos nevertheless knew only John’s baptism. The implication 

is that a presumed connection of an Alexandrian-Christian-Jewish community 

(Apollos’ root) with the Pentecostal phenomenon might be far-fetched if this reference 

is reliable: that the members of such a community knew nothing of a new (Pentecost-

related) baptism; rather, they knew the baptism prescribed by John the Baptist.  

Notwithstanding the debate over historicity that might arise in critical interpretive 

contexts, Luke's biographical account, with its redactional tendency in this regard, 

seems to appeal to the reader with its nuanced information or account of Apollos' 

limited knowledge of "Christian" baptism. Such a redactional tendency is also 

discernible in the further account of Apollos’ remarkable encounter with Paul’s 

confreres (Priscilla and Aquila) in Ephesus. Luke's account of the meeting makes the 

redactional tendency somewhat clearer. The portrayal of him being instructed more 

accurately (ἀκριβέστερον) by these Pauline associates (v. 26b), even though he was 

already in a position to teach accurately (ἀκριβῶς, v. 25b), smacks of an internal-

syncritical narrative attempt by this Greco-Roman author to show that Apollos, with his 

distinctive theological views, was being integrated into or assimilated to the Pauline 

way of being a believer. The fact of this tactical effort on the part of the author is 

supported (as we shall see) by narratological-critical considerations of the diptych 

relationship discernible between the episodes of Acts 18:24-28 and 19:1-7. The 

eirenic, harmonious, and conflict-free depiction of the relationship between Apollos 

and Paul seems to be a purposeful Lukan narrative representation. The obvious Lukan 

attempt to conflate or subsume Apollos and his supposed followers into those of Paul 

is hard to miss in a critical examination of the Lukan account, notwithstanding the 

historical fact that Apollos’ mission was clearly characterized by some degree of 

autonomy, as Paul seems to have implied (1 Cor 16:12).  
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2.3. Summary 

The sketchy biographical data of both Paul’s letter and the Lukan narrative, especially 

the Lukan redactional touches contained therein, may not have allowed all the 

contours of the picture of the historical Apollos to emerge. Nonetheless, it helps to 

provide at least a small glimpse of these earliest apostolic communities. As mentioned 

earlier with Luke's Acts of the Apostles, the Lukan biography goes beyond mere 

historical fact documentation, and this must be taken into account when analysing the 

Lukan data. The so-called Lukan redactional inflections, as we will see in detail later, 

have a rhetorical-strategic significance, as do the data provided by Paul. What is under 

consideration here is not just a historical plausibility debate, but an important aspect 

of these strategies, namely, how the figure of the man in question was used by the 

authors to shape “Christian” identity at their various times. 
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1. Apollos in the History of Research 

 

1.1. Two Areas of Concern in the Apollos-Discourse  

As has already been noted, there is a wealth of literatures on Apollos that goes far back 

into the past and whose many different concerns need not be enumerated and 

addressed here.33 An evaluation of most of these critical efforts, however, highlights two 

main areas that can be considered general today and encompass most of the major 

emphasis. The first area of discursive concern borders on historicity and it involves an 

interest in determining who this not-well-known figure, Apollos, was. The primary 

concern is the extent to which he was involved in the early Christian church, particularly 

his role in the ecclesial crises that arose early on in Corinth among the believers. Any 

scholar interested in exploring the nature of the crises and other issues Paul addresses 

in his Corinthian letters cannot avoid the fact of Apollos. The evaluation of his mission, 

not only in Corinth but also previously in Ephesus, has received increasing attention in 

various critical efforts.34 This, too, has led to a critical evaluation not only of the 

relationship between him and Paul, but also of that of Paul’s other co-workers.35  

 

In this context, as we indicated in the introduction, numerous interpretive or exegetical 

attempts to determine the degree of Apollos’ involvement in the Corinthian crises have 

generally produced differing critical opinions among scholars. This has led to the often 

divergent and contradictory accounts of Apollos found in many critical assessments on 

the subject. On the one hand, there are interpretive approaches that generally present 

                                      
33 For a detailed enumeration of scholarly contributions to the differing views on Apollos-
debate, see, among others: P. F. Beatrice, Apollos, 1995, 1234; P. L. Dickerson, Apollos, 
1998, 1-41; C. Mihaila, Relationship, 2009, 183-90; see also: S. Vollenweider, Apollos, 2021, 
325-28. The commentary, A. C. Thiselton, Epistle, 2000, is equally rich in tracing related 
discourses on the subject, especially from the apostolic fathers to the recent rhetorical turn of 
the debate.           . 
34 See the contributions esp. M. Wolter, Apollos, 1987, 49-73; S. Witetschek, Enthüllungen, 
2008, 350-62;  P. Trebilco, Christians, 2004, 115-30;  M. Günther, Frühgeschichte, 1995, 27- 
53 passim; M. Tellbe, Christ-Believers, 2009, 9-13, 20-29; J. Wehnert, Apollos, 2013, 403-12; 
Apollos, 2017, 223-52. 
35 As at the time of the present work, numerous contributions abound, focusing on the nature 
of relationship between Apollos and Paul as well as between him and the other rightly 
assumable Pauline associates. See for instance: C. G. Müller, Ehepaare, 2008, 28-29; P. J. 
Hartin, Apollos, 2009, 59-67, 94-109; M.N. Keller, Priscilla, 2010, 24-26; A. Wilson, Apostle, 
2013, 325-35 – who examines Apostolic status in relation to Paul and the others. 
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Apollos in a positive light, thus at least aligning his status with the other apostolic figures 

post-resurrection. On the other hand, there is a more cautious stance that tends to 

describe some subtle negative portrayals hidden behind the seemingly benevolent 

portrait in the texts. As a result of this caution, Apollos sometimes stands as a dark, 

polarizing figure in the history of early Christian ecclesial development.36  

 

The second factor, which may be unwitting but has strongly shaped the debates, is the 

related concern with methods and the ways in which different approaches to biblical texts 

have influenced the portrait of this figure along the history of research. As for the 

methods used by scholars, the inherent divergences in approach seem equally unhelpful 

in formulating a coherent portrait. Even though these methods have shed more light on 

the portrait and have attempted to enrich knowledge of the subject, they have, on the 

other hand, led to the afore-mentioned contradictory perceptions associated with the 

subject. Indeed, this lack of methodological consensus among scholars will continue to 

raise new questions and upend old assumptions. 

 

A typical example of this is the way in which interests in the redactional critical method 

have sought to shape and reshape perceptions of Apollos, especially with regard to the 

Lukan account in Acts 18:24-28; 19:1-7, and especially when its plausibility is judged or 

measured against the background information in 1 Corinthians. It is noticeable that in 

the background of such critical efforts there is primarily an effort to determine which of 

the materials in the Lukan accounts can be attributed to tradition and which can be 

attributed to the author’s own interpretive (and often assumed to be fictional) 

contribution. We will see much of this below, following M. Wolter’s critical assessment of 

the influence of E. Käsemann and E. Schweizer, who are considered the prominent but 

divergent proponents of this way of looking at the Lukan portrait of Apollos.37 The 

question of how the obvious discrepancies between the Pauline and the Lukan portrayal 

of Apollos are to be comparatively evaluated and what consequences this has for 

historical scholarship played no less a role in their divergent works.38  

                                      
36 C. Mihaila has undertaken a concise but helpful analysis of these diverging positions. See 
C. Mihaila, Relationship, 2009, 183-90. 
37 See: E. Käsemann, Johannesjünger, 1952, 144-54; E. Schweizer, Bekehrung, 1955, 247-
54. 
38 See M. Wolter, Apollos, 1987, 49-73, also Wolter, in Theologie, 2009, 402-26, for a detailed 
evaluation of Käsemann’s and Schweizer’s view; see as well H-S. Kim, Geisttaufe, 1993, 212-
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The same methodological difficulties mar the rich yield that a rhetorical-critical approach 

to the subject affords.39 In this regard, too, opinions about Apollos differ depending on 

which of the rhetorical backgrounds one sees as predominant in the composition (esp. 

of 1 Cor 1-4:21). An expectation, for example, that Paul’s rhetorical argumentation was 

fundamentally an apologia and therefore directed against Apollos and his followers in 

Corinth would therefore understandably result in a picture that does not necessarily 

portray him favourably.40 This would, of course, contrast with the other critical approach, 

which views the letter, with its conciliatory undertones, as a “deliberative rhetoric” aimed 

at bringing the entire Christian ecclesia in Corinth to unity. In such a rhetorical 

deliberative approach, the figure of Apollos, much like the figure of Paul, would 

consequently be seen as an exemplary figure.41 

 

Regarding this lack of consensus on the prevailing rhetorical methods, J. F. M. Smit 

summarizes that: “scholars are unanimous in their opinion that 1 Cor. 1:10-4:21 forms a 

rounded and coherent unit within the first letter of Paul to the church of Corinth. Upon 

further consideration of the coherence of this much-discussed passage they all go their 

various ways.”42 No less problematic in this context is the question of how to determine 

the rhetorical function of Apollos’ portrait in the text.43 In order to elaborate further on the 

two factors mentioned above and to situate them in historical research, we will take a 

closer look at some epochal turns in the debate of the last two centuries about the 

Pauline and Lukan perspectives on Apollos. 

 

                                      
20; See also the various critical assessments in this regard in: T.E. Phillips, Paul, 2009, esp. 
158-89. 
39 See A. C. Thiselton, Epistle, 2000, 41-51, where he accorded great value to the rhetorical 
bent of the debate concerning 1 Corinthians. 
40 See prominent proponents in this regard: N.A. Dahl, Paul, 1967, 313-35; J.S. Vos, 
Argumentation, 1996, 87-119; D. Ker, Paul, 2000, 75-97; J. F.M. Smit, Apollos, 2002, esp. 
231-51. 
41 See: L.L. Welborn, Principle, 1987, 335; M.M. Mitchell, Paul, 1992, 39-99, esp.98-99. 
However, other contributions like that of A. G. Müller tend to suggest other ways of looking at 
the rhetorical background of the letter, too. Rather than Mitchell’s argument for a Pauline 
deliberative rhetorical strategy, Müller makes case for Paul’s use of Ciceronian rhetorical 
“reprehensio”. See: A. G. Müller, Paul, 2008, 1-23. 
42 J. F. M. Smit, Apollos, 2002, 231  
43 See C. Mihaila’s treatment of the rhetorical function of Apollos in the text of 1 Corinthians 
in: C. Mihaila, Relationship, 2009, 181-212. 
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1.2.  Baur’s Sceptical Method and  the Apollos-Debate 

Although his treatment of the historical figure, Apollos, seemed peripheral, none 

however was more decisive and pivotal in changing and steering the direction of the 

debate regarding the relationship between Pauline correspondences and Luke-Acts 

than F.C. Baur and his Tübingen School.44 With a self-understanding as a historian of 

early Christianity, Baur's obsession with Paul’s preeminent place in the history of 

Christianity's emergence and development was unmistakable.  For Baur, Paul ensured 

the worldwide acceptance of Christianity,45 and as such, Paul’s theology and tradition 

deserve thorough and careful examination. Baur acknowledged the great significance 

of a careful inquiry into Paul because he believed that such would yield an untainted 

depiction of early Christianity. In other words, a comprehension of the portrait of the 

historical Paul would yield, for Baur, a succinct articulation of the portrait of the earliest 

Christianity.46  

Hence, in order to achieve that, Baur advocated for a separation of ‘Paul of letters’ 

from ‘Paul of Acts’, with a caveat urging a distrust of the historical plausibility of Paul’s 

portrait found in Luke’s Acts.47 Baur adjudged it as misleading, any reconstructive 

attempt that merges both Paul of the letters and the Lukan Paul, either as ways of 

complementation or amplification48. Hence interpretive ventures with the objective of 

                                      
44 F.C. Baur has made two outstanding contributions that are critical to our analysis here. See: 
F.C. Baur, Paul, 1873, an English translation of the German edition published in 1845. This 
translation has two volumes. Therefore, in the following citations, we will indicate the 
respective volume and the corresponding page number to avoid confusion. For contributions 
to Apollos research, see also id., Christuspartei, 1831; for further critical comments on Baur's 
view of Paul's significance, see: T.E. Phillips, Paul, 2009, 31-49; J.B. Tyson, Legacy, 2001, 
125-44. 
45 F. C. Baur, Paul, 1873 (vol.1), 3 
46 T. E. Phillips has drawn on Baur's work in his impressive account of the significant 
similarities and divergences in the portrayal of Paul in the epistles and in Acts. His analysis of 
Baur's contribution to the debates is significant here because it helps us determine how within 
the history of scholarship a “split personality” has emerged in terms of the portrait of Paul 
drawn among scholars. Our views of Baur mirror much of Phillips’ comments, albeit with some 
nuances here and there; see, T. E. Phillips, Paul, 2009, 31-32; on “split-personality” resulting 
from the diverse ways scholars view the two textual-habitats where Pauline portrait is 
embedded, see esp. T. E. Phillips, Paul, 2009, 1-2. 
47 F. C. Baur, Paul, 1873, (vol.1), 3. Commenting on this distrust of Acts, Baur notes: “it is true 
that one would think that in all the cases where the accounts in the Acts do not altogether 
agree with the statements of the Apostle the latter would have such a decided claim to 
authentic truth that the contradictions in the Acts would scarcely be worth attention, but this 
rule, which would seem to spring from the nature of the case, has not up to this time been so 
much followed as it deserves”.  Cf. vol. 1, p.4. 
48 See: F.C. Baur, Paul, 1873, (vol.1), 4. 
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harmonizing both Pauline and Lukan materials, for Baur, would not only entail casting 

shadow on the truth but as well be an unjust undoing against Paul. In his words: 

through such attempt, “not only is historical truth set in a false light, but the justice and 

impartiality which are due to the Apostle in the investigation of his life and labours 

cannot be thoroughly employed”49.  

Consequently, Baur saw himself as having an unwavering responsibility of undertaking 

a kind of historical distillation, which would make the real Paul stand up, and which 

would consequently refine and restore historical representation of early Christianity. 

This for Baur is achievable by severing any viewing of Paul through the Lukan 

historical binoculars. The actual historical Paul, so to say for Baur, is embedded not in 

Lukan representation in Acts but in the Pauline letters. Lukan Acts for him was 

overshadowed by its apologetic stance and therefore stands a historical suspect.50  

Baur’s position, although largely superseded in contemporary scholarship, was quite 

phenomenal in its time and beyond. In particular, the way Baur went about his 

historical-hermeneutical ‘surgery’ of separating the personality of Paul of the Epistles 

from that of Paul of Acts had consequences for other personalities and characters 

found in both the Epistles and the Lukan Acts. In any case, it had interpretive 

consequences for Apollos of Luke’s Acts and for Apollos of Paul’s epistles, as we will 

see below. 

To this end, a brief but critical look can be taken at Baur’s influence on the treatment 

of the two sources (Paul and Luke), especially through the prism of his two methods 

of inquiry: 51  

(a) A comparison of the narratives in the letters and in Acts, especially in search of 

historical congruence. 

(b) A Hegelian dialectical understanding and interpretation of Christian history. 

 

                                      
49 As above,  
50 As above, 7-8. 
51 See also a more detailed and helpful treatment in this context in T.E. Phillips, Paul, 2009, 
32-36. 
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1.2.1.  Narrative Comparison According to Baur 

Baur’s conclusion, especially from the narrative comparison of Paul’s self-portrayal 

(Gal. 1; 2 in particular) with Luke’s portrayal of Paul (in Acts 11; 15), revealed some 

historical inconsistencies, which Baur attributed to Luke’s distortion of history. These 

perceived distortions were reason enough for Baur to distrust Luke’s Acts and prefer 

the epistles to Acts. Baur considered it futile to attempt to reconcile the Pauline with 

the Lukan accounts.  

To bolster his arguments, Baur cites, for example, that both the Galatian 

correspondence and Luke’s Acts of the Apostles describe Paul’s itinerary, mentioning 

both Paul’s visits to Damascus and Jerusalem. However, both differ in the sequence 

of the itinerary. The devil is in the details, namely in the manner of the itinerary. So the 

question arises: was it a “two-stop journey” - first to Damascus and then immediately 

after his conversion to Jerusalem (Acts 9)? Or was it a “four-stop” journey – first to 

Damascus, then to Arabia, and back to Damascus before he travelled to Jerusalem 

three years later (Gal. 1)? Baur points to the historical contradictions contained in the 

entire Pauline travel accounts and their inconsistency and therefore suggests a fictive 

status of the Lukan account in Acts52.  

While underscoring the historical significance of Gal 1; 2, for critical appreciation of 

early Christian history, Baur inferred that: “if these chapters are to be of any value in 

the interest of history, we must first of all free ourselves from the common arbitrary 

suppositions that generally attend this enquiry, by which the most complete harmony 

is established between the author of the Acts of the Apostles and the Apostle Paul, 

and one narrative is used as a confirmation of the other.”53  

Thus, in the sense of Baur, the consideration of Lukan Acts must start from a ‘historical 

suspicion’ when it comes to the evaluation of Paul, and the consequence for Acta 

research is that Lukan Acts is unreliable for a proper historical evaluation of other 

figures as well, among which Apollos can rightly be counted. Following Baur’s line of 

                                      
52 F.C. Baur, Paul, 1873, (vol.1), 120-21 
53 F.C. Baur, Paul, 1873, (vol.1),109; Cf. T.E. Phillips, Paul, 2009, 32, for import of Baur’s view 
in a comparative study of the Pauline Letters and Luke-Acts.  
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argument, one would wonder suspiciously that Acts had no explicit mention of the 

existence of any of the Pauline correspondences.54  

Many other examples, especially in connection with the Lukan narrative about Apollos, 

draw attention to Baur’s objection to Luke’s reliability. Thus, it can be assumed that 

Luke was by no means unaware of Paul’s relatively long stay and activity in Corinth 

(Acts 18:1-17). Likewise, he seems to have been well informed about Apollos’ 

activities in Corinth (Acts 18:28). One wonders why he had to bypass the account of 

the crises in Corinth involving (at least indirectly) Apollos and Paul and adopt more of 

an eirenic stance in his account of events. That he avoided (to say the least) 

mentioning the subject of the crisis that broke out in the church, in which Apollos was 

involved in one way or other, is quite suspicious, in Baur’s sense.  

Moreover, Luke’s numerous references to John the Baptist as a prominent narrative 

figure in Luke-Acts and his apparent association of Apollos with John’s baptism in Acts 

(Acts 18:25c) find no direct support in the Pauline correspondences. Indeed, there is 

no indication that Paul was aware of John the Baptist’s influence, even though he 

speaks of baptism “in the name of Jesus” in connection with his discourse about 

Apollos to the Corinthians (1 Cor 1:13-17). In this context, then, it is relatively 

understandable why Baur was methodologically sceptical of the Lukan account, a view 

that subsequently found favour not only with his admirers but also with his critics. As 

T.E. Phillips succinctly noted with regard to Baur's influence, “scholars tend to locate 

themselves on a spectrum ranging from a complete or nearly complete dismissal of 

the traditions in Acts to an eagerness to supplement, or even correct, the traditions in 

Paul’s letters on the basis of the traditions in Acts”55.  

 

1.2.2.  Baur’s Hegelian Dialectics  

Baur’s other pursuit in his historical investigation led him to his famous Hegelian-

influenced theory of two opposing movements within early Christianity: (a) a Peter-

centred movement and (b) a Paul-centred movement. This too has a bearing on how 

Apollos is perceived in history. These two figures – Peter and Paul – stand for Baur 

                                      
54 See: T.E. Phillips, Paul, 2009, 46, who termed it a “frustrating silence”. 
55 As above. 
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(in the Hegelian sense) as thesis and antithesis. Highlighting the historical significance 

of the Epistle to the Galatians, especially the account of the conflict between Peter 

and Paul (Gal 2:11-14), Baur incorrectly generalizes the reason for the ecclesiastical 

conflicts that occur in all the Pauline epistles. Thus, all of these conflicts reflect the 

“Peter versus Paul” controversy. While Peter, the original apostles and Jewish 

Christianity were on one side of the divide (thesis), Paul, his associates and Gentile 

Christianity were on the other side of the divide (antithesis). According to Baur, “Paul 

places himself in opposition to Peter, so that we have before us man against man, 

teacher against teacher, one Gospel against another, one apostolic office against 

another”.56  

In any case, in Baur’s eyes, Luke was not unaware of these conflicts. He was aware 

of the opposing positions of the two movements, but he chose to be silent and subtle 

about it. Luke’s Acts, rather, is an author’s attempt to create a synthesis of these 

movements. Therefore, Baur sees Luke’s synthesizing attempt in Acts as purely 

apologetic and conciliatory – a fit he achieves rather by making narrative fictional 

interpolations aimed at deliberately distorting history57.  

Baur’s view of history, by implication, places other figures in the history of early 

Christianity in a minority position, or even in a rather insignificant and subordinate 

position in relation to a “Peter-Paul-historical-dialectical” divide. Baur’s distrust of 

Luke’s Acts, his zealous attitude to repair history, and his proposed historical method 

of interpretation made him overlook, or rather fail to perceive, the critical expediency 

of other methods (e.g., literary narrative approach to Luke-Acts). His obsession with 

Paul in search of an adequate historical account of earliest Christianity also made him 

overlook the importance that both Luke’s Acts and the Pauline letters place on other 

characters or figures. Nowhere is this inattentive attitude more pronounced than in 

Baur’s treatment of the Corinthian conflicts, where, despite obvious textual evidence, 

he mistakenly subsumes Apollos under Paul and sees only a two-party conflict centred 

on Peter and Paul.58 

                                      
56 F.C. Baur, Paul, 1873, (vol.1),129. 
57 As above, (vol.1), 8. 
58 F.C. Baur, Christuspartei, 1831, 2. The position of Baur has been heavily criticized by many 
scholars leading even to an outright denial that there were parties among the Christian 
community in Corinth. One such extreme denial came from J. Munck who opined strongly that 
there were merely ‘cliques’ in the church and not parties. See: J. Munck, Church, 1959, 135-
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1.2.3.  Baur’s Subsumed Portrait of Apollos  

His work: “Die Christuspartei in der Korinthischen Gemeinde…” (“The Christ Party in 

the Corinthian Church…”)59 gained a momentum and direction that lasted for more 

than a century. In addressing the positions of his contemporaries and even those 

before him, Baur rejected the notions of the four-party groupings in Corinth (1 Cor. 

1:12-13) and proposed a two-party theory as an alternative. For Baur, these two 

parties represent Paul’s addressees in his letters to the Corinthians.  

Prior to Baur, some had even denied the existence of such parties altogether. The 

suspicion of a “Christ party” also fluctuated between various possible but speculative 

assumptions. Baur never denied the certainty of Apollos’ influence. Considering Paul's 

frequent mention of Apollos in the text, indicating his popularity among the Corinthians, 

Baur suspected a group close to Apollos, but related it to that of Paul. In keeping with 

the Hegelian approach that largely informed his interpretation of history, Baur 

assumed a doctrinal dichotomy of “Peter versus Paul” for the Corinthians that 

stemmed from the Galatian discord between Peter and Paul. Baur assumed that this 

dichotomy was repeated and played out in the Pauline Christian communities, 

especially in Corinth. Baur therefore saw a “Peter-oriented” rather than an “Apollos-

oriented” opposition to Paul in Corinth. The assumption that the Judaizing party 

associated with Jerusalem predominated in Corinth was a given in Baur’s day. 

Nevertheless, it should be noted that Baur’s historical reconstruction of the Corinthian 

conflicts, which is characterized by the aforementioned assumption of a theological-

doctrinal divide between Peter and Paul, has long since been overtaken by more 

recent social-historical and rhetorical trends in research.60 However, Baur’s suggestive 

insight that the parties were rather two than four has not been ignored even up to the 

present time.61 In my view, his subordination or overshadowing of the so-called Apollos 

party to the Paul party, thereby advancing the existence of a "Paul-Apollos" pairing as 

opposed to the "Peter-Christ" pairing, cannot be historically supported by the texts. 

                                      
167; J. Dunn did however caution on Munck’s extreme position as overreaction to Baur. He 
on his part took a moderate position, where he recognized the presence of opposing groups 
(not mere cliques) among the Corinthian Christians. See: J. Dunn I Corinthians, 1995, 32. 
59 F.C. Baur, Christuspartei, I,II, 1866, 1867. 
60 See: B. Witherington, Commentary, 1995; S.M. Pogoloff, Logos 1992; M. Mitchell, Paul, 
1993; D. Litfin, Proclamation, 1994.  
61 See: C. Mihaila, Background, 2019, 41-48. 
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However, his two-party proposal has become an impetus for the current general 

consensus, which at least attests to the existence of (a) an Apollos-oriented party and 

(b) a Paul-oriented party in Corinth.  

 

1.2.4.  Historical Scepticism after Baur  

Although, as mentioned above, Baur's theory has undeniably fallen out of favour with 

many modern scholars today, the “Baur effect” has had a lasting influence on “Acta 

research” for more than a century62. In particular, the influence of his sceptical 

approach to Luke’s Acts persisted across continents, not only among his German 

scholarly offshoots such as P. Vielhauer,63 but also across the islands among English 

scholars such as J. Knox64. Although these scholars tried in one way or another to 

distance themselves from Baur’s overloaded Hegelianism, on the question of the 

primacy of the Pauline correspondences over the Lukan Acts, on what is historically 

plausible about Paul as well as about his dependent and independent co-workers, they 

inevitably had to come to terms with his views.65  

Knox, writing in this context, for example, noted that with respect to precedence: “the 

letters are by all odds the more important and in cases of conflict with Acts, whether 

explicit or implied, are always to be followed”66. He cautioned scholars in this area to 

always note the secondary value of Acts in relation to the letters, and to be ever-ready 

to “disregard it whenever the letters give the slightest ground for doing so.”67 Knox was 

wary of such scholarly ventures that ascribe to Lukan Acts such historical significance 

as to enable it to satisfactorily compensate for the autobiographical omissions of the 

epistles68 

                                      
62 Cf. T.E. Phillips, Paul, 2009, 35, for bibliographical details regarding the influence of Baur 
along ‘pro and contra’ divides. 
63 See for instance: P. Vielhauer, Paulinism, (transl.) 1966. 
64 See as well: J. Knox, Years, 1936, 341-349. 
65 See the treatment of Baur-effects on these two prominent scholars in: T.E. Phillips, Paul, 
2009, 35-42. 
66 J. Knox, Years, 1936, 341-342. 
67 J. Knox, Chronology, 1939, 23. 
68 J. Knox, Chapters, 1950. Here we would cite the revised edition of this work by D. R. A. 
Hare, 1987, here page 4. 
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To that effect Knox proposed, on the contrary, a recognition of the redactive status of 

Luke’s Acts and once again recapped the prevalence of Lukan theological tendencies 

in Acts69. Not just for Knox, but for some of his contemporaries and even 

subsequently,70 Luke seemed to have been armed with “important primitive materials” 

though they were fragmentary, so that “a good deal of (Lukan71) imagination” had to 

be employed to achieve narrative coherence72. 

The deciphering, delineation, and understanding of these so-called “important 

primitive materials,” as well as the determination of what constitutes the large measure 

of imagination employed by Luke, has permeated and continues to permeate 

scholarship on Acts. The trail is clearly seen within the redaction-critical interpretive 

viewpoint, which, while not denying historical credibility to Acts in toto, confines itself 

to examining the supposed pre-Lukan traditions, while at the same time, and most 

importantly, delineating the decipherable Lukan “insertions” in order to determine 

Luke’s theological ideologies or tendencies. The value of redaction criticism cannot, 

of course, be overstated, and despite the numerous approaches that have emerged 

in recent decades, scholars must admit that its influence on Acta research has been 

enormous.  

Especially the contributions of H. Conzelmann are appreciated in the history of 

research. Although he did not use the term “redaction criticism” directly (more 

precisely, “Redaktionsgeschichte”), his search for theological motivation as a rationale 

for Luke’s modification or authorial revision of historical traditions produced an 

interpretive trend that was intended to redefine and reorient the main concerns of 

Luke-Acts away from the earlier concerns of form criticism or historical plausibility and 

the associated sceptical approach. Conzelmann moved the concern toward an 

appreciation of Luke the “theologian” as opposed to the “pure historian.” Conzelmann 

therefore represents the beginning of that tendency in scholarship which longs for an 

appreciation of the embedded theological motifs in the narrative of Acts. He is 

important to us in that his contribution is understood here as the impetus that set in 

motion the dawning interest in the correlation between the Lukan narratives and the 

                                      
69 J. Knox, Chapters, as above, 4-5, 10-16. 
70 See other views, particularly on the question of the pre-Lukan tradition of Ephesus-Episodes 
in juxtaposition to Lukan redaction: A. Weiser, Apostelgeschichte II, 1985, 504-507. 
71 Emphasis is mine here. 
72 J. Knox, Chapters, as above, 17. 
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perceived theological tendencies.73 For reasons of space, however, it is not possible 

here to engage in a comprehensive discourse in this direction. Nevertheless, it is 

precisely here that it should be of greatest interest to see how this redactional-critical 

approach has affected or is still affecting the Apollos debate. 

 

1.3. Redaction-Criticism and the Debate on Apollos 

1.3.1.  E. Käsemann & E. Schweizer 

In his critical appraisal of the results of the redaction-critical bearings on this topic - 

Apollos - M. Wolter rightly foremost highlights two significant but at the same time 

different interpretive postulations by E. Käsemann and E. Schweizer, respectively.74 

Wolter's assessment of these two different positions is useful here, especially since 

their critical redactional approaches, however different in their respective conclusions, 

have remained dominant and central in the debate to this day.75 Especially with regard 

to the critical deconstruction and reconstruction of that portrait of Apollos that Luke 

wanted to present to his readers, their redaction-critical positions receive an important 

appreciation here. Indeed, in my opinion, they still offer a wealth of background or 

interpretive matrices that could be very useful to a narrative-critical assessment, 

especially a “reader-oriented” perspective on the subject of Apollos. In the background 

of their redaction-critical perspective on the Lukan Apollos is the assumption that Luke 

could have drawn on existing material when writing or that he is acquainted with the 

                                      
73 See: H. Conzelmann, Mitte, 1954; See particularly the English transl., by G. Buswell, 
Theology, 1982.  
S. Shauf has done a brief but apt critical review of Conzelmann’s contribution to the redaction-
critical debates and particularly his contributions towards appreciation of Luke as a 
Theologian. See, S. Shauf, Theology, 2005, 4-18. 
74 E. Käsemann, Johannesjünger, 1965 Reprint, (1952 original) 158-168; E. Schweizer, 
Bekehrung, 1970 Reprint, (1955 original); the aforementioned reassessment of the two 
positions can be found in: M. Wolter, Apollos, 1987, 49-73; see also its republished version in: 
Wolter, Theologie, 2009, 402-426. Most of the references here will be from this latest 
republications. 
75 See: M. Wolter, Theologie, 2009, 402. Inter alia, Wolter recognized how both scholars (E. 
Käsemann and E. Schweizer) have continued to influence positions among scholars after 
them up to the turn of the present century. Significantly among them are such commentators 
like J. Jervell, Apostelgeschichte, 1998, 468-478; C.K. Barrett, Acts II, 1998, 884f; J. A. 
Fitzmyer, Acts, 1998, 641f; A. Weiser, Apostelgeschichte II, 1985, 505f.  
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tradition(s) on which his account of Apollos and the related account of the so-called 

“disciples of John the Baptist” in Ephesus were based.76  

 

1.3.1.1. E. Käsemann: Lukan Una Sancta Catholica  

Käsemann sees primarily a redactional revision of these existing sources or traditions 

by Luke. He thus suggests that the historical correlation between the two episodic 

accounts of the events in Ephesus (Acts 18:24-28; 19:1-7) may have been the result 

of a Lukan reorganization (redaction) of the material, keeping a theological tendency 

in view. This tendency aimed at outlining a unified (“Christian”) belief system that was 

deeply rooted in apostolicity.77  

According to Käsemann, Luke in Acts (Acts 19:1-7) changes the status of these 

“certain disciples” who were supposedly followers of John the Baptist and who may 

have been a competing pre-Christian group previously. In this way, he elevated their 

status to the level of “embryonic Christianity.”78 For Käsemann, “embryonic” in this 

sense means that this group, at this initial stage, did not meet a crucial requirement to 

attain the Lukan status of full-fledged Christians. They were still on the threshold to full 

development. Specifically, they did not yet know and therefore did not have the 

required New Pentecostal experience of the Holy Spirit (Acts 19:2). They possessed 

only the baptism of John and knew nothing of the Holy Spirit, whose powerful 

outpouring, in Luke's view, is mediated by the apostolic connection79. 

                                      
76 See: M. Wolter, Theologie, 2009, 415: „Dass hinter der Apollosepisode eine Lokaltradition 
steht, die das Wirken des Apollos in Ephesus zum Gegenstand hatte, gehört zu den wenigen 
unumstrittenen Annahmen der Actaforschung“. Apart from scholars noted previously by M. 
Wolter above (see Wolter, 402), see also: W. Thiessen, Christen, 1995, 29; J. Zmijiewski, 
Apostelgeschichte, 1994, 672-675, 680-682. Zmijiewski remarkably noted that though the text 
shows imprints of Lukan redaction, it is not likely that the entire story was exclusively a Lukan 
composition. Luke, apart from his own narrative inputs, must have had a great deal of 
information from traditions available to him: („Trotz der erzählerischen Geschlossenheit des 
Abschnitts und trotz der Tatsache, dass Sprache und Stil weitgehend lukanische Prägung 
aufweisen…, handelt es sich keineswegs um ein ganz von Lukas selbst verfasstes 
Erzählstück….“). See J. Zmijiewski, Apostelgeschichte, 1994, 673; see as well C.G. Müller, 
Prophet, 2001, 279-280, who in a similar vein remarked: „Lukas hat mit hoher 
Wahrscheinlichkeit eine entsprechende ältere Quelle redaktionell überarbeitet“. 
77 E. Käsemann Johannesjünger, (1952), 1965 reprinted, 167-168.  
78 Käsemann, as above, 167. 
79 Käsemann, as above, 165; See also M. Wolter, Theologie, 2009, 403: „Ihnen fehle noch der 
heilige Geist, weil es diesen „einzig im Bereich der apostolischen Gemeinschaft geben“ 
könne“. 
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Käsemann goes on to note that Luke, on the other hand, by skilful redaction, made 

Apollos a religious “close relative” of these “followers of John the Baptist.” Luke did 

this with a single stroke, using the Greek adverbial “μόνον” (i.e., “only”: Acts 18:25) to 

express Apollos’ didactic or catechetical limitation.  Apollos’ teaching or theology is 

thus limited “only” to knowledge of John's baptism. In this way, Apollos’ personality is 

given a diminutive position in the Lukan redaction. Apollos, then, aptly put, has the 

status of an “inadequate Christian”, just like the Baptist followers described by Luke in 

the later episode of Acts 19:1-7. 

Cast into such a “deficit frame,” Käsemann notes that the circumstances and status of 

these figures in the two interrelated episodes call for a “status upgrade” or some kind 

of identity supplementation that can be achieved through an engraftment or integration 

into the apostolic roots. Luke, Käsemann interprets, cleverly makes such grafting 

tenable by describing the respective encounters with Paul either directly (Acts 19:1-7) 

or indirectly through encounters with the other missionaries associated with Paul - in 

this case, Priscilla and Aquila (Acts 18:25-28).80 Käsemann concludes that Luke 

apologetically sought to have the two episodes construed as an integration of the 

“church outsiders” into the “Una sancta Catholica”.81. He opined that Luke had the 

Heretics and Gnostics of his time in view.82 As Wolter has rightly noted, Käsemann’s 

view gained much traction among scholars after him, though not without selective 

differences.83 

1.3.1.2. E. Schweizer: Lukan ‘Christening’ of a Jewish Scribe 

Contrasting with Käsemann’s views and conclusions are the views of his 

contemporary E. Schweizer84. For Schweizer, Luke rather inaccurately read the earlier 

traditions by ascribing the status of a Christian to a supposed “Jewish scribe,” 

                                      
80 Käsemann, as above, 167. 
81 Käsemann, as above, 162. 
82 Käsemann, as above, 168. 
83 See M. Wolter, Theologie, 2009, 403, where he noted subsequent scholars who toed the 
line of Käsemann albeit their own nuances. For instance, E. Haenchen, Apostelgeschichte III, 
1977, 533f, who saw the ‘Baptist sect’ as Luke’s interest, rather than the gnostic Heretics. G. 
Klein however modified the notion of the ‘Church-Outsiders’, by qualifying them as “Syncretics” 
who had some affinity with Christian faith. See G. Klein, Apostel, 1961, 176ff. Other scholars 
who appreciated the view of Käsemann in this regard were, to mention a few: H. Conzelmann, 
Apostelgeschichte, 1972 118f; W. Wink, John the Baptist, Cambridge, 1968, 84f;  
84 E. Schweizer, Bekehrung, 1970 Reprint, 71-79. 
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Apollos.85 In the opinion of Schweizer, Luke misinterpreted some facts about Apollos 

in the traditions available to him, in the following way, for example: 

 

(a). ἦν κατηχημένος τὴν ὁδὸν τοῦ Κυρίου (Acts 18:25a):  

In Schweizer’s sense, this statement was misinterpreted by Luke to mean that Apollos 

was not only generally “instructed in the way of the Lord” but clearly “instructed in the 

way of Jesus” (the teaching of Jesus). Thus, assuming that the attribution “τοῦ Κυρίου” 

(“of the Lord”) in this sense is an exclusive reference to the Lordship of Jesus and not 

in the Septuagint sense to the Lordship of Yahweh, Luke, according to Schweizer, 

erroneously upgraded the status of Apollos’ scholarship to a level of competence 

equivalent to that of a supposed “early Christian preacher” – one capable of teaching 

accurately about Jesus (“τὰ περὶ τοῦ Ἰησοῦ”)86. For Schweizer then: an Apollos, who 

may have been portrayed ab-initio in the pre-Lukan tradition as a mere Jewish scribe 

and as one who most probably was converted to ‘belief (faith) in Jesus’ under the 

tutelage of Priscilla and Aquila, now in Luke’s misreading acquires the status of a 

Christian-missionary even prior to his encounter with this Christian-Jewish couple, who 

were both close-associates of Paul.  

Schweizer goes on to note that while the Pre-Lukan tradition emphasized a 

fundamental inadequacy of Apollos’ knowledge, Luke’s own misinterpretation of the 

source assumed this inadequacy to be only a deficit of a Christian kind, which at least 

earned Apollos (and probably Baptist adherents like him) a place on the lower rung of 

the Christian ladder. In Schweizer’s sense, then: it was Luke’s (mis)portrayal that 

promoted Apollos to Christian missionary, although Luke placed him in the 

elementarily underdeveloped status before the encounter with the Pauline co-workers. 

In this context, Schweizer seemed to suggest that what such an encounter offered 

Apollos in a Lukan perspective was an avenue for an “upgrade course” (rather than a 

conversion) – an upgrade that would polish up the Christian knowledge and standing 

of Apollos. For Schweizer, the Lukan portrait of Apollos and his manner of being at the 

lowest rung of believers is a complete portrayal of a stark socio-religious liminality 

                                      
85 See Schweizer, as above, 78. 
86 See Schweizer, as above, 77. 
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(“eine Vorstufe der christlichen Gemeinde”87) and a continuity as well. In other words, 

Luke’s misreading of tradition and his misinterpretation of the figure of Apollos, as well 

as of the so-called “disciples of John,” in some ways betray his intention to re-invent a 

group of people who have been on the threshold and hence make of them the portrait 

of continuity from John’s baptism to the baptism “in the name of Jesus”. In other words, 

these people who were still in a liminal or transitional stage - a stage of becoming 

within a gradually developing belief system (Übergangstadium) functions now in Lukan 

rereading as the link-factor.88 

 

(b). ‘ζέων τῷ πνεύματι’: 

Schweizer notes that the same Lukan misinterpretation of tradition applies to the term 

“Spirit” (Acts 25b). Here Luke misinterprets the use of “ζέων τῷ πνεύματι” to imply 

“filling with the Holy Spirit,” which in Lukan appropriation is exclusive to a Christian-

oriented Pentecostal or neo-Pentecostal experience. Therefore, Luke most likely 

assumed, especially by his apparent silence about Apollos’ baptism, that Apollos 

needed no additional baptism since he was already Spirit-possessed.89 

Finally, and this is perhaps of great importance especially for us, it is worth repeating 

Schweizer’s own conclusion about Luke's motive. For him, Luke’s redactional interest 

is to assert the “unbroken continuity” of salvation history from Judaism to the Christian 

faith. Accordingly, Luke finds the stories of persons or groups in the transitional stages 

from one religious movement to another in the two episodes (Acts 18:24-28; 19:1-7): 

(“transitional stage between Judaism and Christianity”).90 For Schweizer, then, the two 

episodes are redacted representations of specific individuals demonstrating or 

                                      
87 See Schweizer, as above, 77-78. 
88 See Schweizer, as above, 77-79; This view of Schweizer found expression among 
subsequent scholars though with some moderations. See for instance: H. Flender, Heil, 1965, 
114ff; H. Merkel, Ἀπολλῶς, 1980, 328f; J. Roloff, Apostelgeschichte, 1981, 278ff. Roloff toed 
the line of Schweizer on Apollos as one who prior to conversion through Priscilla and Aquila, 
was a Jewish teacher. However, he suggests that the pre-Lukan tradition may have contained 
an account of the conversion of an Apollos who previously belonged to the Baptist movement; 
see M. Wolter, Theologie. 2009, 404,note 29. 
89 E. Schweizer, Bekehrung, 1970, 77 
90 See Schweizer, as above, 79. 
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illustrating this process of continuity. Admittedly this is in contrast to Käsemann's 

Lukan motif of unity and integration rooted in apostolicity. 

 

1.4. The Anachronism in the Search for Lukan Theology 

The contrasting conclusions and divergences associated with the redaction-critical 

approaches of the two scholars discussed above, as well as other divergent 

conclusions of scholars after them, seemed to highlight a common interpretive 

problem; one not atypical in the context of redaction-critical undertakings in general, 

and inherent in similar undertakings with respect to the two Ephesian episodes of Acts 

18:24-28; 19:1-7. In view of such circumstances of divergent conclusions, redaction-

criticism would always have to contend with the colossal difficulty of finding common 

ground for deciphering the assumed authorial tendencies or identifying their occasions 

and motivations. This notwithstanding, the fruits of the redaction-critical approach are 

invaluable, especially its foray into Lukan patterns of arrangement, its exploration of 

the supposedly “inserted materials,” the so-called Lukan modifications of traditional 

material. Redaction-criticism would still be recognized, if for no other reason, because 

it acknowledges that Gospel writers like Luke were authors in their own right with a full 

creative sense and not mere copyists.  

Nevertheless, it cannot be overlooked that caution is needed in the search for 

tendency, or rather, in the search for theological motivation, whether by means of 

redaction-criticism or by any other method. One point of caution lies, among others, in 

the anachronisms that interpreters often introduce into interpretations by creating 

interpretive presuppositions91 that justify different conclusions. Wolter, for example, 

considers this a major flaw that detracts from the finesse of Käsemann’s and 

Schweizer’s excellent contributions.92 One would certainly agree with Wolter that this 

superimposition of anachronistic interpretive presuppositions on the texts 

compromised the redaction-critical method. For as we know, such presuppositions can 

                                      
91 H. Flender, Heil, 1965, English transl., St. Luke, 1967, 106. Here, for example, Flender has 
criticized the presuppositions of H. Conzelmann, accusing Conzelmann of an anachronistic 
imposition of the term "history of salvation." But F. Bovon would also remind Flender that he 
too was guilty of such an anachronism, since his "dialectical" presuppositions would also be 
considered foreign to Luke and thus anachronistic. See: F. Bovon, Luke, 1987, 39-42.   
92 M. Wolter, Theologie, 2009, 405. 
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function as imposed categories from the outset, creating literary myopias that can 

inappropriately inform (influence) and determine conclusions. 

Considering the danger of anachronism on the one hand, one cannot but admit on the 

other hand - and this is the merit of the redaction critique - that this method has led to 

a better perception of Luke. At the very least, it is to the credit of redaction criticism 

that we now recognize the perceptible “Lukan motifs” or his creative contributions that 

hang like mosaics on the walls of traditions. Indeed, many scholars have argued that 

theology remains the background factor colouring this mosaic on the wall of tradition. 

It is clear that theological motivations were fundamental to Luke. And so, finding out 

what these theological motivations are, in order to appreciate the purpose of such 

redactional feats of Luke, would always play a key role in the interpretive engagement 

with Luke’s literary compositions.  

The succinct remark of H. Flender is illustrative of this inclination: “Just because the 

Kerygma cannot be extended indefinitely into time, the post-apostolic community is 

obliged to offer a theological interpretation of man and history in order that it may hear 

the Christian message, which is ever new”93. S. Shauf would later remark on Flender’s 

position that Luke accordingly understood this need of his time and therefore did 

reshape the received tradition to address this need.94 This “reshaping” by Luke, which 

is more faithful to the spirit of tradition than to its letter, is, according to Flender, “the 

locus” of Luke’s theology.95  

 

1.5.  M. Wolter’s Critical Review of Apollos’ Portrait 

Consistent with the above, M. Wolter’s review of the Apollos portrait, especially his 

cross-examination of the vexing divergence between Käsemann’s and Schweizer's 

expositions, suggests a different direction for pursuing the Lukan redactional motif. 

Wolter's procedures and insights are noteworthy and helpful and would provide the 

impetus for our rhetorical pursuit of a better understanding of the New Testament 

portrait of Apollos.  

                                      
93 H. Flender, St. Luke, 1967, 73 
94 S. Shauf, Theology, 2005, 18 
95 H. Flender, St. Luke, 1967, 3 
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Among other things, Wolter argues that the search for (theological) motifs should begin 

with a critical appreciation of the literary framework underlying the two episodes in 

which the narratives about Apollos are embedded (Acts 18:24-28; 19:1-7), rather than 

importing anachronistic, presupposed categories.  Within this literary framework, 

Wolter underscores the importance of a critical appreciation of Luke's redactional 

interest expressed in the seemingly insubstantial accounts of Paul's travels in 18:22-

23 and 19:1 (the so-called summary of itinerary)96 Wolter points out that if these 

accounts are included in the question, then it opens up the possibility of determining 

the representational interest of Luke's redaction in a very different way than has been 

done before.97 

Wolter in the end perceives a different thematic focus within the pericope, arguing that 

the theme that connects the two episodes is then neither the integration of 

ecclesiastical outsiders into the una sacta catholica (Käsemann) nor the proof of 

continuity in salvation history (Schweizer), but Paul and Apollos.98 The position Wolter 

here takes hints at the central literary-narrative and rhetorical implications that will be 

drawn upon in this work. Thus, as Wolter sees the focus of these twin episodes, the 

story of Apollos in conjunction with the story of his theologically related “Ephesian 

disciples” seems to offer more than the mere filling of a “compositional vacuum,” as 

many have tended to construe.99  Rather, as we shall be inclined to advance here, it 

is Luke's creative effort to bring into the narrative a distinctive conversation about 

Apollos, especially in relation to John the Baptist vis-à-vis Jesus; furthermore, a 

conversation about the place of the Holy Spirit within the equilibrium of the identity of 

those who believe in Christ. Thinking this through further, one might suggest that Luke 

also intended it to answer the question of whose teaching and ministry (Paul’s or 

Apollos’?) better expresses this knowledge.100  

 

                                      
96 M. Wolter, Theologie, 2009, 405. 
97See Wolter, as above: „Bezieht man jedoch diese Notizen in die Fragestellung ein, eröffnet 
sich die Möglichkeit, das Darstellungsinteresse der lukanischen Redaktion in ganz anderer 
Weise zu bestimmen, als dies bisher geschehen ist.“ 
98 See Wolter, as above: „Das Thema, das die beiden Episoden miteinander verbindet, lautete 
dann weder ‚Eingliederung kirchlicher Außenseiter in die Una sancta catholica‘ (Käsemann) 
noch ‚Aufweis heilgeschichtlicher Kontinuität‘ (Schweizer), sondern „Paulus und Apollos“.“ 
99 See Wolter, as above, 409 
100 See also Wolter, as above, 416-19 
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1.6.  Conclusion 

Taking a rhetorical interpretive perspective, as we will do here, one cannot but 

acknowledge that, at least in the Lukan creative endeavour, a comparative portrayal 

of the two figures (Paul and Apollos) seems to run in the background of the text of Acts 

18:24-28; 19:1-7. In other words: A hint of an implicit syncrisis can be discerned in the 

text, which can be fully elucidated by a rhetorical-narrative approach to the text.101 

Whether or not Luke was familiar with Paul’s letter is difficult to say with certainty. 

However, it is noteworthy how both authors played with a comparative depiction of the 

same figure. Rhetorically considered, Paul’s own earlier metaphorical comparison of 

himself and Apollos in 1 Cor 3-4 stands out, as shall be considered shortly. Although 

it is by no means a narrative syncrisis in the sense of Luke’s clearly diegetic 

undertaking, the metaphorical comparison in it already provides an interpretive 

impetus that is helpful for understanding the narrative comparative perspective in a 

later work like Luke’s. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                      
101 This view has been reflected by C.G. Müller in the context of his narratological approach 
to the portrait of John-the-Baptist in: C.G. Müller, Prophet, 2001, 290-3. 
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1. Chapter One: Paul and the Painting of Characters 

 

Accordingly, just as painters get the likenesses in their portraits from the face and the 

expression of the eyes, wherein the character shows itself, but make very little account 

of the other parts of the body, so I must be permitted to devote myself rather to the 

signs of the soul in men, and by means of these to portray the life of each, leaving to 

others the description of their great contests.102 

 

1.1. Characters as literary Portraits in Ancient Literatures103 

To begin an examination of the Pauline portrait of Apollos with a quotation from a 

biographical work could be misunderstood, if it is not placed in the proper context of 

its adoption here. Without considering such a context, the above quotation, taken from 

the work of the famous ancient biographer Plutarch (c. 46-120 CE), could be invoked 

as extraneous for the reason that it is definitely not from an epistle and therefore has 

little to do with an epistolary genre to justify its reference in this study of the concept 

and use of portraits in Pauline letters.104 

However, the invocation of Plutarch here is rather about the rhetorical pragmatics 

underlying any form of portraiture than about generic classification. Therefore, this 

                                      
102 See: Plutarch, Alexander, 1:3, English transl. by B. Perrin, 1919, 7. 
103 Here we shall be brief on the topic of characterization, presenting it only as an overture that 
will situate its application to personalities in Pauline letters. We choose this precise approach 
in this way here, since a more detailed treatment of characterization is reserved for the next 
section dealing with characterization in an undisputable narrative setting (in Luke-Act). 
104 In a situation similar to mine, though with somewhat different justification, B.C. Small 
addressed such a presupposition concerning the genre question and the appropriateness of 
applying the topos of characterization within a work classified as belonging to an epistolary 
genre (Book of Hebrews). See: B.C. Small, Use, 2016, 53-55. Therein, he remarked in this 
regard: “Admittedly one might question the legitimacy of applying narrative criticism to (letter 
to the [sic: mine]) Hebrews since it is not narrative per se”. Using examples from ancient works 
and authors such as Demosthenes and Isocrates, Small argues that there are multiple and 
often conflicting portrayals of historical figures in ancient literature, and this includes 
characterizations of historical figures found not only in speeches (oratorical setting) but also 
in letters (epistolary setting). Small's pointed examples of the Oration of Demosthenes (See: 
Demosthenes, Second Olynthiac, vol. 1, transl. by J. H. Vince, 1930) and the Letters of 
Isocrates (see: To Philip, transl. by G. Norlin, vol.1, 1928; Larue van Hook, vol.3 1945) in 
efforts to portray Philip of Macedon demonstrate not only the possibility but the necessity of 
employing narrative devices in the study of characters found in non-narrative genres. Among 
other things, I agree with his view that characterization also abounds in non-narrative 
literatures such as speeches and letters, as we will see below. 
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statement in itself, acting as his programmatic overture and addressed to Plutarch’s 

authorial audience, has much to say about how characters and characterization were 

commonly understood and rhetorically used in antiquity in relation to an authorial 

audience. From Plutarch, one gets the inkling that characters and portraits are related 

in some way, and that the two terms could be considered as analogous synonyms in 

a literary sense. Thus, what a painter does on canvas with a brush, and how he shades 

and tints his portraits with a pencil, a writer (or perhaps an orator) also does literarily 

(in and with words), capturing his character or the portrait of the character he is 

describing by means of certain attributive designations. 

This sense of characterization is presupposed in Aristotelian reflections on rhetorical 

(encomiastic and vituperative) speeches105 and captured by the ancient classical 

description of “ēthopoiía” (ἠθοποιία) as that rhetorical technique having to do with 

“making characters” in a discourse: (ήθος = “character” and ποιώ = “to make, 

construct, or represent”). Central in this sense is the portrayal of a person’s character 

(either a fictional or a historical figure), recognizable in their words and deeds.106 The 

eminent rhetorician Isocrates also grasps this meaning, in the area of oratorical 

speech construction, where he emphasizes the persuasive effect that underlies the 

construction of a speaker’s character in a speech.107 In this way, for Quintilian, the 

ἠθοποιία is seen as a standard exercise in rhetorical training, which involves putting a 

speech into the mouths of specific individuals.108 

This understanding continues to find similar expression even among modern theorists 

of speech-writing. As J.J. Murphy observes, ethopoeia in the ancient classical rhetoric 

was the ability to grasp the ideas, words, and presentation of style appropriate to the 

person for whom the speech was written. In this sense, characterization as ethopoeia 

can be related to rhetorical “impersonation” (prosopography) as taught among the 

                                      
105 Aristotle, Rhetoric, 1.9.28-41; esp. 41: “Such are nearly all the materials of praise or blame, 
the things which those who praise or blame should keep in view, and the sources of encomia 
and invective….” 
106 Theon, Progymnasmata 78-9; Hermogenes, Progymnasmata, 15-18. – most citations from 
authors dealing with ancient rhetorical “Preliminary Exercises” (Prgymnasmata) are mainly 
drawn from the English translation by G.A. Kennedy: Progymnasmata, 2003. 
107 Isocrates, Antidosis, 276:  “The man who wishes to persuade people will not be negligent 
as to the matter of character;…words carry greater conviction when spoken by men of good 
repute” 
108 Quintilian, Institutio, VI.2.17; IX.2.30f. 



[Apollos in the Eyes of Paul and Luke] 

 

 
40 

progymnastic theorists, especially Theon.109 Murphy went on to note that “even more 

so, ethopoeia involves adapting the speech to the exact conditions under which it is to 

be spoken”.110  

Given the growing interest in narrative applications and the critical appreciation of 

narratological features of figures found in the texts of biblical literatures, it is helpful to 

adopt a broader understanding that at least assumes that the figures in these texts, 

like painted figures, resemble constructed images and that they are images “...that the 

author wants the reader to reconstruct.”111 Understood in this way, the rhetorical 

perspective of looking at portraits and portrait-making can help unlock the meaning of 

a text and the message the author wants to convey through such portraits. One of the 

goals of authorial character portrayal, then, is to ‘present’ the character being 

portrayed and, at the same time, to ‘re-present’ (make present again) that character in 

such a light that the author wants his audience to perceive him as he is portrayed. 

Consequently, every character portrayal, no matter in which literary genre it occurs, 

often has its own rhetorically persuasive objective, which flows from a demonstrable 

credibility on the part of the author. This is the general background against which the 

re-examination of the portrait of Apollos painted by Paul is understood and undertaken 

here. 

 

1.2.  Pragmatics in Apollos’ Portrait 

Hence, it is assumed here that the palpable ‘presence’ of Apollos, indeed ‘the re-

presentation’ of him by Paul within the text of 1 Corinthians, especially in 1 Cor 1-4 

and 16:12, has a rhetorically persuasive purpose underlying it. Historically informative 

as this portrait might be, this underlying rhetorical and persuasive undertone, of Paul 

in communication with the Christian community he founded, ought to be taken into 

consideration, in order to understand the entire representation in the text.  

Having said that, a sheer classroom rhetorical pursuit is not Paul’s primary focus; 

rather, rhetoric here generally serves as an underground communicative means 

driving his applied theological reasoning as well as parenetic interests. As C.G. Müller 

                                      
109 Theon, Progymnasmata 78 
110 See: J.J. Murphy, History, 2014 
111 C. Heacock, Exploring, 2014, 14; Lubeck, Read, 2009, 101. 



[Apollos in the Eyes of Paul and Luke] 

 

 
41 

puts it, the letters of the Apostle Paul show that the development of the fundamentals 

of Pauline theology found expression in the communication processes with early 

Christian communities. He goes to underscore that this is particularly reflected in 

ecclesiological questions, which are relatively often addressed in these letters.112 Such 

an applied or concretely formulated ecclesiological insight, with often paraenetic 

implications, thus comes into view when one considers the image of Apollos that Paul 

recreates or constructs in the letter.  Indeed, as is apparent in a critical examination of 

the text: by asking, for example, the rhetorical question, “What then is Apollos...?” (1 

Cor 3:5), his persuasive interest as a teacher who forms and shapes the identity of his 

addressees could not be more blatant. Thus, Paul not only constructs but reconstructs 

an image, the appreciation of which he hopes would benefit his addressees in their 

need to find common ground (i.e. unity: 1 Cor 1:10) and, consequently, in their need 

to define themselves properly and adopt an appropriate attitude that corresponds to 

such an identity. Basically, therefore, the portrait of Apollos in conjunction with that of 

Paul is in the pragmatic service of helping the addressees to face - and then answer - 

the question: “To whom do you belong and under whose roof are you rightly 

gathered?” In other words: “Are you Paul’s? Apollos’? Whosesoever? Or are you 

God’s in Christ?” 

 

1.3. Portraiture in the NT Epistles 

Although the recent discourses on “character and characterization” in the study of New 

Testament texts predominantly take place within the narrative genres (i.e. Gospels 

and Acts - which rightly belong to those literary genres that deal primarily with 

developed plots and sketched characters of fictional or non-fictional figures), it is not 

inappropriate to recognize and critically appreciate how certain figures, individuals or 

groups of persons, were often portrayed or designated in the New Testament 

                                      
112 See C.G. Müller, Pflanzung, 1995, 66: “Die Briefe des Apostels Paulus zeigen, daß die 
Entwicklung der Grundlinien paulinischer Theologie in Kommunikationsvorgängen mit 
frühchristlichen Gemeinden Ausdruck gefunden hat. Das schlägt sich insbesondere in 
ekklesiologischen Fragestellungen nieder, die in diesen Briefen relativ häufig thematisiert 
werden.“ 
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epistolary writings.113 As afore-mentioned, studies of ancient rhetoric have shown that 

sketching out figures and assigning character attributes to them, in other words – some 

forms of characterization, were components of the curricula designed for the rhetorical 

training program of young students in ancient Greece and Rome. 

What is noteworthy is that such training in the use of characterization primarily served 

to equip these students (with literary/rhetorical tools) for later engagements in 

elocution and oratorical-delivery (art of speaking), among other things. Its value as a 

rhetorical element employed in courtroom arguments, and thus its value to forensic 

argumentation in general, has been noted repeatedly in scholarship on ancient rhetoric 

over the centuries. J.M. Kelly has very aptly observed how characters could be badly 

portrayed by the Roman practice of “reprehensio vitae” or “vituperation.”114 Such 

practice “was taken as absolutely normal; and rhetoric manuals dealt in great detail 

with the most effective way to construct a vituperatio”.115 Used not only in courtrooms, 

but also in normal social and political disputes within Roman society, such a practice 

of vituperatio could take the form of character assassination of one’s opponent. 

Nevertheless, as M.M. Mitchell and others have shown, outlining a character, 

especially exemplary characters, was also an appropriate part of rhetorical deliberative 

argumentation.116 Mitchell writes: “Often the orator puts forward a person (or persons) 

from the past or present whom the audience respects, and then tells the audience to 

act as they had.”117 Encomiastic and invective elements, which tend to bring out either 

the positive or negative character traits of individuals, were thus, to put it another way, 

common features of oratorical speeches.118 In this regard, the oratorical writings and 

practices of the speechwriter and logographer Lysias offer closer insights into those 

                                      
113 Various scholars have tried to draw attention to such designative-portraiture of individuals 
and groups in the NT letters. See inter alia: P.R. Trebilco, Christians, 2004; Trebilco, Self-
designations, 2012, 5; B.R. Dyer, Suffering, 2017, 131-50. B.C. Small, Use, 2016. 
114 J.M. Kelly, Studies, 1976, 98; Cicero, Pro Murena 11. Cicero considers the practice as a 
routine convention within the court system. 
115 J.M. Kelly, Studies, 1976, 98; on a possible use of “reprehensio” by Paul in 1 Corinthians 
see also: A.G. Müller, Paul, 2008, 1–23. Müller's argument attempts to counter the various 
approaches to Paul's rhetoric in the letter. His postulation may be only one of many proposals 
contributing to the debate over Paul's use of rhetorical applications in his letters, but its 
significance here is that it brings to light the Ciceronian use of "reprehensio" or “refutatio” in 
oratorical speech. 
116 M.M. Mitchell, Paul, 1991, 39-60. 
117 M.M. Mitchell, Paul, 1991, 40-1. 
118 See: M. de Bakker, Lysias, in: Characterization, 2018, 410-27; N. Worman, Aeschines and 
Demosthenes, in: Characterization, 2018, 428-42. 
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ancient practices of character reconstruction (ἠθοποιία), particularly in forensic 

speeches.  

Many have also argued in this context that the genuine Pauline letters, while not shying 

away from the form of ancient epistolography, also exhibit the characteristics of 

rhetorical speeches and were undoubtedly intended to be addressed as speeches to 

the Pauline audience. Emphasizing the rhetorical significance of this orality, i.e., the 

rhetorical implication inherent in the style of delivery of Pauline messages (preaching), 

M. Bird aptly notes that “given the largely oral nature of early Christian discourse (e.g. 

sermons passing on Jesus tradition, apologetics, teachings, etc.) and the fact that 

Christians operated in the sphere of Hellenistic culture, the Christian adaptation of 

rhetorical forms was not a second century phenomenon, but probably had roots in the 

first century.”119 Although one could argue that it is difficult to find parallel evidence for 

the widespread use of characterization in ancient epistolography, the recognition of 

the ‘speech character’ of Paul's letters is undeniable. The least that could be said in 

this context is that it is highly unlikely that the Pauline epistles circulated among 

individuals for private use. Since they were intended for a public audience, this meant 

that the hearers (addressees) could have received them as proclamations delivered 

rhetorically in public forums. That said, the manner in which the “rhetorical approach” 

in Paul's letters should be attributed and demonstrated is subject to some caveats. As 

an example, it has generally been noted that Paul avoids the “school-like application” 

of these conventions in most cases, using them only where he deems it necessary - 

demonstrating a certain uniqueness in the use of such conventions.120  

Without disregarding those notable critical caveats,121 it cannot be denied that even in 

a seemingly or clearly non-narrative literary genre such as letters (epistles) or 

courtroom speeches, bio-portraits and prosopographical attributions can be identified 

in a kind of topology similar to rhetorical characterization for the purposes of portraying 

either the writer or speaker himself (self-definition) or even one or more completely 

different persons (other-definition). In this vein, C.G. Müller notes, for example, in his 

                                      
119 M. Bird, Reassessing, 2008, 375. 
120 M. Bird, Reassessing, 2008, 377: “Paul can change and shape the pattern of his language 
to fit the situation without having to follow any blueprint slavishly.” 
121 M. Bird is quite detailed in his analysis of the pros and cons, in other words in noting some 
caveats on the applications of rhetorical criticism to Pauline epistles. See the entire discourse, 
particularly in M. Bird, Reassessing, 2008, 376-78. 
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Stuttgart Essays on First Peter that already the prescript of 1 Peter serves to clarify 

the identity of the addressees122 To underscore the rhetorical pragmatics contained 

therein, Müller underlines that in a very small space (1 Pet 1:1-2), defining 

terminologies and theological guidelines are identified that decisively shape the entire 

letter.123 The evidence of such uses of self-defining attributions in the New Testament 

epistles, including Paul’s, surely invites interpreters to borrow a narratological lens, if 

only in a limited sense, through which these portraits might be viewed to understand 

their overt as well as implicit implications, or their direct and indirect definitions. Such 

a lens can either be focused on the characters mentioned in the discourses within the 

epistles, or even applied in the context of the self-referentiality of the author himself.124  

 

1.4. Two Tendencies in the Rhetorical Representation of the Figures in Paul 

In the light of the foregoing, we reiterate that although some historiographic-

biographical reconstruction could be achieved by viewing figures through these modes 

of representation, Paul’s goal of representing figures in his letters is more than mere 

historical representation. By using the epistolary form, he shows that he is pursuing a 

goal other than the mere reproduction and rectification of historical records. As T.E. 

Phillips puts it: “historical, biographical, and ideological data” appear in Paul's letter, 

but they appear “in an ad hoc fashion and are typically offered in the service of other 

more immediate Pauline concerns.”125   

Therefore, when considering the portraits of historical persons in Paul's letters, it is 

important not to forget how Paul saw himself and his goal of writing. Thus, it must be 

kept in mind that Paul saw himself first and foremost as a Christian missionary, an 

apostolic teacher who was committed not only to communicating the Christian 

message, but also to directly responding to specific urgent pastoral needs within the 

Christian communities with which he was dealing. Thus, some of these attributive 

                                      
122 See C.G. Müller, Auserwählte, in id., „Füßspuren“, 2020, 14: “Bereits das Präskript des 1 
Petr dient der Identitätsklärung der Angesprochenen.“ 
123 See also C.G. Müller, Auserwählte, 2020, 14: “Auf engstem Raum (1 Petr 1:1-2) sind 
Begriffe und theologische Leitlinien benannt, die das Gesamtschreiben in entscheidender 
Weise prägen...” 
124 For more insight on the ancient rhetorical theorists’ dealings with the construction of 
characters, see: G. Kennedy, Rhetoric, 1999, 135-6; D.A. Russell, Declamation,1983, 37-9. 
125 T.E. Phillips, Paul, 2009, 43. 
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designations and portrayals of individuals, apart from their historical value, were often 

used to serve these contextual issues or other themes anticipated by the epistles. 

 

1.4.1. Own-Self-Designation 

Without going too far, one could find definable patterns in 1 Corinthians and also in 

Paul's other letters - patterns that indicate that he might not have been unfamiliar with 

some form of rhetorical character designation.  A closer look at the way he introduces 

himself at the beginning of his letters, for example, gives us a glimpse of such Pauline 

attempts at self-presentation and illuminates the salience of his self-understanding. 

Although it is already common among scholars to acknowledge that Paul’s self-

introduction in the prescripts parallels ancient conventions of letter writing, it is not 

unreasonable either to acknowledge that such an ‘A-to-B address formulas’ in the 

extant Pauline letters often have rhetorical as well as theological significance. To 

ignore such a recognition would only be simplistic and would preclude recognition of 

the uniqueness of the Pauline use of the so-called epistolary formulas.126  

In fact, the entire Pauline prescripts have persuasive consequences for the way he 

wants his audience to perceive him, both as a person and as one specially called 

(κλητός),127 to be a minister of the gospel of Jesus Christ: Παῦλος κλητὸς ἀπόστολος 

Χριστοῦ Ἰησοῦ (1 Cor 1:1). Commenting on the rhetoric-theological undercurrent of 

Paul’s self-descriptions in the address-formula, as an “apostle”, A. Thiselton writes: “to 

his own name, as the sender of the letter, he adds the designation apostle to indicate 

that he writes as one specially commissioned by God to perform an apostolic 

ministry”128.  

 

The following is a sampled illustrative table of the self-designations in the prescripts 

that span Paul's numerous epistles. 

                                      
126 Regarding the importance of recognizing both epistolary form and rhetoric, A. Eriksson 
emphasizes that both have an elucidating effect on exegesis. see: A. Eriksson, Traditions, 
1998, 280-83; also: A. Thiselton, Epistle, 2000, 55-6. 
127 On the designative character of “κλητός”, see B. Heininger, Handlanger, 2010, 14-18; A. 
Thiselton, Epistle, 2000, 56; J. Murphy-O’Connor, Paul, 1995, 51; J. Munck, Paul, 1959, 25-
9; K.L. Schmidt, “καλῷ”, TDNT 3:493. 
128 A. Thiselton, Epistle, 2000, 55. 
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1 Cor 1:1 – Paul, called to be an apostle of Christ Jesus by the will of God…. 

Gal 1:1 – Paul, an apostle – sent not from men nor by a man, but by Jesus 

Christ and God the Father, who raised him from the dead .... 

Phm 1:1 – Paul, a prisoner of Christ Jesus…. 

Col 1:1 – Paul, an apostle of Christ Jesus by the will of God…. 

Eph 1:1 – Paul, an apostle of Christ Jesus by the will of God…. 

1 Tim 1:1 – Paul, an apostle of Christ Jesus by the command of God 

our Saviour and of Christ Jesus our hope .... 

2 Tim 1:1 – Paul, an apostle of Christ Jesus by the will of God, in keeping with 

the promise of life that is in Christ Jesus ... 

 

1.4.2. Designation of Others 

As we will see later in detail about Apollos, it would be difficult to ignore the rhetorical, 

theological as well as the bio-characterizing potentials in a statement like this Pauline 

"indirect description": "I sowed the seed, Apollos watered it, but God made it grow" (1 

Cor 3:6). As metaphorically formulated as this statement appears,129 its function and 

its rhetorical implication, aimed at presenting Apollos historically and theologically in a 

certain light before the audience, cannot be hidden.130 Its (self-) designating 

significance is undeniable, and using the lens of rhetorical characterization, one could 

extract how it somehow tells us (in one fell swoop) the stories of the figures it describes 

– Paul and Apollos. In a capsular way, this statement captures and illuminates the 

figure of Apollos, his missionary role, in comparison or relationship to the figure of 

Paul.  

The fact that this way of portraying not only himself but other figures was common in 

Paul is attested to in several other passages in his letters. It is found, for example, in 

the letter openings, where he introduces in detail either the co-senders of his letters 

                                      
129 On the metaphorical implication of this kind of characterization in by Paul, see: C.G. Müller, 
Pflanzung, 1995, 46-58; 66-77; on the general understanding of metaphorical usage in NT, 
see also: B. Heininger, Metaphorik, 1991, 172-74; Handlanger, 2010, 22, esp. on the import 
of the metaphor in relation to Apollos’ image. Other recent works on ancient characterization 
have thrown more light on the use of metaphors as implicit method of character-designation; 
see esp.: K. De Temmerman & co., Characterization, 2018, XIV, 20-3. 
130 This way of viewing the portrait has been constant in recent times, even when many vary 
in their interpretations of the specific rhetorical implications. See for instance, D. Ker, Paul, 
2000, C. Mihaila, Relationship, 2009, 181-212; B. Heininger, Handlanger, 2010, 20-2. 
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or the addressees. Such rhetorically pregnant designations also occur in the main 

body of letter itself. 

What, for example, could be said of such a “direct description”131 of a Sosthenes as “ὁ 

ἀδελφὸς” – “the brother” (1 Cor. 1:1); or of Timothy as: “our brother and fellow-worker 

with God in the gospel of Christ” (1 Thess. 3:2; 2 Cor. 1:1; cf. Phil. 1)? How could one 

fully appreciate the use of such attributive nomenclatures as “ὁ ἀδελφὸς” and 

“συνεργοί Θεοῦ” without acknowledging that these too, apart from their literal meaning, 

were undeniably some rhetorical-theological persuasive images intended to illuminate 

the way he wanted his listeners to perceive such described figures. 

The rhetorical persuasiveness embedded in such designations helps to properly 

distinguish and characterize certain identity-markers carried by “the one described”. 

As endearing as Timothy was to Paul – even to the point of calling him his most trusted 

co-worker (Phil 2:20) – he did not refer to Timothy as a “fellow apostle”. Rather, he 

reserved the designation of “apostle” only for himself and for a few others outside “the 

twelve”.132 A. Tabouret-Keller underlines the effectiveness of such designations from 

a sociolinguistic perspective by stating that: “identifying others or oneself is a means 

of differentiation and of opposition”.133 Following this line of thought, it is assumed here 

that names, attributes, or labels given to a person in a narrative, in a speech, or even 

in a letter often serve to categorize, characterize, and create a referential repertoire134 

on the basis of which the profile of such a person or group can be reconstructed. 

In this sense, then, it is not unusual to find in Paul of Tarsus and in his numerous 

letters such a sustained effort to present himself in a self-descriptive portrait. Likewise, 

these letters, as full of arguments and persuasions as they are presented, are full of 

                                      
131 Although we shall consider this subsequently in details here, it is worthy to note the frequent 
occurrence of the two methods of ancient characterization of figures, also in Pauline letters: 
(1) the direct descriptions, which occur through direct attributions of qualities to a figure, like 
the example of Sosthenes or Timothy and: (2) the indirect description, where the character of 
the portrayed is gleaned from his words or his actions, like in the example of Paul and Apollos 
in previously cited statement above. 
132 See the different implications of such designations in: A.C. Thiselton, Epistle, 2000, 62-69; 
T.E. Phillips, Paul, 2009, 157-63; B. Heininger, Handlanger, 2010, 14-18. 
133 A. Tabouret-Keller, Language, 1997, 315; P.R. Trebilco agrees with this view and even 
though he applied it to group self-designation in NT, its applicability to one individual identity 
in relation to others is not lost, following Tabouret-Keller’s remark. See: P.R. Trebilco, Self-
designation, 2012, 5. 
134 P.R. Trebilco, Self-designation, 2012, 1-2; S. McConnell-Ginet, Name, 2003, 69, 73. 
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innumerable skilful attempts to portray other historical figures alongside or in relation 

to himself. These include, as we have indicated above, personalities with whom he 

was involved in one way or another as he travelled from city to city preaching the 

gospel of Christ. Apollos happened to be one of these personalities, whom he 

attempted to portray in various ways in the text, especially in the first rhetorical unit of 

the letter (1 Cor. 1:10-4:21). 

Through such a portrayal, the reader of Paul is able to learn about and understand 

certain descriptive or ascriptive characteristics of the personalities portrayed. Such 

characteristics, though often not in a chronological order (from birth to death – as in 

the case of some ancient literatures of absolute diegetic genres), include the portrayal 

of certain outwardly defining features, occupational status, social rank, education 

(upbringing), religious dispositions, family backgrounds, and other categories of 

relationships. Moreover, it is not uncommon to sometimes encounter an emotional 

‘seeing through’ of the persons portrayed in such depictions. That is, not only the 

exterior, but also the innermost part of the heart, which can be deciphered through the 

display of certain emotional aspects (joy, sadness, anger, patience, stubbornness, 

etc.). 
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2. Chapter Two: Contexts of the Pauline Portrait of Apollos in 1 Corinthians 

 

2.1.  Textual and Situational Context  

2.1.1. A Table of Textual Depictions of the Portrait of Apollos 

  

1 Cor 1:12 This is what I mean: Each of you is saying, "I belong to Paul," or "I 

belong to Apollos," or "I belong to Cephas," or "I belong to the 

Messiah." 

 

  

1 Cor 3:4 For when one says, "I follow Paul," and another, "I follow Apollos," are 

you not mere human beings? 

  

1 Cor 3:5 What then is Apollos? And what is Paul? [They are] servants through 

whom you believed, as the Lord has assigned to each [ his role ]. 

  

1 Cor 3:6  

I planted [the seed] [and] Apollos watered [it], but God made [ it ] grow. 

  

1 Cor 3:9 ... Apollos and I are simply fellow workers for and with God, and you 

are God's field – God's building.... 

  

1 Cor 3:22 whether Paul or Apollos or Cephas or [the] world or life or death or the 

present or the future. All [of them] [belong to] you, 

  

1 Cor 4:1 Think of us as servants of the Messiah and as servant-managers 

entrusted with God's secrets. 

  

1 Cor 4:6 Now, brothers and sisters, I have applied these things to myself and 

Apollos for your benefit, so that you may learn from us…. 

  

1 Cor 16:12  

Now about our brother Apollos: I strongly urged him to go to you with 

the brothers. He was quite unwilling to go now, but he will ... 
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2.1.2. In the Context of 1 Cor 1:10-4:21 

The dynamic and yet evasive “presence” of Apollos hovering over the text135 is strongly 

perceptible at the very beginning of the letter's clearly delineated first rhetorical unit: 1 

Cor 1:10-4:21,136 where Paul addresses the dissonant voices threatening the cohesion 

of the nascent Christian community in Corinth (1 Cor 1:10-13; 3:3). The Christian 

ecclesia of Corinth was beset by an emerging divisiveness (σχίσμα: 1:10), which 

manifested itself in their contentious wrangling (ἔρις: 1:11), so that unification with one 

voice seemed to elude them. No less in its manifestation may have been some 

unspecified points of contention (baptism?137 philosophical wisdom?138 rhetoric?139 

etc.), which, however, by their nature was tearing-asunder their common unity founded 

in Christ. Efforts to determine the exact nature of those issues that were the bone of 

contention at this point in the letter have occupied scholars for decades,140 prompting 

                                      
135 This view of the ubiquity of Apollos in that first rhetorical unit of 1 Corinthians has been 
observed by many who have engaged in the exegesis of that section. See esp.: J.F.D. Smit, 
Apollos, 2002, 231-51; D.P. Ker, Paul, 2000, 75-97.  
136 There is an overwhelming consensus among scholars that, however one wishes to 
approach the so-called "division-hypotheses" about 1 Corinthians, the first major section, 
which presumably begins with the propositio (or prothesis) in 1:10, extends to 4:21 and forms 
a thematic rhetorical unit. See: A. Lindemann, Korintherbrief, 2000, 33; M.M. Mitchell, Paul, 
1993, 184ff; H. Merklein, Einheitlichkeit, 1987, 345-75; = [ZNW 75, 1984, 153-83]; D. W. Kuck, 
Judgment, 1992, 151f; K.A. Plank, Paul, 1987, 17; D. Lührmann, Freundschaftsbrief, 1986, 
305. 
137 On the place of baptism in the Corinthian conflict, some scholars such as H. Conzelmann, 
C.K. Barrett and A.J.M. Wedderburn, have suggested that the special bond forged in mystery 
religions between the initiate and the priest may have influenced the practice and appropriation 
of baptisms in Corinth. The preliminary work done in this regard by the so-called 
“Religionsgeschichtliche Schule” provided the impetus for examining the parallels between 
the cultic practices of the mystery religions and those of Pauline Christianity.  Although many 
of their suggestions are no longer tenable today, the idea of social-honour reciprocity (between 
initiates and mystagogues) inherent in mystery cults has continued to be promoted in the 
history of research. See: H. Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians, 1975, 35; C.K. Barrett, Epistle, 1971, 
47; A.J.M. Wedderburn, Baptism, 1987, 248-9; more recently, see: S. Chester, Conversion, 
2003, 267-316; S.R. Turley, Tale, 2015, 1-38.  
138 J.F.M. Smit, Apollos, 2002, 231-51. 
139 W.B. Winter, Philo, 2002, 177 – who suggests that Apollos’ rhetorical modus operandi may 
have been the cause of the rift. Although some others, such as D. Litfin and D.P. Ker, share 
the view that Apollos may have been trained in rhetoric, they are cautious about making a 
categorical assumption that his modus operandi was central to the division at Corinth; see: D. 
Litfin, Theology, 1994, 242; D.P. Ker, Paul, 2000, 79. 
140 A. Thiselton has observed, however, that the consensus seems to coagulate around an 
assumption that articulates these different positions: that the subsequent references in the 
letter, to wisdom and to boasting and perhaps to what is considered spiritual, are behind some 
or all of the factors. It is assumed that these factors came into play in the community through 
the ministry of Apollos. See: A. Thiselton, Epistle, 2000, 123; H. Merklein, Parteien, 1992, 134-
48; B.A. Pearson, Pneumatikos, 1973; Wisdom, 1975, 43-66; D. Litfin, Theology, 1994, 227-
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varying assumptions that the crises could have been either some theological-doctrinal 

concerns141 on one hand or sociological concerns based on varied perceptions of 

authority, identity and allegiance, on the other hand.142  

Nevertheless, regardless of the fact that no unanimity exists as to who and what was 

the driving force behind the church-dispute, there is no doubt that Paul’s goal in this 

passage, among all the other goals that could be adduced, was to promote a common 

ground for unity. This could not be more clearly defined than in the ‘rhetorical 

propositio’ (1 Cor. 1:10b): ἵνα τὸ αὐτὸ λέγητε πάντες καὶ μὴ ᾖ ἐν ὑμῖν σχίσματα ἦτε δὲ 

κατηρτισμένοι ἐν τῷ αὐτῷ νοῒ καὶ ἐν τῇ αὐτῇ γνώμῃ (that you all agree with one another, 

[so that] there may be no divisions among you and [that] you may be of one mind and 

conviction).143  

 

2.1.2.1. The Absurdity of Human Allegiance 

Paul was categorical, that one of the two streams of reports144 alerted him to that 

polarizing pitching of preferential tents under the false and misconstrued canopy of 

various human agents (1 Cor 1:11-12). Paul questions this absurd and unfortunate 

development. His three rhetorical questions, expressed in the use of the following 

passive verbs (μεμέρισται, ἐσταυρώθη, ἐβαπτίσθητε -1 Cor 1:13), address this 

                                      
33; this consensus has recently been challenged and reviewed by other scholars, especially 
considering the role of the social structures as well as rhetoric might have played. See esp: C. 
Mihaila, Background, 2019, 3-26. 
141 As we noted all along in the previous section, F.C. Baur has adduced opinion about an 
alleged theological-doctrinal divide between Paul’s followers and Peter’s followers in Corinth. 
See the full treatment in the previous section: ‘History of Research’. 
142 Munck's later critique of Baur's view attempted to shift the focus away from a perspective 
of doctrinal schism to one of social: Relational Bickering. See: J. Munck, Paul, 1959, 139; also: 
H. Conzelmann, Corinthians, 1975, 34; N. Hyldahl, Situation, 1977, 24. Beginning from 
Theissen's argument for a social background to Pauline Christianity, there has been an 
extensive research development of this shift to a sociological perspective which continues to 
this day. See: G. Theissen, Situation, 1982. 
143 It is noteworthy here that the final conjunction "ἵνα" ushers in the main theme; hence, 
making this the “propositio” in the more rhetorical sense. 
144 Two streams of information seem to have found their way to Paul, who had taken up 
temporary residence in Ephesus at this time. One was through oral reports from people who 
were part of Chloe's household (1 Cor. 1:11). Another of these oral reports may also have 
come through the clarifying conversation Paul had with the delegates led by Stephanas (1 Cor 
16:17). It is also evident that there was a second stream, namely an accompanying written 
report in the form of a letter that may have been brought by the delegations (1 Cor 7:1). For 
detailed discussion, see: Hurds, Origin, esp. 61-211; also: A. Thiselton, Epistle, 32-36. 
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absurdity embedded in such human allegiances. Viewed from this angle, it is hard to 

miss a sociological perspective of interpretation in this regard. Presumably, then, the 

Corinthian Christians seemed to mimic a secular sense of “factional membership” or 

“party affiliation” 145 that arose primarily from common behaviour within their immediate 

sociocultural environment.146 As Paul vividly noted, each (ἕκαστος) was saying 

differently to one another: “I am indeed for Paul,” “I, for one, am for Apollos,” “I adhere 

to Peter instead,” “As for me, I belong to Christ (1 Cor 1:12).”147 

Within such a rhetorical “inclusio,” characterized especially by repeated calls to unity 

(“Παρακαλῶ δὲ ὑμᾶς” [1 Cor 1:10] and “παρακαλῶ οὖν ὑμᾶς” [1 Cor 4:16]),148 Paul 

mentions the name of Apollos several times and in a way that leaves no doubt about 

the prominence of this personality in this Christian community. Thus, in 1 Cor 3:4, the 

reader encounters again the unconcealed recognition of a considerable ‘following’ and 

even a growing sense of ‘hero worship’ surrounding his personality. Whether this 

followership was triggered by his assumed excellence in rhetorical style (cf. Acts 

18:24-28), the so-called mode of operation, or the appeal of the content of his teaching 

is a matter of speculation. Nonetheless, the subsequent rhetorical question in 1 Cor. 

3:5 (“What then is Apollos? And what is Paul?”) cannot be other than indicative of his 

                                      
145 Depending on the thematic emphasis governing each interpretation, scholars have tried to 
interpret the slogan in 1 Cor 1:12 differently by adding a slant of nuance to either the sense of 
factional adherence or partisan belongingness. This plays out especially between the views 
of L.L. Welborn and M.M Mitchell. See: L.L. Welborn, Politics, 1997, 1-42, esp.7; M.M. Mitchell, 
Paul, 1992, 84-85; also: A.D. Clarke, Leadership, 2006, 93. While reading it under the thematic 
of “factionalism”, as against Welborn’s nuance of political partisanship centred on persons, 
M.M. Mitchell has noted convincingly that the genitive within that text is not that of possessive 
but of relationship. Convincing as that might be, the sense of belongingness is not lost on the 
overall meaning, especially if the mood is that of : “…staking personal loyalty to some group 
which finds its focus in one of the leaders with whom it has become closely associated….” 
See detailed discussion in: A. Thiselton, Epistle, 2000, 121-2; also: C.W. Strüder, Preferences, 
2003, 431ff;  C. Mihaila, Background, 2019, 43, who instead of “factions” or “parties”, agrees 
somehow with Strüder and chooses to use a milder word: “preference”. 
146 A.D. Clarke, Leadership, 2006, 93: “it may be assumed that those in the Corinthian 
Christian community who were also significant in the society of the colony were simply 
continuing to practice in the church what was considered acceptable in secular society”. 
147 I agree with A. Thiselton that in this context, the contrastive sense of the particles "μέν...δέ" 
should not be glossed over in translation, since it highlights here the competitive undertone of 
the slogans. A slavish literal schoolroom translation may risk losing the sense of meaning, too. 
Without being pedantic about literal translation, it ought to be noted that the particles add 
colour to the competitiveness therein: one group competing against the other. See: A. 
Thiselton, Epistle, 2000, 122. 
148 For the rhetorical function of παρακαλῶ, see: M.M. Mitchell, Paul, 1992, 1-2; Witherington, 
Conflict, 94; both slightly different from the non-rhetorical sense of the term advanced by C.J. 
Bjerkelund, Parakalo, 1967, 141-48, 188-90; see also: A. Thiselton, Epistle, 2000, 1337. 
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perceived stature, which was apparently seen as equal to that of Paul. Consequently, 

it points to the great influence his mission may have had on some members of this 

nascent Christ-believing ecclesia. It is noteworthy that that rhetorical question posed 

above is followed by a comprehensive portrait of Apollos – his missionary role, 

particularly in juxtaposition with that of Paul himself (1 Cor. 3:5-9; 4:1-6).  

 

2.1.2.2. Apollos – in the Context of the Group-Figureheads 

If, as has been suggested, the use of “Περὶ δὲ” signals Paul's turning to some important 

issues at stake in the letter, then “Περὶ δὲ Ἀπολλῶ τοῦ ἀδελφοῦ” (in 1 Cor 16:12, which 

reintroduced “Apollos-issue” for the final time)149 is an additional strong indication that 

Apollos was an inescapable topic both for Paul and for the Corinthians. Hence, this 

undeniable ubiquity of the name “Apollos” in this first section of the letter and in the 

context of the discord mentioned above highlights that he was not a passive character 

in the letter.  

However, determining Apollo's active involvement in the ensued crisis is not without 

problems in interpretive efforts that have spanned decades and centuries. Most 

gruelling has been the question of how to reconcile the number of groups mentioned 

with the alleged figureheads. Despite an apparent broad consensus that the 

individuals mentioned (as figureheads) in connection with the groups were not directly 

responsible for the discord that arose in the church,150 several questions remain about 

who was Paul’s group, Apollos’ group, or Peter’s group. Most problematic is the 

question of who or what constitutes the so-called Christ-group or party.  Related to the 

above questions is the unresolved issue of the actual number of parties or groups 

involved. Were there actually four parties, three or two? Was there a party at all? Since 

these questions have already been discussed extensively and some recent works 

such as C. Mihaila’s have addressed them exhaustively151, it may not be necessary to 

                                      
149 Mitchell takes a similar view, by pointing out this significance of Paul’s recapitulation of the 
Apollos-factor, while addressing the “final matters of concern” in the letter. See: M.M. Mitchell, 
Paul, 1991, 177. 
150 The suggestion of many commentators and critics that it is only speculative to impute direct 
involvement of these figures still holds. See inter alia, T. Söding, Kreuzestheologie, 1992, 37; 
C. Mihaila, Relationship, 2009, 189. 
151 C. Mihaila’s recent review of the historical developments of research in this regard and her 
postulations are very insightful on the way forward in the debate. See: C. Mihaila, Background, 
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go into further detail here. A summary of the various positions and the current 

consensus would suffice to help us place the context in which Paul's portrait of Apollos 

can be properly understood. 

 

2.1.2.2.1. Number of Parties – Four, Two or None? 

The difficulty in determining the number of parties so named arises from the fact that 

Paul’s condemnations in the letter were general, and in his written address to the 

church he avoided assigning specific problems corresponding to any one particular 

group.152 In reading this section of the letter, therefore, one can only guess to whom 

or to which of the parties he might be referring as he discusses specific problems.  

It is therefore not surprising that some suggested that there may not have been any 

factional parties at all.153 J. Munck even downplayed the notion of a full-blown 

schismatic crisis in this regard; for him, it was rather a matter of some disagreements 

that turned into verbal and attitudinal squabbles. “Disunity and bickering”, he called 

it.154 Although some of Munck’s views have been countered,155 some still resonate in 

recent critical ventures. For example, C.W. Strüder, following Munck, opposes 

terminologies such as “parties” or “factions,” preferring instead the term “competing 

preferences”.156 Further, Strüder contends that the idea of a full-fledged partisan 

mindset cannot be supported because there is no evidence anywhere for Paul's use 

of the word “Party” in connection with the afore-mentioned figureheads.157 

While it might be convenient to argue that there could have been no “doctrinal” 

schismatic situation such as occurred in the later part of church history,158 it might also 

                                      
2019, 42-8; for specific context on Apollos-group see also her previous work: Relationship, 
2009, 180-90. 
152 H. Conzelmann, Corinthians, 1975, 34; G.D. Fee, Epistle, 1987, 49 
153 J. Munck, Church, 1959, 136-40; more recently: C.W. Strüder, Preferences,  2003, 431-45. 
154 J. Munck, Church, 1959, 136. 
155 See: H. Conzelmann, Corinthians 1975, 34, who objects against Munck’s view. He states 
vehemently that “it will not do to dismiss the group question as being merely a matter of 
harmless squabbles. The energy Paul expends upon it is too great for that”; M.M. Mitchell, 
Paul, 1991, 71.  
156 C.W. Strüder, Preferences, 2003, 432. See further critical opinion on both Munck and 
Strüder in: C. Mihaila, Background, 2019, 43. 
157 C.W. Strüder, Preferences, 2003, 431. 
158 Schrage suggested that the term "σχίσματα" might be overstated. See W. Schrage, Brief, 
2012, 139 
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seem blurrily minimalist to present the situation as a mere “competing preference”. 

Such a downplay substitution blurs the evocative import of “σχίζω” (“to tear apart”) that 

the plural form of the noun “σχίσματα” connotes, especially in light of Paul’s stern 

warning in the metaphor of Christian ecclesia as a “ναὸς Θεοῦ” – temple of God that 

ought not to fall apart (1 Cor 3:16-17). The cautious choice of the term “preference” 

underscores an understandable interpretive prudence, but it makes the actual situation 

seem somewhat innocuous while attempting to deny the existence of a ‘partisan-

group’ faction in the church. I am inclined to agree that there were fiercely seething 

rifts among the Christians at Corinth, although I suspect that the slogans may not 

correspond to the stated number of divisive groups after all.159  The heavy reliance on 

speculation in proving a physical presence or even a fleeting visit of Peter to Corinth 

has made it more difficult to support the claim of an existence of a Peter-party there.160 

Equally absurd is the assumption that there was a Christ-party in Corinth at that 

time.161  

While it may not be known exactly how many of these groups there were, it is 

expedient to recognize at least two probable factions - the Apollos-oriented group and 

the followers of Paul.162 If for no other reason, it is for the sake of the demonstrable 

presence of both Paul and Apollos, as prominent preachers whose active involvement 

in the church speaks for itself in the letter. In this context, it becomes all the more 

remarkable to observe between the lines that within this subunit dealing with 

“σχίσματα” (divisions), Paul mentioned Apollos more often than others and always in 

a juxtaposed context with himself (1 Cor. 3:4-9; 4:1-6).  

                                      
159 Various legitimate arguments have been advanced against the literal adoption of the 
slogans. While Strüder sees them as illustrative, Dodd speaks of a fictional creation of Paul to 
support the argument. see: C:W. Strüder, Preference, 2003, 432; B. Dodd, Paradigmatic 'I', 
1999, 37; Mitchell, on the other hand, sees them as "exaggerated caricature," while Collins 
speaks of a powerful rhetorical application. see: M.M. Mitchell, Paul, 1992, 86; R.F. Collins, 
Corinthians, 1999, 73. 
160 C.K. Barrett thinks otherwise and argues for a probable visit of Peter, even with his wife, to 
the Corinthians. See: C.K. Barrett, Cephas, 1982, 28-39. 
161 In particular, the slogan "I belong to Christ" is seen as absurd, since all Christians belong 
to Christ. The absurdity lies in the illogical appropriation by one group of an identity that all 
others could in principle claim for themselves: all belong to Christ. 
162 C. Mihaila equally thinks that: “…the two slogans containing Paul’s and Apollos’ names are 
probably authentic or at least reflect the real conflict.” See: C. Mihaila, Background, 2019, 47. 
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On the other hand, this position does not justify an often exaggerated opinion that sees 

Apollos as the direct cause of the conflict; that is, as Paul's rival.163  Such a view rather 

underpins the often assumed defensive and subtly attacking posture of Paul in the 

letter.164 Although one can agree that some members of the Christian community in 

Corinth may have opportunistically used the name of Paul or Apollos to advance 

themselves, to the detriment of the gospel, it is difficult to prove from the text that either 

evangelizer was directly involved. Paul never spoke ill of Apollos and even urged him 

to return to the church (1 Corinthians 16:12). Of course, the fact that Paul implored 

Apollos to return to the city can be viewed differently. However, it cannot be denied 

that Paul was gracious in his choice of words toward Apollos. Nevertheless, the 

question remains: If one is to exonerate the two, how can one explain the conflict 

between the members related to the two individuals? Perhaps it can be explained by 

taking a closer look at the socio-cultural and historical situation of Corinth at the time 

of Apollos and Paul. 

 

2.2. Situational Context: Heterogeneous and Competitive Corinth 

It is a common truism among many scholars today, and rightly so, that the socio-

cultural worldviews and self-understanding of the larger society may have had a 

greater influence on the self-perceptions of the members of the young nascent 

Christian community at Corinth. Whether it was the heterogeneity of that society,165 

                                      
163 This has long been a point of contention among scholars. See recent opinion: J.F.D. Smit, 
Apollos, 2002, 231-51; D.P. Ker, Paul, 2000, 75-97; J.S. Vos, Argumentation, 1996, 87-119; 
N. Hyldahl, Parties, 1991, 19-32. N. Hyldahl has long been a proponent of the view that the 
crisis centred primarily on Apollos and his followers as the direct opponents of Paul and his 
followers. While some others have followed this view, they seem to mitigate it by absolving 
Apollos of the cause of the problem. In my own opinion too, it would be difficult following the 
textual evidence to proof beyond speculations that Paul considered Apollos as a rival, even if 
the followers of both missionaries considered themselves so. Paul’s appeal was to all parties 
in the community to desist from fractional allegiance. 
164 D.P. Ker discerns Paul’s subtle hostility towards Apollos. For him, Paul's effort in the letter 
was to subtly undercut Apollos, and the overall effect is to cast a shadow on Apollos’ portrait 
and standing before the Corinthians. See: D.P. Ker, Paul, 2000, 96; see also: J.F.M. Smit, 
Apollos, 2002, 244. For a thorough critique of this position, see: C Mihaila, Relationship, 2009, 
183-86. 
165 “Kulturell handelt es sich zur Zeit der korinthischen Korrespondenz um eine ausgesprochen 
heterogen geprägte Stadt, ein „buntes Völkergemisch“” – C.G. Müller, Pflanzung, 1995, 50; 
also: A. Vögtle, Dynamik, 1988, 71; A.D. Clarke, Leadership, 2006, 10. 
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the competitive spirit in the socioeconomic and political ecclesia,166 or the prevalence 

of different social classes167 and the aspirations of some of its inhabitants to rise in the 

social hierarchy,168 some, if not all of these stimuli, may have had an impact on the 

inner life of the Corinthian Christian ecclesia. Consequently, the disunity that brewed 

among them cannot be separated from these prevailing social self-perceptions that 

came from the larger society and that could have influenced the inner life of the 

Christian community.   

Although some critics today rightly or wrongly question some of the assertions of the 

sociological-critical assumptions,169 their relevance to the interpretation of 1 

Corinthians continues to be recognized. More than three decades have passed since 

the work of G. Theissen on the sociological issues surrounding the Corinthian conflicts. 

Since its emergence into the interpretive arena, that corpus has continued to be an 

important reference point, serving as a seminal work in this regard and sparking many 

other insightful works by other like-minded authors.170  

Among the prevailing critical assumptions in this regard is the recognized existence of 

three social castes in Corinth - non-citizens, citizen-voters, and the city council along 

with the annual magistrates.171 Among the Corinthian Christians, however, there may 

have been at least two social gradations - the lower and the upper classes, of which 

the lower caste may have had a larger proportion.172 The acknowledgment of this 

social mix conceivably may have been behind Paul's allusive statement that “...not 

                                      
166 C.K. Robertson, Conflict, 2001, 64, 86; L.L. Welborn, Discord, 1987, 86-92.  
167 A.D. Clarke, Leadership, 2006, 26-30. 
168 See: C.K. Robertson, Conflict,  2001, 88; B. Witherington, Conflict, 1995, 22-4. 
169 D. Hall voiced a relevant caution that we should not forget the speculative nature of most 
arguments in this regard. See: D. Hall,  Unity, 2003, 77; see J.J. Meggitt, Paul, 1998, 179: 
esp. on his objection against the so-called “new-consensus” on the subject. 
170 G. Theissen, Settings, ed. and trans. J.H. Schütz, 1982; Conflicts, 2003, 371-91; On the 
“new consensus” over and against A. Deissmann’s view on Corinthian social-strata, see: A. 
Malherbe, Aspects, 1977, 31; C.S. de Vos, Church, 1999, 203; D.W.J. Gill, Search, 1993, 323-
37; and more recent C. Mihaila, Background, 2019, 28-30.  
171 A.D. Clarke, Leadership, 2006, 11. 
172 See inter alia: W.A. Meeks, Christians, 1983, esp. 73, who speaks of a prevailing “high 
status inconsistency”. Meeks, however, denies the absence of the extremely wealthy noble 
class as well as the extremely destitute; see also H.D. Betz, Problem, 1986, 24, who opined 
that among the early Corinthian converts there were people who came from the circle of the 
educated and the cultured; also: J.M.G. Barclay, Thessalonica, 1992, 57; D. Hall, Unity, 2003, 
76, 79. Both speak of the self-acclaimed rich and high-class people among members of that 
church; acknowledging these two-strata components of the church is also C.G. Müller, 
Pflanzung, 1995, 51-2; recently too: C. Mihaila, Background, 2019, 29. 
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many [of you] were wise [by human standards]; not many [were] mighty; not many 

[were] of noble birth” (1 Cor. 1:26).173 However, in a society where honour and shame 

reined and patronage was much valued,174 it is very likely that the few wealthy among 

them could have been the main providers for the congregation (of about 100 - 200),175 

especially for accommodations for meetings and other economic needs for worship 

purposes.  

An appropriate reciprocation of such benevolence would then presuppose the 

veneration of the benefactors on the part of the recipients, as well as their 

acquiescence to the preferences of the benefactors and, of course, corresponding 

loyalties.176 The possibility of triggered power struggles, which were expectedly 

common among competing Corinthian benefactors, may also have played out in the 

case of the conflict among the Christians there.177 It is reasonable to assume, 

therefore, that local church leaders also competed for honour by not only providing 

necessary amenities such as large rooms and meals in their homes during joint 

meetings and eucharistic gatherings (1 Cor. 11:19-22), but also by bestowing such 

benefactions on visiting teachers whose reciprocal gestures signified an enhancement 

of the benefactors' social status as “friends of the teachers” or patrons of the 

community.178   

Critical interpretative concerns in this regard lie behind the work of A.D. Clarke, 

particularly on how this affected the sense of leadership in the Corinthian Christo-

ecclesia. Clarke argues that Paul's ecclesiological concern for appropriate leadership 

looms over 1 Corinthians, especially 1 Corinthians 1-6. The conclusions of his study 

                                      
173 A.D. Clarke, Leadership, 2006, 42; W. Wüllner, Ursprung, 1978, 165-6. 
174 A.D. Clarke, Leadership, 2006, 41-57, 93. 
175 On the extent of the initial population of the Corinthian church of Paul, it is assumed that 
they were not a large number. H-.J. Klauck estimates between 100-200. See: H-.J. Klauck, 
Gemeindestrukturen, 1985, 10; also, C.G. Müller, Pflanzung, 1995, 51; some even think of a 
number lower than mentioned above. See: A. Suhl, Paulus, 1975, 115; D.F. Ford, Faith, 1989, 
230; C.S. de Vos, Church,1999, 203-5. 
176 A.D. Clarke, Leadership, 2006, 93: “A debt of gratitude could be repaid by giving honour 
and prestige to a leading figure, and such honour would often be reinforced by a display of 
popularity and public recognition.” 
177 D.P. Epstein notes in this regard that “the pursuit of inimicitiae and the destruction of one’s 
enemy were firmly entrenched among those virtues Romans thought necessary for the 
acquisition of dignitas, virtus, status and nobility….” See: D.P. Epstein, Enmity, 1987, 28. 
178 G. Theissen, Settings, 1982, 54-57,64. 
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are based on his close comparison of secular leadership in the larger Corinthian 

society with that in the Corinthian church.179  

Such an approach, like Clarke’s, allows the reader to critically appreciate the attempt 

of 1 Corinthians, and thus of Paul, to redefine the true meaning and components of 

Christian social identity, especially in the light of other competing identities that the 

Christians at Corinth may have had. In this respect, the Christians at Corinth were to 

see themselves differently in the Pauline sense. Their self-understanding, so to speak, 

was more than that derived from the other bundle of different social networks around 

them – household network (οἶκός), collegium (voluntary association), politeia (socio-

political ecclesia), synagogue (Jewish religious ecclesia).180 Instead, they were to 

perceive themselves as “the assembly of God's people” (ἡ ἐκκλησία τοῦ Θεοῦ), the 

“sanctified in Christ” (“οἱ ἁγιαζόμενοι ἐν Χριστῷ”), the people “called to be holy” (κλητοί 

ἅγιοι) – 1 Cor 1:2. They are “God's plantation” (Θεοῦ γεώργιον), “God's building” (Θεοῦ 

οἰκοδομή) – 1 Cor 3:9; in other word, they are God’s dwelling-place, his “temple” (ναὸς 

Θεοῦ) – 1 Cor. 3:16. In all respect, they are God's because they belong to God in 

Christ (1 Cor 3:23); and because this belongingness is “ἐν Χριστῷ,” any other 

adversely competing identity seems out of place. Any other identity that is not ordered 

under Christ, and hence usurping the centrality of Christ, is obviously a misplaced 

Christian identity.  

Perhaps this contrasting comparison of the Christian ecclesia with the larger 

sociocultural environment in Corinth finds its appropriateness primarily in relation to 

the status and role of leadership. For it locates and underscores Paul’s 

recommendations regarding the subordinate character, that is, the proper place of a 

Christian “cursus honorum,” which is not self-standing but rather under the 

superintendence of God. This helps to critically appreciate the socio-theological 

                                      
179 A.D. Clarke, Leadership, 2006, passim, esp. 129-34. 
180 A.D. Clarke, Community, 2000, 145-70; recently, C. Mihaila has taken similar a perspective 
on the assumed social backgrounds as a possible influence on the Corinthian Christians’ 
social self-image and as a likely cause of discord over leadership. Mihaila remarked in this 
regard that the Corinthians perceived “ …the Christian ecclesia according to different social 
models that were available at that time in the society at large: household model, collegia 
model, political ecclesia, and Jewish synagogue. As a result, the apostle Paul, in the first four 
chapters of the 1 Corinthians, shows how the cross has overturned the social values inherent 
in these models. He argues that the Christian ecclesia is a new entity, with a unique identity, 
and distinct network of relations, which should separate those inside the Christian community 
from those outside”. C. Mihaila, Background, 2019, 27, 30-3. 
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character of the ‘not-so-well-defined’ series of public positions within Christian 

leadership worthy of the name. The fact that Paul does all this primarily through the 

allusive example of himself and Apollos – as two leaders widely known in the church 

is not insignificant (1 Cor 4:6). 

 

2.2.1. Socio-historical Assumptions: Mosaic Influx of Peoples 

The above sociocultural critical assumptions bear upon some plausible historical 

assumptions. For example, Roman Corinth, where Paul or Apollos undertook their 

missionary work, could be described as a city that from its inception experienced a 

large influx of newcomers. This influx is due to its rebirth and designation as a colony 

of Rome by Julius Caesar in 44 B.C., having previously been destroyed as an ancient 

Greek city in 146 B.C. and subsequently abandoned for about 100 years.181  

Prominent among the new inhabitants of this famous city of Caesar – Colonia Laus 

Julia Corinthiensis – were the immigrant freedmen (so-called “liberti”).182 As Pausanias 

wrote: “Corinth is no longer inhabited by any of the old the Corinthians, but by colonists 

sent out by the Romans”183 These not only sought a new settlement for themselves, 

but also aspired to climb the social ladder. Again, one cannot overestimate the 

importance of such aspiration, in a world where social rank and recognition in society 

very much depended on family inheritance, wealth and other social achievements.184 

Corinth as ‘new polis’ afforded or enabled them a quicker social ascent. 

It is assumed that Paul, who arrived first before Apollos around 50 CE,185 had to 

familiarize himself with the heterogeneous character of the city and the accompanying 

                                      
181 A.D. Clarke emphasizes the sociocultural critical implication of the distinction between the 
re-founded Roman Corinth and the earlier ancient Greek city of Corinth. For a socio-critical 
approach to 1 Corinthians in terms of leadership, Clarke strongly suggests that one should 
focus on extant information from first and early second century Corinth to gain a closer picture 
of administration and leadership at that time. See: A.D. Clarke, Leadership, 2006, 9. 
182 Strabo’s eyewitness account during his voyage through Corinth en route to Rome testifies 
to the buoyancy that the new city promises its new settlers. See: Strabo, Geography, 8.6.23.C. 
183 Pausanias, Description, 2.1.2. 
184 See: Strabo, Geography, 8.6.23.C; see also: A.D. Clarke, Leadership, 2006, 10. 
185 For further discussions in this regard, see among others: K. Maly, Paulus, 1969, 80; J. 
Murphy-O’Connor, Corinth, 1984, 148; Murphy-O’Connor, Paul, 1996, 108; A. Suhl, Paulus, 
1975, 324-27; T. Söding, Chronologie, 1991, 59. Söding noted, that the time of Paul’s 
Corinthian ministry overlaps with the tenure of Gallio, who had been city governor of Achaia 
from early summer 51 to early summer 52. („Die Zeit seines korinthischen Wirkens 



[Apollos in the Eyes of Paul and Luke] 

 

 
61 

socio-cultural diversity, as discussed above. The same could be said of Apollos, 

whose arrival and active engagement in the city must have occurred shortly after 

Paul's departure.186 Paul himself seems to have stayed for a total of about eighteen 

months during his first visit (cf. Acts 18:11). How long Apollos might have stayed is not 

stated, but it is evident that by the time the extant 1 Corinthians correspondence was 

written, around 55 CE, Apollos was no longer in Corinth and was most likely in 

Ephesus (cf. 1 Cor 16:12ff).187 

 

2.2.1.1. One Gospel of Christ, Two Variant Styles of Transmission. 

Even without digging too deeply into historical-critical insights, it is reasonable to 

assume, at least from a common-sense assessment of human social behaviour and 

individual capabilities, that there must have been significant differences between Paul 

and Apollos. There could have been differences in style and or even content (cf. Acts 

18:24-6), and one cannot underestimate how such differences in style and content can 

affect the lives of the recipients in the church. The very fact that they were different 

personalities is reason enough to speculate that they may have been perceived 

differently by those they encountered. Indeed, the different social environments, in 

which they were born (Tarsus: [Acts 22:3] and Alexandria: [Acts 18:24a; Codex D{05}: 

v.25), cities, in which they were raised and to which they were exposed,188 as well as 

their different ways of encountering the faith in Christ, their different baptismal 

experiences, not to mention their different self-understanding of gospel ministry,189 all 

this played a role in the manner of transmitting the message of Christ and in the way 

they might have been received by the Corinthian audience. But when it comes to 

                                      
überschneidet sich mit der Amtszeit des Gallio, der vom (Früh-)Sommer 51 bis zum (Früh-) 
Sommer 52 Stadthalter von Achaia gewesen ist.“), see Söding, 33; of importance in this 
context also, see: A. Suhl's opinion on the Gallio-inscription, in: A. Suhl, Paulus, 1975, 324-
27; C. G. Müller, Pflanzung, 1995, 50, esp. n50-53. 
186 J. Murphy-O’Connor thinks Apollos’ arrival may have been around the summer of 52 CE. 
See: Murphy-O’Connor, Paul, 1996, 184. 
187 Murphy-O’Connor suggests Apollos possibly left a year thereafter around 53 CE. See 
above. 
188 Acts testifies to Paul’s Jewish education und Gamaliel in Jerusalem (Acts 22:3), probably 
of the pharisaic school. Apollos was probably brought up in his home-city, Alexandria and may 
have been exposed to rhetorical training there (18:24b). 
189 Much of these will be the focus of the next section dealing with the Acts’ biographical 
accounts. 
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determining the exact content of Apollos’ teachings in contradistinction to those of 

Paul's, unfortunately much has to rely upon speculative ventures.190  

Nevertheless, it could be fairly assumed that Apollos apparently built on Paul’s initial 

foundational work. Moreover, even in the face of the possibility that there may have 

been differences in their respective styles of delivery or even some nuances in their 

common Christological expounding, at no point did Paul make it explicit that Apollos 

was ‘building’ in direct opposition to Paul.  Any speculative conclusions drawn in this 

regard remain unchanged speculative.  

To be faithful to the textual evidence, Apollos’ activity can be cautiously described as 

complementary to Paul’s. At least their common ground is that belief in Jesus as 

Christ. Hence, they may have approached the subject differently, but the basis was 

the same: Jesus is the Messiah. In their Corinthian missions, therefore, Paul “planted” 

this message and Apollos “watered” it; in other words, expanded it (1 Cor. 3:6-8). At 

least, this is how Paul perceived it and expressed it in his own (Paul's) self-portrayal 

as the σοφὸς ἀρχιτέκτων – the wise architect or master-builder who lays out and sets 

in motion the plan of evangelization (1 Cor. 3:10f). The possibility that someone else 

(ἄλλος) could build further upon the initial work is recognized by Paul. He only 

cautioned about following the original plan. Whether this was an indirect critique of 

Apollos’ work is anyone’s guess, and many think so. However, it is assumable that the 

apparent difference in their manner of transmitting the message of Christ engendered 

differences in the receptions.  

                                      
190 On a more recent attempt to articulate issues regarding some speculative assumptions 
indicative of Apollos’ teaching in 1 Cor 1-4, see: J. Wehnert, Apollos, 2013, 407-12, esp. 412. 
Wehnert considers it possible that Apollos developed his Christology, which relates faith in 
Christ to man’s endowment by the divine Sophia, from Jewish Alexandrian wisdom theology. 
He added that it is worthy of serious consideration despite the lack of circumstantial evidence. 
In any case, Wehnert argues, the self-confident Alexandrian left his mark on early Christian 
theology with his wisdom sermon that even Paul could not ignore, but was challenged by it to 
devise his own doctrine of Sophia: („Zur Lehre des Apollos ergibt sich daraus folgendes Fazit: 
Die Möglichkeit, dass Apollos seine Christologie, die den Glauben an Christus mit der 
Begabung des Menschen durch die göttliche Sophia in Zusammenhang brachte, aus der 
jüdisch-alexandrinischen Weisheitstheologie entwickelte, ist trotz der schmalen Indizien 
ernsthaft zu erwägen. Jedenfalls hat der selbstbewusste Alexandriner mit seiner 
Weisheitspredigt Spuren in der frühchristlichen Theologie hinterlassen – auch Paulus konnte 
sie nicht ignorieren, sondern sah sich durch sie zum Entwurf einer eigenen Sophia-Lehre 
herausgefordert“). 
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2.2.1.2. Confluence of Ideologies in Corinth 

It does seem that Paul and Apollos were not the first to come to Corinth, propagating 

their “new ideologies”, be it religious, philosophical or rhetorical. Roman Corinth, of the 

time of Paul and Apollos, was in a vivid sense a “meltting pot of cultures, religions and 

philosophies”191, and this prepared the city and made it fecund for welcoming new 

ideas and new religious accents such as the one preached by Paul and subsequently 

by Apollos. Apart from the Roman colonist-settlers, the inhabitants of Corinth were 

composed of a medley of peoples coming from the diverse parts of the Mediterranean 

world of that time. As a result, the city was already teeming with competing worldviews 

and lifestyles.  

From a religious point of view, evidence shows that it also had numerous temples and 

cults, so that most of the population consisted of pagans who worshipped a variety of 

deities. W. Elliger aptly described the City as a “gathering place of many peoples with 

different beliefs”192 No doubt too that there was at least a relatively small number of 

Jewish inhabitants, and it was in one of these Jewish households (that of Priscilla and 

Aquila) that Paul found residence during his stay in the city.193 

No less important for this influx of people and the resulting pluralistic worldview were 

the geographical and economic advantages which Corinth offered its inhabitants, 

especially those we have mentioned above that aspired to be part of and compete 

among the so-called “nouveau riche.”194 The rich flow of trade in Corinth was favoured 

by the two seaports at Lechaeum and Cenchrea, which made the city a strategic 

landing and transit zone for travellers and merchants plying the routes between east 

and west.195 Referencing Strabo, Clarke remarks that “Corinth commands a strategic 

                                      
191 “Schmelztiegel der Kulturen, Religionen und Philosophien“. See: E. Ruschitzka, Charisma, 
1989, 126. 
192 “Sammelbecken vieler Völker mit unterschiedlichen Glaubensrichtungen”. See: W. Elliger, 
Paulus, 1978, 250; see also: C.G. Müller, Pflanzung, 1995, 50. 
193 On the significance of this couple in Paul’s mission in Corinth as well as Ephesus, see: 
C.G. Müller, Ehepaare, 2008, 17-33, esp. 26-30.  
194 See esp. chapter two of DeSilva, Honor, 2000; see also his earlier work: Honor, 1998, 61-
74.  
195 For archaeological as well as historical description of Corinth, see the recent work: D.K. 
Pettegrew, Isthmus, 2016. In this work, D.K. Pettegrew presents a new synthesis of 
archaeological evidence and the results of a recent intensive study of the Isthmus, describing 
the physical development of fortifications, settlements, harbours, roads, and sanctuaries in the 
region. The author's account is extensive and includes chapters on the ancient background of 
the term Isthmus, the sack of Corinth and the defeat of the Achaean League, colonization in 
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position on the isthmus between the Corinthian gulf and the Saronic gulf”. He further 

notes that “the canal which now crosses the isthmus is much later. During Paul’s time, 

however, ships and cargo were hauled overland at this point to avoid the much longer 

trip around the Peloponnese”.196  

Little wonder then that in addition to commercial exchanges, the intellectual, 

ideological and religious exchanges were not infrequent either. Scholars, not of 

necessity permanent Corinthian residents but those passing through Corinth, such the 

rhetors, philosophers and sophists took opportunity of the stopover to sell the 

“intellectual wares” like other merchants. “Interested buyers” would then pursue their 

interests and would then seek closer contact with the “propagator-merchant” of his 

choice.  

Not to be overlooked are the social effects that the afore-mentioned relationship 

between patrons and clients may have had in this regard, especially through the 

granting of so-called “beneficia” by the wealthy to the visiting teachers and orators. 

Presumably, these wealthy patrons enhanced their status by granting financial 

benefits to their invited clientele; in return, they were showered with praise by these 

speakers, especially by the clientele with a sophist background. The increased 

prestige and honour among the people that came with such connections was attraction 

enough to form such friendships with the famous orators.197  

Competition for such status enhancement was capable of creating competition and 

rivalry among patrons and their loyalists, as we have already noted. With the arrival of 

Apollos some time later, when Paul had departed, there is the possibility that this may 

have triggered, albeit unintentionally on the part of Apollos, the perceived rivalry 

among the competing Christian leaders (patrons) and consequently among their 

various constituencies in the church. The fact that each favoured one teacher against 

the other thwarted the appropriate focus, namely, from the centrality of God in Christ 

                                      
the Late Roman Republic, Emperor Nero's canal project and its failure, the growth of Roman 
settlement in the region, and the end of athletic competitions at Isthmia. 
196 Strabo Geography, 8.6.20-23; see: A.D. Clarke, Leadership, 2006, 10, n4; also: J. Murphy-
O’Connor, Corinth, 1984, 148; H.-J. Klauck, Gemeindestrukturen, 1985, 9. 
 
197 See: A.D. Clarke, Leadership, 2006, 31-32; J.K. Chow, Patronage, 1992, particularly the 
first and the second chapters; E.A. Judge, Identity, 1980, 214-15; C. Mihaila, Relationship, 
2009, 94-109. 



[Apollos in the Eyes of Paul and Luke] 

 

 
65 

(“ἐν Χριστῷ”) to human-centred worship. Perhaps this underlies Paul’s corrective 

admonition, who, while deploring such strife [ἔρις] and jealousy [ζῆλος], asks 

rhetorically, “For if one [of you] says, “I [follow] Paul,” and another says, “I [follow] 

Apollos,” are you not merely humans?” (1 Cor 3:3-4).  
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3. Chapter Three: Shades and Tints in the Pauline Portrait of Apollos 

 

3.1. Apollos in Paul’s Revision of Ecclesial Identity:  

The Portrait of Christian Leadership (1 Cor 3:4-9) 

From the forgoing, it is apparently clear that the Corinthians’ perception of human 

leadership was erroneous. Significantly, in 1 Cor. 3:5-9, Paul attempts to correct such 

poor perception by painting an exemplary portrait of himself and of Apollos. Basically, 

he argued that Apollos, like himself, was a human agent of God in their midst. Apollos, 

like Paul, was a tasked-servant or God’s proxy (διάκονος - v.5), carrying out his role 

as it was individually assigned to him by God. However, in relation to each other, Paul 

and Apollos were co-workers in God’s service (συνεργοί Θεοῦ - v.9) and each was 

accountable to God, who rightfully assigns the tasks.  

Using the agricultural metaphor of ‘planting’,198 Paul notes that one (Paul) is endowed 

with the task of “planting” (φυτεύω) while the other (Apollos) is entrusted with the task 

of “watering” (ποτίζω) what is planted. Despite the differently assigned tasks, it is 

God's action that remained crucial for growth (vv. 6-8). Through such descriptions, 

Paul skilfully strove to show, on the one hand, how well-defined their different roles 

were but on the other hand, how complementary they were to each other. Paul’s aim 

was to paint an exemplary model of how leadership among believers in Christ should 

be understood and practiced in relation to God.  

As we will see in detail below, there is no doubt that this portrait of Apollos in relation 

to Paul contains a hermeneutical key to deciphering Pauline theological (i.e., 

ecclesiological) views on ministry and leadership in the Christian ecclesia.199 To 

underscore this hermeneutical relevance, C.G. Müller notes that 1 Corinthians is 

exegetically and theologically relevant within ecclesiological provenance because the 

reader encounters through and in it a set of thoughts and ideas that are central to and 

shape Pauline theological teaching on Christian ecclesial identity.   For this reason, as 

                                      
198 C. G. Müller’s extensive work on these metaphors (planting and building) would be drawn 
upon to highlight its implication for the portrait of Apollos therein. See: Müller, Pflanzung, 1995; 
also: P. von Gemünden, Vegetationsmetaphorik, 1993, 247f. 
199 In this regard, Thiselton comments that “…the foundational theology of the cross and the 
Holy Spirit provide two evaluative frames of reference within which assessments of ministers, 
the ministry, and ministerial activity appear in very different lights”. See: A. Thiselton, Epistle, 
2000, 296. 
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we will see below, at the climax of Paul's call to unity in Christ under God, this 

rhetorical-theological underpinning becomes evident behind the characterization of 

Apollos in relation to himself. Paul himself comments that the purpose of such a 

portrayal of Apollos and of himself is “so that you may learn from us ... so that you may 

not haughtily set one above another” (“ἵνα ἐν ἡμῖν μάθητε.... ἵνα μὴ εἷς ὑπὲρ τοῦ ἑνὸς 

φυσιοῦσθε κατὰ τοῦ ἑτέρου” - 1 Cor 4:6). 

This thesis takes note of the fact that various attempts have been made in research to 

ground arguments for either a rhetorical deliberative or rhetorical apologetic approach 

to Paul's designation of the person of Apollos.200 Whatever these various opinions 

about the resulting portrait, it is felt here that a proper appreciation of this 

ecclesiological context is not supplanted by a vigorous attempt to justify a supposed 

rhetorical provenance. Since the question that led to the portrait was posed in the 

context of addressing some then-contemporary ecclesiological questions about 

leadership and the appropriate ministerial identity of those exercising one form of 

authority or another in the church, it would be a misplaced emphasis or oversight not 

to consider the theological-didactic undercurrent present in Paul's self-understanding 

or his critical assessment of Apollos as God’s representative. In general, therefore, the 

pericope 1 Cor 3:5-4:6 emphasizes, beyond any other discernible objective, the 

centrality of the God in Christ in ecclesial life.201 Thus, more than anything else, it 

affirms that “a subsidiary emphasis is placed on ministry as a necessary role within 

the process, like the work of those who plant seeds or tend plants”.202  

In light of this, the rhetorical questions “Τί οὖν ἐστιν Ἀπολλῶς; τί δέ ἐστιν Παῦλος;” in 

1Cor 3, 5a and the vivid metaphorical depiction that follows should be understood 

more as an attributive characterization of the Christian leadership that Paul exemplifies 

in himself and Apollos than as a concerted biographical attempt. That being said, it is 

equally important for interpretation not to ignore the historical value that underlies such 

an account.  

                                      
200 M. M. Mitchell, Paul, 1991, (1993); B. Witherington, Conflict,1995; J.F.M. Smit, Apollos, 
2002, 231-51; see a critical assessment of the various rhetorical positions in A.G. Müller, Paul, 
2008, 1-23. 
201 See also C.G. Müller, Pflanzung, 1995, 69: „ Bei aller Bedeutsamkeit ihres Tuns sind und 
bleiben sie für Paulus gegenüber dem einen κύριος allerdings nichts als Diener“. 
202 A. Thiselton, Epistle, 2000, 297. 
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Thus, insofar as this highlights Paul’s view of their shared yet distinct ministries as 

human representatives of God, it is, despite its subtlety, equally indicative of the 

relationship that may have existed between them as two evangelizing co-workers.203 

In other words, and figuratively speaking, it also cannot be swept under the rug that 

the letter affirms that they were two historically acclaimed human co-workers through 

whom the Gospel of Christ came, took root, and spread throughout this Greek isthmian 

region. The image of collegial, cooperative interaction on the one hand and that of 

operational independence on the other is succinctly suggested in the text. This fact in 

itself was and is significant for the historical reconstruction of early Christianity in 

Corinth.  

In what follows, we will now critically assess the various shades in the portrait Paul 

attempts to draw of Apollos. 

 

3.2. Subordinate and Medial Role of  “διάκονος”: Apollos as God’s Proxy 

In a direct descriptive statement204 that serves to answer the rhetorical question he 

earlier posed shortly in this subsection (“...Τί οὖν ἐστιν Ἀπολλῶς”: 1 Cor 3:5a),205 Paul 

begins by characterizing both himself and Apollos in the following manner: [they are] 

“διάκονοι δι' ὧν ἐπιστεύσατε.” Literally: “servants [human representatives] through 

whom you [the Corinthians] have come to faith” (v.5b). By using the plural designation, 

“διάκονοι,” Paul first conveys that both he and Apollos have a common function as: 

“ministers” or “commissioned-servants.” That is, as “agents” or “functionaries” who by 

                                      
203 C.G. Müller, Pflanzung, 1995, 69: “wie die metaphorischen Prädikationen in 3,6-15 zeigen, 
geht es dabei auch um eine genauere Bestimmung des Verhältnisses der beiden Verkündiger 
zueinander.“ 
204 Note the direct characterization herein: “[We are] servants…”, as opposed to “indirect 
characterization” that would shortly be seen, in such a statement like: “ I planted…Apollos 
watered” (1 Cor 3:6a). At play here too is the mixture of  Auto/Altero-Characterization. See K. 
De Termmerman & co., Characterization, 2018, xii-xv. 
205 The question format “What is...?” seems to be a reminder of the Socratic question formula 
in his dialogues, preceding his deeper exploration of issues that his presupposed interlocutor 
or audience had not previously noticed or simply overlooked. Paul addresses the questions in 
this Socratic sense, “What, then, does all this fuss about Apollos and about Paul actually boil 
down to?” For a comprehensive exposition of this Socratic sense, see: A. Thiselton, Epistle, 
2000, 299; H. Merklein, Brief 1-4, 1992, 259. 
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the nature of such roles in relation to the specific tasks are subjects to a “lord” or 

“master” (“κύριος”), and in this case: God in Christ (“ἐν Χριστῷ”).206  

In the ensuing relative clause, he applies the genitive pronoun together with “διά” (“δι’ 

ὧν” = “through whom ...”) to emphasize the medial or mediating function of this 

diaconal (ministerial) role of himself and Apollos, especially in connection with God’s 

relationship to the Corinthian Christian ecclesia.207 In this sense, then, he implies that 

Apollos and himself stand as human “channels”208 or “tributaries” through which (or 

through whom) faith or belief (πίστις) in Christ first flowed to them.  

It seems here, then, that the diakonia (i.e., ministry) of these two prominent 

evangelizers of Corinth is not understood merely as an office bestowed upon them by 

the local church of Corinth.209 Rather, in Paul’s eyes, their diakonia has its origin and 

root in their divine calling and mission, namely, to act faithfully as preachers and 

teachers of the faith in Christ, knowing that they are accountable not to humans but to 

God, who judges everyone accordingly (cf. 1 Cor 4:1-5). In fact, the undertone in this 

relative clause indicates that both Paul and Apollos were each involved in the work of 

conversion to Christian faith regardless of the order in which they arrived. In other 

words, Paul acknowledges that there were some among the Christians in Corinth who 

could attribute their “coming to faith” directly to either Paul or Apollos.  

While not wishing to overstate the similarity, it seems perhaps appropriate here to point 

out that Paul’s portrayal of the diaconal roles of Apollos and himself in relation to the 

                                      
206 See E. Walter, Brief, 1969, 61: “Diener sind viele, gehören kann man nur einem, dem 
Herrn“. 
207 The mediatorial import of a “courier” or a “go-between” embedded in the word “διάκονος” 
and therefore as central to its meaning has been extensively argued for, in J.N Collins, 
Diakonia, 1990, 77-95; also: Collins, Aspects, 1992. Interpreting its use by Plato and others, 
Collins argue that this “go-between” import seemed even prior and hence preceded the 
“servant/service” import in the use of “διάκονος/διακονία” and the other cognate. 
208 On the significance of the applied sense of the term as “channel” in 1 Corinthian 3-4, see 
also: A. Thiselton, Epistle, 2000, 300; A.T. Hanson, Pioneer, 1961, 67. 
209 It would therefore be anachronistic to read into the diakonia of Apollos and Paul a direct 
parallel to the case of Phoebe, whom Paul called “ἡ ἀδελφή ἡμῶν 'καὶ' διάκονος τῆς 
ἐκκκλησίας τῆς ἐν Κενχρεαῖς” - meaning “a sister of ours ... (and) a servant of the church in 
Cenchrea" (Rom 16:1). Although she was a recognized leader of the church at Cenchrea 
(about 10 kilometers from Corinth), the core of Phoebe's diaconal role seemingly lay in the 
adjectival phrase “...of the church at Cenchrea” and, moreover, in her qualification as a 
“προστάτις” (Rom 16:2), indicating that her ministry was linked to her role as “patroness” or 
financial "caretaker" of the church. See the recent discussion in: M. Mowczko, Position, 2018, 
91-102; see also: J.K Goodrich, Erastus, 2009, 90-115 – esp. for the financial undertone in 
the functions of patrons and caretakers of Greco-Roman communities.  
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Corinthian Christians recalls some commonplace analogies that may have been 

widely known culturally at the time. Thus, the Pauline portrayal of a “διάκονος δι' ὧν...” 

as a bearer of God's message or as someone who performs a task in God's stead is 

analogous here to some familiar Greek characterizations of mythological gods and 

goddesses, such as Dike (“δίκη”) and Hermes (“ἑρμῆς”), as divine representatives or 

messengers of Zeus.  

The analogous allusion in Philo is a typical example of such usage and points to the 

Hellenistic general understanding of the terminology in terms of a mediatorial or 

vicarious function – which in another sense evokes a kind of “errand-runner” function. 

Philo alluded to the sub-diaconal role of “δίκη” – “the goddess of justice” - as a 

supposed deputy whose task is to bring war as punishment upon humanity on behalf 

of Zeus, since the higher god (Zeus) himself only wants to bring peace: 

“…he [God] did not think fit to give his oracles to mankind in 

connection with any denunciation of punishment; not because 

he meant to give immunity to transgressors, but because he 

knew that justice was sitting by him, and surveying all human 

affairs, and that she would never rest, as being by nature a hater 

of evil and looking upon the chastisement of sinners as her own 

most appropriate task. (178) For it is proper for all the ministers 

and lieutenants of God, just as for generals in war, to put in 

practice severe punishments against those deserters, who 

forsake the ranks of the just one; but it becomes the great King, 

that general safety should be ascribed to him, as preserving the 

universe in peace, and giving at all times, to all people, in all 

riches and abundance, all the blessings of peace: for, in truth, 

God is the president of peace, but his subordinate ministers are 

the chiefs of war.”210  

Significantly, two meanings come into play in Philo's usage. One is the meaning of 

being subservient to the higher god (Ζεύς), expressed by the analogous image of this 

"goddess of justice" ("δίκη") sitting “beside” her father Zeus, ready to act on his behalf. 

Philo's use of the prefix "sub" (ὑπό) to "διάκονος" seems, on the one hand, to 

                                      
210 Philo, Decalogue, 176-78 
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underscore this emphasis on her subordination. On the other hand, however, such a 

role, which shows the slight subordination of Dike’s status to Zeus, expressed primarily 

in the goddess’s service to humans, should not blur the greater emphasis on her 

portrait as a powerful avenger on behalf of the god.211 

Characterized in a similar manner, the diaconal image of Hermes is reflected not only 

in his function and designation as a god of speech and persuasion,212 but also as a 

divine messenger or herald who delivers Zeus’ messages and makes them intelligible 

to humans.213 In addition to this analogous portrait of Hermes, such a self-image 

implied in the term “διάκονος” as the transmitter of divine truth, or messenger doing 

the “diakonia” of availing divine wisdom to men, seemed to be equally reflected in the 

self-image of the Stoics and the Cynic philosophers, who were widely known in Paul’s 

time. Epictetus, the Stoic, likened the ideal Cynic philosopher to a kind of 

contemporary religious teacher, noting: “…the true Cynic…must know that he is sent 

[as] a messenger from Zeus to men about good and bad things, to show them that 

they have strayed and are seeking the substance of good and evil where it is not, but 

where it is, they never think….”214  

Noteworthy, then, in this context is the sense of a sacred persuasion implied by Paul’s 

use of the ingressive aorist of “πιστεύω” (“to believe,” “to be persuaded.”),215 derived 

from its Greek root “πείθω” (“to persuade,” “to be persuaded [in passive form],” “to 

convince”). It seems that both Apollos’ and Paul’s diaconal profiles are brought to bear 

primarily in their bringing the Corinthians to conviction about Christ – that is, bringing 

them to faith in Christ, not primarily through vain persuasion, but through a persuasion 

                                      
211 This view is strongly underscored in A. Hentschel, Diakon, 2011, 3: “Die Vorsilbe „sub“ 
betont zwar zusätzlich die Unterordnung Dikes unter Gott, dennoch ist ihre Rolle weder durch 
Niedrigkeit noch durch einen wohltätigen Dienst an den Menschen zu charakterisieren, 
sondern sie tritt vielmehr als mächtige Rächerin im Namen Gottes auf.“ 
212 B.B. Powell, Myth 2015, 177–90. 
213 See the implied or subtle indications of the diaconal role of Hermes in: Aeschylus, Pr. 942; 
Aristophanes, Pl. 1146-70. The numerous epithets attributed to Hermes are known both in 
ancient and modern literatures, With regards to the portrait of Hermes as servant/messenger 
of Zeus, Collins’ deep evaluation of these literatures is very insightful. See in this regard; J.N. 
Collins, Diakonia, 1995, 90-105, 292; also: A. Hentschel, Diakon, 2011, 3; Hentschel, 
Dienen/Diener, 2008. 
214 Epictetus, Discourse 3: 24, implied as well in 64. 
215 On the verb “ἐπιστεύσατε” as an ingressive aorist, see: Schrage, Brief, 291; A. Thiselton, 
Epistle, 2000, 300. 
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that is divinely driven. Hence the implication of their representations here as 

intermediaries of divine persuasion.216 

Consequently, as we shall see, along with the other parallel designations we find in 

this passage, such as “ὑπηρέτης” and “οἰκονόμος,” there seems to be a bidirectional 

dialectic at play in the present portrait. One depicts the “διάκονος,” namely Apollos or 

Paul, as a subordinate or aide of God (ὑπηρέτης) fulfilling an official duty, while the 

other exalted sense as a deputy of a sovereign like God cannot be overlooked. As will 

be seen, the portrait of an “οἰκονόμος” in some sense retains the implicit image of a 

more or less exalted role as a “trusted steward” or “custodian” of God’s goods, since 

both slaves, freed and freeborn can assume this role.  In other words, implicit in the 

diakonia of an “οἰκονόμος,” Paul points out here to the image of someone entrusted 

with the divine mysteries who is to care for God’s chosen people and give account 

directly to God alone, who will apportion judgment in regard to his or her performance 

(1 Cor. 4:1-5).  

In summary, despite some notable reservations expressed by some in this regard, an 

interplay of status reversal– subordinate and yet of exalted status – can be observed 

here.217 How one interprets the way Paul navigates the fine lines in between is a matter 

of one’s interpretive preferences. Overall, however, it is clear that Paul strove to paint 

a positive picture of Apollos in relation to himself, even though it may appear that he 

                                      
216 Strong’s commentary on the Greek meaning underscores both this persuasive as well as 
the sacred religious significance implied in the meaning of “πίστις” (Belief, Trust, Persuasion 
etc.). He comments that faith is a divine or God’s act of persuasion, persuading humans. In 
this sense, the human agents in this divine act takes a mediating role. See: Strong’s 
Concordance, 3982, 4100, 4102.  
217 A. Hentschel, Dienen, 2008, 1-3, esp. 2 – where she has argued that greater emphasis on 
the age-long translation of the term as “servant” (Diener) can somehow downplay the exalted 
status of divine messenger in the meaning. She writes: “Für viele neutestamentliche Texte 
wichtig und wirkungsgeschichtlich besonders einflussreich sind schließlich das Verbum 
διακονέω und seine Ableitungen. Wie neuere Untersuchungen zur Wortverwendung 
aufzeigten, ist  weder der Tischdienst als deren Grundbedeutung anzusehen, noch 
bezeichnen sie niedrige Frauen- und Sklavendienste…Mit διακονέω und seine Ableitungen 
werden unterschiedlichste Tätigkeiten bezeichnet, die auf eine konkrete Beauftragung 
zurückgehen und entsprechend die Ausführung eines Auftrags, oft die Überbringung von 
Sachen oder Botschaften, in Namen eines anderen zum Ausdruck bringen.“ She is of the 
opinion that performing a task for another does not necessarily imply subordination. To some 
extent, she is right in this opinion. However, subordination, even in an implicit or momentary 
sense, is not to be ruled out in the meaning. 
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may have taken a subtly defensive stance in his mode of presentation, as will be 

discussed in the sequel. 

 

3.3. Apollos as “ὑπηρέτης”: God’s Assistant, God’s Hired-Hand 

The afore-mentioned image of a subordinate figure embedded in the word “διάκονος” 

could not have escaped Paul’s Greco-Roman audience, of course, especially since 

this was terminology commonly used in the domestic context of service. A “servant-

waiter,” that is, someone who serves his master, his master’s family and 

acquaintances, or anyone at all during a meal, is said to perform a diaconal function. 

It is frequently used in this sense in the New Testament (cf. Mk 1:31; Mt 8:15; Lk 4:39; 

10:40; 12:37; 17:8; 22:27; Jon 12:26; Acts 6:17), and there are numerous other extra- 

and supra-biblical examples of it. Familiar testimony to this shade of meaning is often 

found in the use of the verb form “διακονέω,” which abounds in ancient literatures.218 

In the discourse of Dio Chrysostom, for example, this meal context plays out in the 

following story line, in which the verb form (“to serve”) was used three times:  

“Then we entered and feasted the rest of the day, we reclining 

on boughs and skins that made a high bed and the wife sitting 

beside her husband. But a daughter of marriageable age served 

the food and poured us a sweet dark wine to drink; and the boys 

prepared the meat, helping themselves as they passed it around, 

so that I could not help deeming these people fortunate and 

thinking that of all the men that I knew, they lived the happiest 

lives…The child then ceased serving and sat down beside her 

mother while the boy served in her stead. (sic.)219  

However, it is not only at meals that such servants display their services (cf. Mk 1:13; 

15:41; Mt 4:11; 20:28; 25:44). Thus, within this socio-cultural milieu there were various 

other semantic ramifications that could be brought into play when using the verb form 

                                      
218 Xenophon, Memorabilia. 1, 5, 2; Hiero. 3, 11 (4, 2); Polybius 31, 4, 5; Menander quoted 
in Athen. 6 c. 46, p. 245 c.; Anacreon 4, 6; others; passive διακονεῖσθαι  ὑπό τίνος, 
Diodorus 5, 28; Philo, Vita Contemplativa. § 9; see further details in Strong, 1247, 1249. 
219 Dio Chysostom, Discourse, 7.65-7 (sic: the underlined emphases are mine highlighting the 
various occurrence of the verb “διακονέω” in the text). 
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“διακονέω” (meaning generally: “to render service”) and its other associated cognates 

such as “διακονία” - (“service”).220  

In Pauline usage, then, it definitely goes beyond what occurs in normal table etiquette, 

and sometimes even carries a negative connotation, as shows its use in 2 Cor 11:14-

15, where it alludes to the servant-messengers of Satan who posed as emissaries 

(διάκονοι) of righteousness. This brings us to the synonym already mentioned, 

“ὑπηρέτης” (1 Corinthians 4:1), which Paul uses in addition to his and Apollos’ 

designation as “διάκονος” to indicate the broader sense of meaning he implies here in 

the pericope. In reference to “ὑπηρέτης”, the substantive “servant” generally is 

suggestive of the image as a “commissioned functionary”. That is, an “assistant,” an 

“aide,” or an emissary who carries out an assignment or a “διακονία” usually at the 

behest of a superior personage or state.221  

Significantly, in the context of its occurrence in 1 Cor 3-4, and as vividly illustrated in 

the metaphorical imagery of planting and building, the aspect of subordination in the 

“διακονία” of a “hired-hand” (ὑπηρέτης) is clearly expressed in the artisanal status of 

the farm laborers and builders who work at the behest of the paymaster and employer 

– who is God himself (1 Cor 3:6-15). In this sense, neither in Paul the “planter” (“ὁ 

φυτεύων”), nor in Apollos the “waterer” (“ὁ ποτίζων”), but in God alone lies the decisive 

authority that makes things happen (v.7).222  

There is no question that this portrayal contrasts with the picture that must have been 

drawn by the rival partisans who leaned toward either Apollos or Paul, which of course, 

as we have mentioned all along, was the source of the division. In the context of the 

                                      
220 Some scholars, especially following J.N. Collins, have already shown insightful syntheses 
and evaluations that trace both the lexicographical, sociocultural roots as well as the historical 
evolution in the use of the word, (together with the entire associated cognates or word family). 
In general, according to Collins, the terms διακονία, διάκονος, διακονέω, certainly have a 
broader meaning both in the biblical and non-biblical Greek usage. See: J.N. J.N. Collins, 
Diakonia, 1990, passim, esp, 77-132; 227-44; Collins, Deacons, 2002, 52-8; Diakonia II, 2014, 
156; also A. Hentschel, Dienen, 2008, 1-14; Hentschel, Diakon, 2011, 1-14; B.J. Koet & Co., 
ed.,  Deacons, 2018, passim; see as well: J.M. Barnett, Diaconate, 1981, 13-42. 
221 The portrait of Tychicus, Paul's aide-de-camp and bearer of letters, illustrates the envoy 
function of a “trustworthy διάκονος” who goes in Paul's place (cf. Eph 6:21; Col 4:7). 
222 C. G. Müller's listing of verbs constituting the imagery field (the image-scape) as provided 
by the metaphorical predication in 1 Cor 3:6-9; 10-15 is very instructive in terms of appreciating 
the artisanal status of the workers involved. Such verbs within the two metaphorical scenery 
manifest themselves in the following infinitives: "to plant" (three times), "to water" (three times), 
and "to make grow" (twice). So, too, verbs like " to reward," "to toil," "to cooperate," "to lay 
foundations," and "to build." See: C.G. Müller, Pflanzung, 1995, 68-9, 82-4. 
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prevailing rivalry, then, Paul’s concerted portrayal of Apollos (and of himself likewise), 

as “διάκονος” and “ὑπηρέτης”, seemed aimed at exposing such an inflated 

misrepresentation of office and ministry. It seemed aimed at highlighting the absurdity 

of the Corinthian Christians’ misguided self-perception.223 What could be more absurd 

than to hang their loyalty on mere “hired-hands”? Paul’s vivid depiction reinforces his 

earlier exposition of the folly underlining the Corinthian Christians’ choice of self-

identification: “for if one says, “I belong to Paul,” and another says, “I belong to 

Apollos,” is one not acting only with a worldly sense of one’s identity-perception?” (cf.,1 

Cor 3:4sic.224,19). Overall, it serves as a wake-up call for believers to stop “boasting” in 

humans, which ironically is an absurd self-alienation from one’s true identity as 

belonging to God (1Cor 3:21-23). 

 

3.4. Apollos as “συνεργός“: Fellow-worker in God’s Team, not Competitor 

In pursuing this goal of changing and reshaping the Corinthians’ perception of 

themselves, which seemed stubbornly tied to the rival perceptions of their human 

leaders, Paul strove further with his purposeful ongoing auto- and altero-

characterization – of himself and of Apollos.225 In doing so, he further sought to 

establish both the basis of the ministers’ commonality before God and the uniqueness 

of each individual’s task. 

By using first the planting-metaphor (1 Corinthians 3:6-9a) and then the building-

metaphor (1 Corinthians 3:9b-17), where in both cases it is “all hands on deck” with 

each having their own defined tasks, the primary purpose of Paul at this juncture was 

                                      
223 F. Annen, Herz, 1979, 34: „Nach Ansicht des Paulus hat der Streit in Korinth seine Wurzel 
darin, daß man zu sehr auf Menschen abstellt und nicht sieht, daß diese Missionare allesamt 
nur eine dienende Funktion haben. Dadurch verliert man den aus dem Auge, um den es geht, 
und der eigentlich alle verbindet: Jesus Christus. Alles, was in Konkurrenz zu Christus steht, 
ist für den Apostel falsch, verfälscht das Evangelium und zerstört die Einheit.“ It could be 
added that not only is the unity destroyed by such but also their common self-identity. 
224 Sic: my contextualized reading of “ὅταν γὰρ λέγῃ τις Ἐγὼ μέν εἰμι Παύλου ἕτερος δέ Ἐγὼ 
Ἀπολλῶ οὐκ ἄνθρωποί ἐστε” (1 Cor 3:4), highlighting its contextual relationship with inclining 
to “σοφία τοῦ κόσμου” in v.19. 
225It is quite interesting to see how Paul’s own self-characterization (auto-) and that of the other 
(altero-, i.e. Apollos) unfolded. Not infrequent is the use - or rather the intermixing - of the 
direct and indirect methods of characterization here in the text. 
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to show a pictorial representation of teamwork under God.226 Two main points 

characterize the whole account. First, each of them (ἕκαστος) has an assigned role, 

but each, as one of the wage-earning workers, works in “fellowship” or in “cooperation” 

with the other. In Paul’s eyes, Apollos was a co-worker, a colleague (“συνεργός” – 

v.9a) in God’s ministry. Second, and perhaps that is the central point: they both 

collaborate in their different functions, with, in and for God, who is their employer and 

who, by no means distant, constantly gives growth and meaning to them and to their 

work (v.6-8). Paul sees their collegiality in ministry as rooted in God.  

Indirectly, or subtly as some suggest, Paul’s audience in the following passage is 

encouraged to critically appreciate this account of the relationship between Apollos 

and himself, and to observe between the lines how Paul evaluates this relationship, 

emphasizing especially the independence that characterizes their respective missions 

and at the same time the cooperation that exists and ought to exist in their service to 

the church and to God. These are central to the entire metaphorical account therein. 

How unique, then, does the depiction of Apollos in the following illustration appear as 

one of his co-workers, indeed as “συνεργός”? 

 

3.5. Apollos as: “ὁ ποτίζων” – “The Waterer” in God’s Garden 

In keeping with the above sense, Paul then paints a picture of himself (in v. 6) as the 

planter, saying, “I have planted” [“ἐγὼ ἐφύτευσα”], namely, in God’s garden or field. In 

keeping with his other self-understanding as a wise architect or master-builder 

(“ἀρχιτέκτων” - v. 10), he portrays himself here as the one who first sowed the word 

among the Corinthians.227 This metaphorical agricultural image of gardening or 

planting in the field and having an identifiable planter was not foreign to Paul’s Jewish 

                                      
226 Commenting on this Chrysostom paraphrased Paul’s indirect description of his own self 
and Apollos in the following manners: “I first cast the word into the ground…. Apollos added 
his own part. But the whole was of God.” See: Chrysostom, Hom. 1 Cor., 8:5; the same sense 
is reflected in Erasmus, Desiderii Erasmi Opera Omnia, 7: “id Deo tribuendum est, non nobis.”; 
for further commentary in this regard see: A. Thiselton, Epistle, 2000, 301-2. 
227 Paul’s self-perception as the first missionary to Corinth is clear not only in his letter, but 
also in Luke’s account of him (Acts 18:1-3f). Establishing him as the first missionary does not 
make him the first Christian to set foot in Corinth is somewhat difficult to justify, since during 
his residency in Corinth he was obviously staying with the “already Christian-couple”, Prisca 
and Aquila, who were definitely not among Paul’s converts in Corinth, hence, unlike those he 
personally baptized (1 Cor 1:14-16). 
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background in particular. There are numerous examples in which Israel is 

metaphorically described as God’s planting, although in most cases it is God himself 

who plants and tends the garden: (Ex 15:17; 2Sam 7:10; 1Chr 17:9; Isa 5:1-7; 5:2; 

27:2-6; 60:21; 61:3; Isa 2:21; 11:16; 12:10; 24:6; 31:28; Ezek 17:22-24; 36:9).228 

However, it is not inconceivable for him to appoint someone in his stead, as in the 

case of the prophet Jeremiah, who was appointed to “...uproot and tear down, destroy 

and overthrow, build and plant” (Je 1:10). Significant here is the fact that Paul, in 

common with the prophetic roles, acts as a medium between God (the one who 

commissions) and his people (God’s garden).229  

Interesting at this point, however, are Paul’s direct and indirect portrayals of Apollos. 

In contrast to himself, he paints Apollos in this regard as the figure of “the waterer” (“ὁ 

ποτίζων”) in action: “Apollos watered” [“Ἀπολλῶς ἐπότισεν”], in this same garden of 

God. From this it is evident that Paul probably asserts a clear distinction between 

himself as the one who sowed the seed (“ὁ φυτεύων”) and Apollos as the one who did 

the watering (“ὁ ποτίζων”). The delineation of their independent mission could not have 

been clearer than in such a description. It seems then that in Paul’s eyes, Apollos is 

the one who, through his “nurturing” involvement, does his part to improve the growing 

condition of what has already been planted in the garden. This is how this pericope 

can be literally understood and interpreted at first glance. However, it is not undisputed 

what else Paul could have meant here. Hence, there abound divergent interpretations 

in this regard. 

What is noteworthy in this context is the often-derived assumption that Paul intended 

to assert his primacy, his precedence over Apollos, with this account, considering the 

temporal precedence that was in play with regard to their respective arrivals and their 

                                      
228 On studies regarding the biblical planting-metaphors see: P. von Gemünden, 
Vegetationsmetaphorik, 1993, 273; C.G. Müller, Pflanzung, 1995, 70-4; P. Riede, Pflanze, 
2016, esp. 9-11, esp 9: „Besonders die Metaphorik nimmt vielfach auf Pflanzen Bezug. Ihr 
Wachsen und Gedeihen... ihr Blühen und Fruchtbringen...werden in Bildworten und 
Vergleichen aufgenommen, um Aussagen über das menschliche Leben und seine 
Grundbedingungen zu machen. Manchmal erscheinen Vergleiche mit Pflanzen auch, um 
Völker, Regionen oder gar den König oder Gott zu charakterisieren.“ 
229 C.G. Müller, Pflanzung, 1995, 72. Müller notes in addition the significance of this and other 
numerous evidences even in the early Jewish and New Testament texts as parallels, indicating 
the frequency of the metaphoric application. The likelihood that Paul was influenced by this 
common and frequent usage of the image is evidently strong, particularly the image in Isa 5:2. 
Müller, however, applies caution on overreading the text just to pinpoint Isa 5:2 as the direct 
source. See his critic of H. Hübner, Theologie, 1993, in: Müller, Pflanzung, 1995, 74, esp.n71. 
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respective engagements at Corinth.230 Of course, a critical reading of the waterer as 

one who always takes on his task after the planter’s activity must rightly emphasize 

that there is an immediate temporal priority at play here. At first glance, then, it does 

not seem unreasonable to conclude that such a rendering somehow indicates the 

primacy of the planter, or at least the planter’s work, over the waterer and the work of 

watering.  

That being said, several critics and commentators have been quick to draw other 

conclusions, as noted above. One of these conclusions tends to suggest that the 

portrait may be a ‘subtle dig’ at Apollos by Paul.231 The other is an insinuation of a 

deliberate subordination of Apollos’ place in the church by Paul, aimed at reasserting 

his authority threatened by Apollos’ encroachment. Following this train of thought, it is 

easy for any interpreter to conclude from this account that Apollos and Paul were 

definitely rivals and that 1 Cor 3-4 represents Paul’s defensive “apologia pro vita” 

before the audience that sympathized with Apollos’ style and teachings.  

While the above assumptions cannot be dismissively hand-waved, their “speculative 

nature” also demands that one exhibit some careful restraints, so as not to draw overly 

sweeping conclusions from the metaphorical representations involved. A direct 

analogous paralleling or allegorical interpretation, without recourse to textual context 

and obvious historical realities, could be misleading because it would make the 

impression that Apollos’ activities in Corinth were understood by Paul as merely an 

embellishment of the “ground-breaking” work he (Paul) had already done. Nothing 

could be farther away from the truth than that, given Paul’s recognition, as we have 

noted, that there were some Corinthians who could trace their “coming to faith” to 

Apollos’ pioneering and invariably seed-sowing work (analogous to planting) in their 

very lives. Paul had already described their basic and common role as: two channels 

or tributaries (as implied in “διάκονοι”) through which the Corinthians “came to faith”.  

                                      
230 Not infrequent is this line of interpretation among new testament interpreters. See as an 
instance such line of interpretation in R.A. Horsley, 1 Corinthians, 1998, 65; B. Heininger, 
Handlanger, 2010, 22-3; A.G. White, Imagery, 2012, 5-6, esp. his conclusion that: “…Paul is 
making clear his greater importance over Apollos by way of a double metaphor; that is, the 
task of watering is dependent on someone first sowing seeds, and the one sowing has the 
greater authority over what is sown and where…” see p.6. 
231 See D.P.Ker, Paul, 2000, 86; R.F. Collins, Corinthians, 146; B. Heininger, Handlanger, 
2010, 22; L.L. Welborn, End, 2011, 373.   
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Furthermore, such an allegorical interpretation or a directly inferred analogy seems to 

neglect the other historical fact that even Paul’s work of planting was not just a one-

time, straightforward, one-sided work of “laying the foundation” or planting the faith, 

which then ceased after Apollos came and took over the work (by watering). Historical 

truth suggests otherwise. Thus, it is evident that Paul also continued to “tend” (water) 

this so-called “garden of God” for years after its initial planting. In other words, Paul 

was aware that his own work also included the function of “watering”. Even the letter 

in question, which contains these metaphorical representations, as well as his other 

letters (at least four) to the church, are clear evidence of Paul’s concerted efforts to 

tend (“water”) the garden even from a distance.  

As legitimate as it is to infer that Paul probably allowed for a perception of his position 

as “primus inter pares” (“πρῶτος μεταξὺ ἴσων”), one should not lose sight of where the 

core of the metaphorical rendering lies, namely, “...neither the one who plants nor the 

one who waters is anything, but [only] God who makes [things] grow” (v.7). In that 

same vein, the claim that Paul considered Apollos a competitor has its own burden of 

proof, since Paul painstakingly avoided an explicit representation of Apollos as such. 

An assertion of primacy does not necessarily connote an underlying rival defence. If 

Paul countered the culture of rivalry evident in the church with this epistle, it would be 

like ‘shooting himself in the foot’ if the goal of this metaphorical portrait was to 

disparage Apollos or portray him as inferior to Paul. Would this not have been easily 

perceived, by his very targeted audience, as ‘pouring oil on the fire’? 

 

3.6. God in the Equilibrium of Collegiality in Ministry 

Perhaps the Pauline portrayal of Apollos as “the waterer” (“ὁ ποτίζων”) can be viewed 

differently, and this sense should not then be considered in isolation or only in relation 

to Paul as the planter (“ὁ φυτεύων”), since both metaphorical predications occur within 

a complex of other juxtaposed relationships. The complex structure of the comparative 

representations, together with the imports of the image ‘field’ in which they occur, 

provides the context for understanding each of the metaphorical predications used.232  

                                      
232 “Bei der Analyse metaphorischer Prädikationen muß von daher auf den spezifischen 
Kontext geachtet werden, damit nicht vorschnell sprachliche Ähnlichkeiten als inhaltliche 
Parallelen qualifiziert werden“ – C.G. Müller, Pflanzung, 1995, 63. 
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Note, then, that within this complex, that is, within the imagery of farming (vv. 6-9a), 

Paul not only juxtaposes himself (the planter) to Apollos (the waterer), but he goes 

further and more centrally, contrasts the role of God as landowner to both himself and 

Apollos as hired workers (v. 8). In this complex juxtaposition, it is God who is 

positioned as the determining, decisive factor in the balance of the various 

relationships. That is, in the balance of relationships between the workers themselves, 

between them and the labour or farmland, and in relation to the wages that accrue 

from their farming engagements. Ultimately, the crucial element upon which all these 

relationships are contingent is the relationship between the plants (the farmland) and 

God, who is the farmer par excellence and the owner of the field.233  

In that equation, God is neither an unfamiliar interjected “Deus ex Machina,” nor a 

distant God uninvolved in the work within His farm-estate. He is rather an involved 

God who actively assigns tasks and ensures that what is planted grows, so that 

everything done in his stead is under his watchful and supervising eye. In this sense, 

he is ipso facto himself the farmer who plants and who tends (implied in planting and 

watering). In this balance of multiple relationships in God, it becomes easier to see the 

tendency here as a depiction pointing out the corporate structure of relationships and 

the essentiality of teamwork in and with God, rather than a tendency that uses the 

depiction of the individual tasks to make a point about what is primary and who among 

the human agents is superior. 

Thus, reconstructing the overall meaning of the metaphorical images created by Paul 

should not forgo that comprehensive perspective of viewing the component images, 

not exclusively in isolation, but as integrally inclusive parts leading to a holistic 

representation.  In other words, an atomized, isolated perception of the individual 

images as opposed to a composite and comprehensive consideration of the entire 

metaphorical farm-scene runs the risk of providing an incomplete picture of what is 

being depicted.  

 

                                      
233 “Die metaphorische Prädikation „Gottes Pflanzung … seid ihr“ kann im Blick auf die 
Gemeinde als die im Abschnitt 1 Kor 3,6-9 zentrale angesehen werden. Sie begegnet als 
solche zwar erst in V.9, bestimmt allerdings auch die sprachliche Gestaltung der 
vorausgehenden Verse.“ – C.G. Müller, Pflanzung, 1995, 68. 
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3.6.1.  Human Agency as Ancillary; Growth (Fruition) as End-goal 

At the centre of the entire depiction, then, is God’s activity in and among His people, 

whatever the human activity. Second, the growing (αὐξάνω) of the people in the 

development of a new identity as Christians is the depicted ultimate goal of all actions 

involved – whether in planting (φυτεύω) or in watering (ποτίζω). Overall, with the 

derivation "οὔτε...ἐστίν τι" (v. 7), it is to be concluded from this Pauline image of their 

“nothingness” that the two human agents have only a subsidiary status in relation to 

God. They are the hirelings of God at work in the field.  

Such a comprehensive rendering of the metaphor of the field, in which the actual 

farmer (rather than his hirelings) is understood as both planter and nurturer, with the 

goal of enabling growth and bearing fruit, is very much emphasized in the prevailing 

surrounding traditions that may have influenced Paul’s view. This notion was 

especially common among teachers in the context of the Greco-Roman educational 

process.234 Not only Seneca but also Plutarch and Philo show that they were familiar 

with such a view of a farmer and his duties, not least in relation to his employees. They 

used the farm metaphor vividly as a veritable tool of paideia.235  

Philo, for example, pays particular attention to the contrast between the image of 

hirelings and that of the actual farmer. He writes: 

For what man is there who is at all hasty in forming an opinion, 

who would not think that being a husbandman, and the 

occupying one’s self in cultivating the ground, were the same 

thing? And yet in real truth, not only are these things not the 

same, but they are in even much separated from one another, 

so as to be opposed to, and at variance with one another 

For a man without any skill may labour at taking care of the land; 

but if a man is called a husbandman, he, from his mere name, is 

believed to be no unskilled man, but a farmer of experience, 

                                      
234 For a discussion of these metaphors in relation to Greco-Roman paideia, see: A.G. White, 
Servants, 2014, 44-57; also, White, Imagery, 2012; R.S. Dutch, Elite, 2005, 258, T. Morgan, 
Education, 1998, 267. Morgan points out that in the context of the paideia, most agricultural 
imagery in which the student is metaphorically represented as the soil, for example, comes 
from descriptions of the early parts of the enkyklios paideia. 
235 Seneca, Epistles.34; Plutarch, Moralia.1.4; Philo, Agricultura.1-8. 
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inasmuch as his name (γεωργός) has been derived from 

agricultural skill, of which he is the namesake. And besides all 

this, we must likewise consider this other point, that the tiller of 

the ground… looks only to one end, namely, to his wages; for he 

is altogether a hireling, and has no care whatever to till the land 

well. But the husbandman would be glad also to contribute 

something of his own...236  

For his part, in order to emphasize more strongly the importance of education and 

growth, Seneca stressed:  

…if the farmer is pleased when his tree develops so that it bears 

fruit, if the shepherd takes pleasure in the increase in his flocks, 

if every man regards his pupil as though he discerned in him his 

own early manhood, what, then do you think are the feelings of 

those who have trained a mind and moulded a young idea, when 

they see it suddenly grown to maturity….237 

Seneca’s comparison of a teacher to a farmer in this very letter emphasizes the 

farmer’s, for that matter, instructor’s, delight in the progressive growth that he sees as 

the ultimate goal of the initial labour (planting and tending). Second, unlike the 

hirelings, the metaphorical farmer (the teacher par excellence) is proud of the entire 

farming process and lays claim to full ownership and responsibility. Paul’s portrait in 1 

Corinthians 3-4 makes it clear to whom this pride and the associated boasting belong. 

It is definitely not to the hired-workers, but ultimately to God that the pride of ownership 

belongs. 

Although it may seem overstated to establish a direct connection between Paul's use 

of the metaphor and the use of his contemporary writers, and although the unique 

nuance in Pauline usage is evident, it does show that the tradition of using such a farm 

metaphor, especially for pedagogical purposes, was widespread at the time. 

Apart from the evidence of prevalence in Greco-Roman tradition, a recourse to the Old 

Testament points to similar metaphorical emphasis in Jewish tradition as a possible 

                                      
236 Philo, Agricultura, 3-5 – all quotation on Philo here (above) is taken from the translated 
complete work of Philo: (transl. by C. D. Younge), Philo, 1993,175. 
237 Seneca, Epistles. 34. 
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generic (if not specific) influence at the background of Paul’s usage. Relevant in this 

sense is the Old Testament’s metaphorical image of God being not only the planter 

(as already discussed above) but also the waterer (nurturer) of the garden.  

This understanding lies behind the prophet's portrayal of God as the one "who gives 

autumn and spring rains in due season, who secures for us the regular weeks of 

harvest" (Jer. 5:24, also alluding to Jer. 14:2-6). This essential role of God in growth 

and fructification is also expressed in Psalm 104:10-16. Perhaps this helps to 

understand that at the heart of Paul’s metaphorical deployment there is the design to 

show the character of the ministers’ participation in God’s dual role as planter and 

waterer in his garden. It assists in highlighting that the ministers, as opposed to a rival 

attitude, are to be perceived as colleagues, privileged and employed by God to share 

in those functions that are his prerogatives in relation to his estate. 

Paul’s collegial portrait, showing him and Apollos as “οἰκονόμοι”, as stewards of God’s 

goods (1 Cor. 4:1), brings the whole account to a unified conclusion. Thus, as we shall 

see below, not only the one who plants (ὁ φυτεύων) but also the one who waters (ὁ 

ποτίζων) is to be understood as one entrusted with the task of overseeing the good. 

In other words, both Paul and Apollos are to be considered together as “οἰκονόμοι.” In 

summary, then, a one-sided consideration and focus only on the image of God as 

planter would unintentionally obscure the incorporated second, but no less essential 

aspect: the waterer (“ὁ ποτίζων”). An image that, although seemingly consequential, 

is without question an essential image of God in terms of the sustainability of “his 

planting”, “his field”, his people. 

 

3.7. Apollos as an “οἰκονόμος”: Manager of God’s Mysteries 

With the metaphorical use of the plural noun “οἰκονόμοι” in conjunction with the other 

metaphorical image already discussed, “ὑπηρέται,” Paul thus seems to bring to a 

climax the self-descriptive profiling he does of himself and of Apollos, as subsidiaries 

under God and as those especially called to serve his chosen people. Rhetorically, 

these two self-descriptive plurals seem to have a summative implication here, bringing 

together the semantic direction of all the other self-designations we have seen so far. 

Hence, while these two designations shed new light on the nuances in the apostolic 

profiles, they both at the same time summarize the previous representations of the 
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subordinate ministers in God’s service. Moreover, since they appear here at the 

conclusion of a series of sections that variously deal with the reversal of misperceived 

self-identity (1 Cor. 1:10-17; 1:29-31; 3:5-17; 3:18-20; 4:1-6f), and just before the 

section that could commonly be regarded as the climax of the entire subunit (i.e., 1 

Cor. 4:8-13), this summative sense takes on even more weight.238  

With a recapitulative emphasis, then, Paul here seems to summarize all that he has 

said so far: “we” (Paul and Apollos) are thus “to be thought of” as “οἱ ὑπηρέται Χριστοῦ” 

(assistants, or commissioned servants, of Christ) and as “οἰκονόμοι μυστηρίων Θεοῦ” 

(managers or custodians of the mystery of God). Significant in this context is the use 

of the verb “λογίζομαι” (“to consider”), which has a critical evaluative (or deductive) 

meaning and underscores a rhetorical invitation to his addressees in the letter to finally 

perceive him and Apollos in a certain way. Consequently, with these two descriptive 

attributes, Paul summarizes his final, purposeful effort to portray not only his own but 

also Apollos’ diaconal role and the nature of their shared status in relation to God and 

the “people of God.” They were to be judged not only as servants of God, running his 

errands, but also as overseers, caring for his entrusted household.  

Perhaps, of great good will be expatiating on the nuance that the designation 

“οἰκονόμος” brought to the entire portrait, so as to see the clearer picture of the entire 

portraiture within this subunit. 

3.7.1.  Who is an "οἰκονόμος"? 

This singular attributive noun “οἰκονόμος” was not uncommon as a Greek term in 

socioeconomic and household usage, although there is still a debate about the extent 

of its meaning in relation to Roman Corinth and in relation to Paul’s usage.239 Within 

                                      
238 On the unifying elements of the various segments of this subunit, see the commentary: 
A.C. Thiselton, Epistle, 2000, 345-46; see also: K.T. Kleinknecht, Gerechtfertigte, 1984, 208-
304 who has particularly stressed on the outlook of this section (1 Cor 4:8-13) as the climax 
or high-point of the 1:1-4:21; so also: Y.S. Choi, Schwach, 2010, 47. 
239On the nuances in the meaning of ὁ οἰκονόμος as a status both among the Greeks and in 
relation to its Roman equivalent, see, among others: G. Theissen, Setting, 75-83; Meeks, 
Christians, 59; F.M. Gillman, Erastus, ABD, 1992, 2.571; J.K. Goodrich, Erastus, 2009, 90-
115; J.J. Meggitt, Status, 1996, 218-23; most debates have focused on determining not only 
the proper identity but also the administrative rank and socioeconomic status of the Corinthian 
man Erastus, mentioned by Paul in his letter to the Romans (Rom 16:23) and characterized 
as a civil servant (ὁ οἰκονόμος τῆς πόλεως). However, it is the determination of what kind of 
public office he held that has generated a lot of polemical debate on the subject.  
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this milieu, however, it was variously attributed to someone who was either entrusted 

with the management of someone else’s finances and property, or someone who held 

a supervisory role within a household or the entire estate.240 Such a person was 

consequently subordinate to the householder and, as some have argued, could belong 

to the free citizen class or the slave class, but generally tended to belong to the 

freedman class.241  

Their official status or role is somewhat elevated: as the master’s entrusted lieutenant, 

he was obviously the chief servant, ranking above the other domestic functionaries. 

Significantly, in most cases he could be influential in the hiring or recruitment of other 

clients of the household. This privileged influence of the “οἰκονόμος” in the process of 

recruitment within the household is pointed out by Lucian in his satirical account about 

the fate of a “Dependent Scholar.” In his treatise to a friend, Timocles, he draws a 

scenario describing what might befall an “intellectual client” who successfully seeks 

and obtains employment as a tutor in a wealthy household. In this scenario, the 

steward or manager of the household (“οἰκονόμος”) is portrayed as one of those whose 

opinion counts in the decision-making process. Lucian writes: 

“…Well, suppose you have been fortunate in everything beyond 

your fondest hopes. The master himself has commended your 

discussions, and those of his friends whom he holds in the 

highest esteem and trusts most implicitly in such matters have 

not advised him against you. Besides, his wife is willing, and 

neither his attorney nor his οἰκονόμος objects, nor has anyone 

criticised your past….”242  

In this cautionary satire, Lucian went further and even called his friend's attention to 

the condescending attitude he would have to adopt under “the steward” (οἰκονόμος) 

in order to receive his pay. In this case, too, the “dependent scholar” would have to 

learn to gain attention in a cheap way. He writes, “So flatter your patron with sweet 

                                      
240 See: BDAG, 698. O. Michel, “οἶκος, οἰκία, ϰτλ.,” in TDNT 5:119-158, 1967, 149; so also 
see: Horsley, Documents,160–161. For the import of usage in a religious context, see:  
J. Reumann, 'Stewards', 1958, 339–49; see as well, A.G. White, Wiseman, 211; White, 
Servants, 2014, 56. 
241 J. Thayer, Lexicon; 2011. 
242 Lucian, Mercede,12 
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talk and entreaties, and give his steward (οἰκονόμος) due attention, and the kind of 

attention that stewards most like to have”.243 

Regarding the scope of their duties, Lucian’s account seems to indicate that an 

οἰκονόμος could perform various supervisory functions, which included the upbringing 

of the minor children of a household, and this included caring for their educational 

development through schooling.  Likewise, they were entrusted with other duties, such 

as supervising and caring for the property and assets of the head of the household. 

Ultimately, they supervised and oversaw the other slaves, consisting of male and 

female servants of the household. This sense underlies the metaphorical (parabolic) 

account in Lk 12:42, where Jesus asks, “Who then is the faithful, wise manager (ὁ 

πιστὸς οἰκονόμος ὁ φρόνιμος) whom the master sets over his [servants] to give [them] 

[their] portion in due season?” The sense of elevation or promotion above the level of 

other slaves is clearly underscored here in Luke's account. Thus, the fact that a simple 

household slave (ὁ δοῦλος), if he proves faithful, can be elevated to be steward of all 

the master's possessions (Luke 12:44) is indicative of the coveted status that an 

οἰκονόμος exercises.  

Once again, the comprehensive scope of the managerial role of the οἰκονόμος within 

the household, which extends to looking after the financial affairs of the head of the 

household, paying his debts, and issuing receipts on his behalf, is well illustrated by 

Luke in the other parable of a dishonest but shrewd steward (Luke 16:1-8).  In a 

broader sense, however, this function of the οἰκονόμος can also be applied to a public 

official, especially one employed as a city finance officer or treasurer.244 In all uses of 

the terminology, the sense of having to care for an entrusted precious good (whether 

human, material, or financial) is central to the profile and task of an οἰκονόμος. 

In the context of the above exposition, it becomes easier to understand the 

implications of Paul’s summation: “to be considered” together with Apollos as 

“οἰκονόμους μυστηρίων Θεοῦ” (1 Cor 4:1). That is, they assume the role of stewards, 

managers of God’s house, responsible not only for the valuable possessions of the 

master of the house (God’s message), but also responsible for God’s children 

                                      
243 Lucian, Mercede, 38. 
244 J.K. Goodrich, Erastus, 2009, 9095 
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(Christian ecclesia)  and other God’s household-servants, including other leaders 

among the Corinthian Christian community.  

 

3.8. Apollos as “ἀδελφός”: Brotherhood in Collaborative Ministry 

3.8.1.  In the Context of Paul’s Final Concerns 

Paul’s final attempt to shed more light on the portrait of Apollos appears once again in 

1 Cor 16:12, in the context of his final concerns in the letter. Structurally, the entire 

section of 1 Cor 16:1-24 is generally considered a segment of the letter in which Paul 

addresses or returns to some final (burning) issues as he closes his letter. Although it 

is correct to note that the issues addressed here appear to be less controversial than 

those in the previous sections of the letter,245 some of these issues, such as the 

mention of Apollos, may have been somewhat sensitive, reflecting the demands of 

some members of the church who may have addressed Paul either through the written 

correspondences or through oral correspondence conveyed to him by those who 

visited him from Corinth.  

Classified variously by different interpreters, this last segment of the letter generally 

contains at least three main themes: (1) the question of money-collection (v.1-2);246 

(2) the issue of Paul’s anticipated itinerary (v.3-9) and that of Timothy (v.10-11). In this 

itinerary-setting too, and relevant to our present study, is Paul’s announcement of his 

wish and his emphatic appeal to Apollos (“πολλὰ παρεκάλεσα”) to visit Corinth again 

(v.12). The third and last aspect, technically regarded by many as the peroration, 

contains the final exhortation and the last greetings (v.13-24).247 

 

                                      
245 So contends A. Thiselton, Epistle, 2000, 1315. 
246 Contra Thiselton who, in his commentary, apportioned v.1-4 to ‘Collection for the people of 
God’. However, considering (in my own opinion) that there is an overlap, one may observe 
differently that issues about a travel plan were already initiated in v.3-4 and it runs through to 
v.12.  
247 On the subdivision of the segment, see: A. Thiselton, Epistle, 2000, 1315; M.M. Mitchell, 
Paul, 1991, 177-79; See also G.D. Fee, Epistle, 1987, who significantly designates the 
concern about Apollos as a separate subsegment of its own.  



[Apollos in the Eyes of Paul and Luke] 

 

 
88 

3.8.2. Rhetorical Resonance in the Appeal to Apollos 

Sketchy as v. 12 may be, it is permeated with recognizable but not directly mentioned 

references. On the one hand, it is about Paul’s ‘strong appeal’ to Apollos to consider 

a return trip to Corinth. On the other hand, this appeal is a tacit demonstration of Paul’s 

willingness and effort to approach Apollos. This is clearly evident in the emphasis he 

places on this appeal to Apollos. As has been suggested, this visit may have been 

urgently desired by some in Corinth who rather took a liking to Apollos’ cause than to 

Paul’s. With this inclination in mind, the short text-segment seemed designed to 

implicitly, but emphatically, appeal once again to these addressees who might view 

Paul and Apollos as rivals.  Paul’s reiteration of an appeal, and in this case an 

emphatic one, has a rhetorical resonance for the audience echoing the initial “appeal 

for unity” (1 Cor. 1:10-12 ), and may have been intended to show, in contrast to their 

thoughts, that the two missionaries are very much talking to each other. 

If the above assumption is valid, then the portrait it contains has, in my opinion, more 

rhetorical-strategic function than it seems on the surface. In the context of a subtle 

rhetorical recapitulation of a theme already discussed (i.e., his appeal for unity), Paul 

here seems to take up the theme of Apollos once again, as one of the themes that 

needed a final culmination in order to drive home the message and bring to a close 

this letter, dotted with various appeals for unity and Christian brotherly cooperation. 

Although it may be justifiably convenient, as some commentators do, to assign the so-

called “rhetorical peroration” section of the letter to 1 Cor 16:13-24, it is not far-fetched 

thematically to recognize in 1 Cor 16:12 the characteristics of rhetorical recapitulation, 

frequently featured in perorations. Signs of this are: firstly, a subtle expatiation or 

expansion (rhetorical amplification) of his initial appeal (παρακαλέω). Secondly, a 

concluding return to a theme that had preoccupied the writer and his addressees from 

the beginning (rhetorical thematic repetition), namely the relationship between Apollos 

and Paul, in the context of the apparent division within the assembly (1 Cor 1:12; 3-

4:6).248  

                                      
248 In this respect note the features of rhetorical recapitulation which include the ability to 
amplify and/or repeat themes for the purpose of emphasis. The above classification deviates 
a bit from the delimitations offered in M.M. Mitchell, Paul, 1991, 293. Here Mitchell does not 
include Apollos' final theme as part of the recapitulation. Rather, she sees Paul's efforts at 
rhetorical recapitulation in 1 Cor. 15:58 (epilogue) and 1 Cor. 16:13-14 (conclusion). It seems 
to me, however, that there seemed in Paul a need to revisit Apollos' theme, not merely as a 
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3.8.3.  Portrait of Brotherhood 

Here, in this short pericope, which begins with his often introductory “peri de” (i.e., 

“Περὶ δὲ Ἀπολλῶ τοῦ ἀδελφοῦ”: “About Apollos, our brother”),249 an identity-marker is 

signalled to the addressees. Apollos is a “brother” in Paul’s eyes. He is, among other 

self-descriptive markers, “ἀδελφός.” The characterization contained therein suggests 

that Paul is affirming his recognition of Apollos’ genuine kinship and network 

relationship to the missionary circle centred around Paul. So even though there might 

have been possible reservations of Paul towards Apollos, he was always eager to 

show his recognition of Apollos not only as a bona fide part of the Christian clan, but 

also as a co-worker. On the other hand, the characterization simultaneously shows his 

recognition of Apollos as a free-standing co-worker whose paths crossed with his 

(Paul’s) in at least two different places (Ephesus and Corinth). 

 

3.8.4. Apollos: A Brother among “Brothers and Sisters” 

That an affiliation was implied is beyond question in the participial formulation, “Περὶ 

δὲ Ἀπολλῶ τοῦ ἀδελφοῦ.” As a familiar early Christian self-designation, the term 

“ἀδελφός” is not uncommon in the Pauline letters, especially in the plural form 

“ἀδελφοί,” where it metaphorically characterizes the nature of the kinship relationship 

among believers in Christ. In this plural form of the term, then, Paul prefers the term 

to convey the divine sense of this kinship that exists among “believers” (πιστοί). What 

is significant about this metaphorical usage is that the kinship goes beyond mere blood 

kinship and signals a new form of kinship, a divine kinship in which members consider 

or should consider themselves “brothers and sisters” in Christ.250  

                                      
matter of deliberate news in passing about the itinerary, but as an attempt to bring his matter 
to a rounded conclusion. 
249 On the significant use of “Peri de” by Paul in 1 Corinthians, see: M.M. Mitchell, Περὶ δὲ, 
1989, 229-56; also in Mitchell, Paul, 1991, 293: “As so often in ancient letters, Paul brings up 
a person whom both he and his addresses know well, using the formula Περὶ δὲ to give news 
about him”. 
250 E.E. Ellis recognized that even in this plural form of usage there seemed to be two forms 
of the classification. On the one hand, there is the general self-understanding of the early 
Christ-followers, already mentioned, that they stood in divine fraternity. On the other hand, he 
notes, some specific co-workers or co-senders were distinctively referred to as “ἀδελφοί”. On 
the contrary, P. Trebilco sees no need for a hair-splitting classification, noting instead that the 
term is inclusive for all Christians. Such a self-understanding, according to P. Trebilco, existed 
not only within the Pauline communities, but was a common term in other communities as 
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In addition to or in line with the above sense of understanding the term, Paul also 

occasionally uses the designation specifically to refer to his co-workers in the mission, 

who were either male or female or a collective of individuals working closely together 

with him.251 On many occasions Paul has addressed some of these co-workers 

individually by using the singular form, ἀδελφός. Thus, as here in 1 Cor 16:12 with 

reference to Apollos, one finds other notable masculine uses of the term occurring in 

the description of personalities, such as: Sosthenes (1 Cor 1:1), Titus (2 Cor 2:13), 

Timothy (2 Cor 1:1; Philm 1:1), Silas (1 Thess 3:2), Tychichus, Epaphroditus (Phil 

2:25) (Eph 6:21; Col 4:7), Onesimus (Philm 1:16; Col 4:9), and Philemon (Philm 1:7, 

20). Remarkably, two women, Apphia (Philm 1:2) and Phoebe (Rom 16:1), stand out 

in terms of Pauline use of the feminine form of the term: (ἀδελφή).252 

Whether this designation was used by Paul generally for all believers in Christ, or 

whether, in addition, he applied the term clearly on some occasion to some associates 

whom he designated; or still further, whether it was used in the singular or plural forms, 

for one gender or the other, the sense of its application is clear. It is thus a metaphor 

that emphasizes an inner-facing self-designation within which all members of the 

group are represented as standing under or belonging to a great divine family 

umbrella. The implied image of inclusion, community, solidarity, and mutual 

relationship is writ large in this metaphor. It appears that Paul’s use of the term may 

have been drawn from either the Jewish or Greco-Roman concept of its application, 

or both provenances may have simultaneously influenced Paul’s use of the term. As 

J.B. Tucker notes, the possibility of cultural translation may have been at play here; 

thus, Paul may have been influenced not only by its use in Jewish biblical tradition, but 

also by the use of kinship discourse in Roman imperial contexts.253 

 

 

                                      
well, and was in fact a more inwardly directed self-designation than the now popular term 
"Christian." Unlike the term "Christian" ("Χριστιανός"), which was originally an externally 
derived term (heteroethnonym), "adelphoi" was an inwardly directed self-designation. See: 
E.E. Ellis, Prophecy, 1978, 13-16; P. Trebilco, Self-designations, 2012, 8-10, 22-38; see also 
a review of Trebilco’s in J.B. Tucker, Self-Designation, 2014, 250-2. 
251 E.E. Ellis, Prophecy, 1978, 13-16;  
252 On the significance of “ἀδελφή” in Pauline usage, see: M. Mowczko, Phoebe, 2018, 92-3. 
253 J.B. Tucker, Self-Designation, 2014, 250-2. 
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3.8.5.  Apollos – an Independent Associate of Paul 

Beyond the implications underlying this direct description as ἀδελφός, however, the 

sketch which Paul makes of Apollos in 1 Cor 16:12 furthermore reveals other indirectly 

implied descriptions of him. Already mentioned is the reference that Paul’s “strong 

urging” of Apollos (to make a return visit to Corinth) reveals that there was an open 

channel of communication between them, despite the efforts of their “fans” to place 

the two in opposing camps as rivals. This equally reveals the independence of Apollos 

and, as some suggest, that Paul had no hand in Apollos’ decision not to undertake 

that visit longed for by some in Corinth. As A.C. Thiselton puts it: “Paul pleaded with 

him, urged him, or besought him (παρεκάλεσα) earnestly (πολλὰ) to go to Corinth, 

but Apollos has made up his mind not to do so”. That “earnest be-seeking” re-

accentuates that in the eyes of Paul: Apollos was not a rival figure; he was rather 

considered a co-worker to whom he could appeal strongly.254 Taking that further, 

“πολλὰ παρεκάλεσα αὐτὸν” (in v. 12a) indicates that if Apollos had been viewed by 

Paul as a risk to his authority and a danger to the unity of the church, he would not 

have made such an earnest persuasive effort, urging Apollos to visit Corinth in the 

midst of crises revolving not the least around the perceptions of their respective image.  

It is worthwhile at this juncture to take a look at Apollos’ reaction to Paul’s earnest 

appeal. Notwithstanding the depiction of cooperation alluded to above, the depicted 

reaction of Apollos could have been shocking to some. Even in that line of 

representation, D. Ker suspects a probable intent on Paul’s part ‘to out’ Apollos, as 

defiant and uncooperative.255 Well, the suggestion that it could be a portrait of a defiant 

Apollos spells a possibility. But Apollos’ unwillingness could also be for other reasons 

not mentioned, which does not rule out the possibility that it may not have been an 

opportune time for Apollos (εὔκαιρος - v. 12b). In other words, the timing may have 

been strategically unfavourable from Apollos' point of view. One can further assume 

                                      
254 This position is similarly underscored by many other scholars. See, in this regards, A.C. 
Thiselton, Epistle, 2000, 1332. 
255 D. Ker, Paul, 2000, 96: “whereas commentators on this passage seek to offer some 
explanation for Apollos’s resistance, whether eirenic or otherwise, Paul offers none. He has 
placed himself in a good light as far as the Corinthians are concerned, for he has done all in 
his power to accede to their request that Apollos might come. Apollos himself must take the 
responsibility for turning it down. This, Paul knows, will be disappointing to at least some of 
his Corinthian hearers, and yet no further reason is given. Such a lack of further explanation 
leaves Apollos, not Paul, open to misunderstanding and criticism….”  
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that Apollos strategically wanted to avoid having anything to do with the chaotic 

conditions that had developed among the members in the meantime, especially since 

it did not escape his notice that his own name had already been dragged into the 

matter.256 

If the above is true, then Apollos’ objection to the proposed visit is not to be understood 

as a rebuff to Paul, but may rather have been a precautionary attitude. Apollos was 

not defiant but rather prudent in judgement. Since he, like Paul, was probably residing 

in Ephesus at the time (1 Cor 16:8) and had mutual friends with Paul, including the 

couple – Priscilla and Aquila – and “the brothers and sisters” in Ephesus who seemed 

to be familiar with Corinth (1 Cor 16:19-20), Apollos could certainly not have been 

unaware of the growing tensions in the Corinthian church, and it is not implausible to 

argue that the other colleagues Ephesus might have weighed in too, on the propriety 

of such visit. Avoiding a revisit at this time might be a sensible or wise thing to do in 

order to ease, rather than escalate, the tensions that his presence and further 

comments might create, thereby stirring up more resentment among some of the rival 

parties. 

This assumption seems plausible, since Paul apparently also considered the same 

strategy to be pastorally expedient in his own part. It may have been one of the 

reasons why Paul, instead of coming himself, postponed his own visit and instead 

wanted, not just Apollos (the brother), but also the “other brothers” to go first. Perhaps 

this may have also occasioned or served as background for a previous fatherly appeal 

to the Corinthian Christian ecclesia (1 Cor. 16:10-11) to see to it that Paul’s eventual 

emissary Timothy was well received and that he remained with them without fear (ἵνα 

ἀφόβως γένηται - v. 10). In other words, fear existed that he could be treated with 

contempt (ἐξουθενέω - v. 11).257 

                                      
256 This line of interpretation is reflected in the views of other commentators like: C.K. Barrett, 
Epistle, 1996; G.D. Fee, Epistle, 1987; B. Witherington, Conflict, 1995. 
257 A.C. Thiselton remarked along the same line that “Paul’s anxieties about Timothy’s 
reception may have owed something to hopes and preferences in some quarters for a visit 
from Apollos instead”. See A.C. Thiselton, Epistle, 2000, 1332. Assuming this to be the case, 
then one might view Apollos differently for probably adopting a wise counsel, not to take 
advantage of or to exploit or even fall for that enticing expectation, where he could have made 
his own case on the matter. 
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It has to be noted that efforts to understand the precise picture painted by Paul here 

in this passage will continue to be fraught with various speculative interpretive 

nuances. Some therein perceive some implied distraught and reservations, despite 

Paul’s obvious efforts to present a friendly façade.258  Accordingly, it is genuine to 

wonder about the fact that Paul conspicuously omitted Apollos both in the capacity of 

co-sender at the beginning and in the enumeration of those who offered their cordiality 

in the concluding greetings, despite the much-vaunted cooperation.   

Be that as it may, however, there is consensus here that Apollos, though portrayed as 

a co-worker in that circle, was unlike many of Paul’s other missionary partners. Of 

Apollos’ own volition, he was independent in his dealings and undertakings. While 

Paul could freely avail himself of the help of other co-workers, who in one way or 

another functioned, among other things, as his personal companion and reliable helper 

(Titus),259 co-sender (Timothy),260 generous supporters (Priscilla and Aquila,261 

Phoebe262), etc., Apollos, for his part, showed a degree of autonomy of mind. That in 

itself is indicative of one whose mission, though intertwined with those of Paul and 

associates, was not subject to any Pauline supervisory or monitoring function. 

  

                                      
258 This is echoed in D.P. Ker, Paul, 2000, 96, who states that “the overall effect is to cast 
Apollos into the shadows.” Ker states in summary that the seemingly irenic manner in which 
Paul speaks about Apollos is merely a masked strategy designed to appease Apollos’ 
followers, but which in fact masks the obvious intent to put Apollos down before the 
Corinthians. 
259 An informative critical appreciation of the portrait of Titus, his functions and undertakings, 
as one of the closest companions of Paul, could be found in C.G. Müller, Titus, in id., 
“Paulustore II”, 2010. Inter alia, Müller writes (p.146): „Als Mitarbeiter und persönlicher 
Weggefährte des Paulus übernimmt Titus die heikle Aufgabe, „die gefährdete Verbindung mit 
den Korinthern zu festigen und den Stand der Kollekte zu erkunden““. See also: Ch. Wolf, 2 
Kor, 1989, 48. On the entire portrait of Titus in the Pauline epistles, Müller concludes: “In den 
Briefen des Apostels Paulus so kann abschließend festgehalten werden, wird wiederholt die 
persönliche Wertschätzung des Paulus für seinen Bruder, Genossen/Kollegen (...) und 
mitarbeiter in der Verkundigung des Evangeliums (...) Titus deutlich spürbar. Dabei dürfte vor 
allem die "Uneigennützigkeit in seinen Bemühungen" eine zentrale Rolle gespielt haben.“ – 
Titus, 2010, 149. 
260 Particularly in relation to Apollos, see an attempt to contrast his image with that of Timothy 
in: W.O. Walker, Apollos, 2011, 319-38. 
261 See: C.G. Müller, Ehepaare, 2008, 17-33 
262 M. Mowczko, Position, 2018, 91-102. 
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4. Evaluative Conclusion 

At the outset of our purpose in this section, we underscored that whatever may have 

been the cause of division within the Corinthian Christian ecclesia, the outward 

manifestation of the crisis was that they pitched their tents preferentially with one 

apostolic teacher or another (1 Cor. 1:10-12). Understood in this way, it also follows 

that the various references to their slogans “I belong to...” (in 1 Cor 1:12; 3:4, reversed 

in 3:21-23) are, among other things, indications of how the question of self-definition 

or identity played out in this nascent phase of development of the Christian ecclesia in 

Corinth. Such slogans raised the question, “Who are we and to whom do we belong?”  

Judging from the situational context, as we have seen, it was obvious that in an 

environment where “status enhancement” and “personal profile enhancement” 

depended on patronage and various kinds of friendly alliances, it is understandable 

that the various groupings within the Christian ecclesia aligned themselves with their 

preferred teachers in imitation of the prevailing social behaviour in the larger 

sociocultural environment. Therefore, affiliation or identification with Paul or Apollos, 

as the two attested apostolic teachers who had great influence among the believers 

there, must have been central to the feuding ecclesial rows. 

Also in this section, we have emphasized at various points that Paul took note of this 

reality and used the his own figure and that of Apollos allusively in his teachings in this 

first part of the letter (1 Cor. 1-4:21), especially in his effort to reorient their perception 

of themselves as a uniquely “Christian body-polity” and to reorder their perception of 

their various leaders. Consequently, the various terms by which Paul portrayed 

Apollos in reference to himself in 1 Corinthians occurred in this effort to respond to the 

aforementioned crises. This view is well accepted in scholarship, notwithstanding 

differences of opinion as to exactly how Paul’s other intentions in using such an 

application are to be understood. A long debate without consensus has been raging 

over how to understand Paul’s use of the verb “μετασχηματίζω” (1 Cor. 4:6) in 

reference to this intention to tinker with the figure of Apollos in relation to himself.263 

                                      
263 Space would not warrant an exposition of all the debates here. However, further readings 
in this regard especially the current opinions on the issue can be found in Y.S. Choi, Schwach, 
2010, 55-73. 
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Despite the difficulty, which this poses for interpretation, it is undeniable that the issue 

of a community struggling in various ways to define itself cannot be set aside as 

insignificant in the overall spectrum of understanding the ecclesial crises in Corinth. 

Second, in this very regard, it cannot be overlooked that the rhetorically sketched 

portrait of Apollos was deemed by Paul to be strategically helpful (advantageous) in 

the attempt to help the church define itself. In other words, the Pauline portrait of 

Apollos came into connection with his own self-definition in the context of his attempt 

to urge unity (1 Cor. 1:10-17), and no doubt as a didactic “tool of the trade” in his 

attempt to get the Corinthian church to see herself for what she really is: God’s own 

(1 Cor. 3-4). The rhetorical significance of the various metaphorical images that 

abound in this pericope – images of the ministers, of the Christian ecclesia, and of 

God himself – illustrates that the need for a proper perception of their communal self-

identification was central and essential to their much-needed unity and effective 

functioning as a Christian body.  

Overall, this means that in trying to help them forge the necessary socio-

ecclesiological cohesion and self-understanding, Paul drew on his own theological 

perception of Christian collective as well as individual self-definition at various points 

in the letter. For Paul, then, it is within such a collective self-perception that the status 

and roles of individual leaders (ministers) are encapsulated and can be properly 

defined. Central to him then was that their identity resides in God and does not depend 

on the prominence of their leaders (1 Cor. 3:21-23), contrary to their erroneous 

perceptions. Accordingly, the Christian ecclesia in Corinth, and by extension 

Christians everywhere, are God’s ensemble, his assembly. They are God’s ecclesia 

in Christ (1 Cor. 1:2; 13-15; 3:23). They are in relation to one another “brothers and 

sisters” in Christ (1 Cor 1:10, 11, 26; 2:1; 3:1;4:6; 7:24; 11:33; 15:58; 16:20). They are 

God’s field, God’s building, God’s temple (1 Cor. 3:5-17). They belong to God, not to 

anyone else (1 Cor. 3:22-23). At best, missionaries as well as all leaders are to be 

considered (λογίζομαι): God-appointed servants (ὑπηρέτας) and managers or 

stewards (οἰκονόμοι) working in God’s stead (1 Cor 4:1ff). He uses both these 

communal self-images and the depicted images of himself and Apollos as the basis 

for redefining the prevailing ethos of social belonging.  

Unlike the other forms of socio-political ecclesia, therefore, in the nascent or then-

emerging Christian ecclesia, attachment or adherence ought to be to God and to Him 
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alone in Christ. Undoubtedly, then, Paul saw it as absurd, and indeed a lowering of 

status, to unite and find identity under any human umbrella that was seen “exclusively” 

as the source and support of their collective identity. It is therefore not far-fetched to 

interpret Paul as using the entire image of himself and Apollos as a challenge to the 

new ecclesia: "For if one says, "I belong to Paul, and the other, "I belong to Apollos," 

does this not amount to a purely human and, in this sense, naturally inferior way of 

judging Christian identity?"264 

 

 

 

  

                                      
264 My interpretive paraphrase of the interrogative beginning (1 Cor 3:4) which Paul used to 
usher in his subsequent portrayal of Apollo in 1 Cor 3-4:1-6. 
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1. Chapter One: Preliminary Considerations (1) – 

The Question of Authorial Self-Understanding 

 

1.1.  Luke – the Storyteller, the Bio-Historian, the Evangelist 

Before we can approach that Lukan portrait of Apollos, whose genre is clearly different 

from Paul’s, some preliminary considerations must be made in order to properly situate 

our new turn to the subject of Apollos in the Book of Acts. First, then, it will be 

appropriate to take a critical look at Luke’s self-understanding. That is, the way he 

understood himself as an author – like any other ancient author, which of course 

includes writers like Paul. However, in contrast to Paul: how he perceived himself as 

a storyteller, as a narrator (who reports on persons and/or the events surrounding 

them), and furthermore as an evangelist who understands such events as divine 

happenings in human history. These three aspects in Luke’s self-understanding (as 

author, as biographer-historian, and as evangelist) come together and, in my opinion, 

must be given due consideration for an adequate and balanced interpretation of Luke’s 

mode of characterization. 

It is in this regard that S. Shauf, who also argues for the necessity of these aspects, 

aptly states “that there is a close relationship between theology and historiography in 

Luke-Acts, but that, for a variety of reasons, this close relationship has not been well 

understood or even adequately attended to by scholars, and that this lack of attention 

has especially been detrimental to understanding the theology of Luke’s second 

volume, the Acts of the Apostles.”265  

Against this background, therefore, it would be necessary to examine here, among 

other things, how Luke understood himself in relation to the goals of his own literary 

project. In this context, it should perhaps be pointed out that Luke is not alone in this 

aspect of projecting a self-understanding that reflects his literary goals. Indeed, other 

ancient literary corpora also reveal such an authorial self-concept, especially when it 

comes to indicating the direction of the author’s literary tasks. This can rightly be seen 

as the initiative behind most proemial attempts by most ancient historians and 

biographers to clarify in advance what they want to achieve and how they want to 

                                      
265 See: S. Shauf, Theology, 2005, 1. 
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proceed. Luke seems to be aware of his certain kinship with these contemporary 

ancient authors. Nevertheless, he was not shy either about projecting his own 

distinction in the way he presented history, and on many occasions tended to give 

precedence to his theological objectives in the manner of the Septuagintic 

presentation of history.266 

Luke, then, did not simply perceive himself and his project with the gaze of a profane 

historian, but rather with a gaze that points to an ancient historian and theologian, an 

evangelist, so to speak.267 He probably saw himself as a historical monographer, 

focusing on the deeds of Jesus, his events and those of his followers. However, at the 

same time, he creatively sought to place these events within the universal scope of 

human history.268 Of course, following the older biblical historiography that preceded 

him, his works serve or tend to serve as ‘Founding Narratives’. As C.G. Müller 

suggests, underlying Luke’s kind of authorial self-perception is a consistent rhetorical-

historiographic-pragmatic orientation that places a historical narrative “in the service 

of religious-social self-affirmation.” And in this sense, Müller writes, one can also speak 

of Luke-Acts altogether as: “an identity-creating narrative and in so doing highlight its 

corresponding orienteering-function.”269 In my view, this authorial self-understanding 

permeates the nuances that Luke employed or brought to bear compositionally on 

both the macro and micro levels of his literary project.  

However, in the eyes of some modern critics, especially those still influenced by the 

now gradually-diminishing empiricist-positivist attitude toward historiography, such a 

mode of presentation could in some ways compromise the objectivity of the truth it 

purports to convey as history. As we have seen in the previous section, such an 

                                      
266 See: L. Alexander, Gospel?, n.102, 27. 
267 On the discourse on parallel relationships and the inherent distinction between the narrative 
Gospels as a subgenre and or in relation to other ancient historiographic-biographical oriented 
works, see: C. Heil, Evangelium, 2009, 82-94; also, among others: C.H. Talbert, Gospel? 
1977; Talbert, Gospel, 1988, 53-73; D.E. Aune, Biography, 1988, 107-26: Aune states in this 
regard (see p. 122) that “the gospels…represent an adaptation of the Greco-Roman 
biographical conventions used to convey a life of unique religious significance for Christians”. 
268 On Luke’s tendency to demonstrate a universal perspective to his double corpora, See: 
C.G. Müller, Διήγησις, 2009,119: „Das lukanische Erzählwerk ist in besonderer Weise von 
einem weltweiten Horizont geprägt. Die erzählten Geschehnisse spielen sich nämlich für den 
Autor des lukanischen Erzählwerks „nicht in einer Ecke“ ab….“; see also: C.G. Müller, Ecke, 
2007,413-43; A.J. Malherbe, Corner, 1990, 147-63. 
269 C.G. Müller, Διήγησις, 2009, 123-24, esp.124: „Historisches Erzählen steht hier im Dienst 
religiöser sozialer Selbstaffirmation; man kann auch von identitätsstiftendem Erzählen 
sprechen und dadurch eine entsprechende Orientierungsfunktion betonen“. 
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attitude has no less led to an underestimation of the historiographical weight to be 

attributed to Luke’s literary project.270  In critical reaction to such an assumption, not 

few scholars have continued to proceed from a presuppositional understanding of the 

ancient criteria that were prerequisites for the writing of historiographical works, 

especially those that proceed primarily from the presuppositions of writers such as 

Polybius271 and later Lucian272.  

Nevertheless, a more in-depth critical appreciation of other similar (contemporaneous) 

literary undertakings, be it that of ancient story-writers, biographers or historians has 

been helpful in this regard,273 as studies of them have contributed greatly to a new 

critical understanding of the uniqueness that an author could bring to his account of 

historical events or historical persons, even when purporting to follow a broader 

general pattern. In this regard, scholars such as C. Heil bring much clarity by pointing 

out that, with regard to the New Testament narratives (Luke-Acts inclusive), the so-

called ancient criteria of historiography or biography were not adopted ‘without ifs or 

buts’ in all cases. Thus, he notes that the New Testament Gospels, for instance, do 

not always fulfil the characteristics of the afore-mentioned narrative genres in a strictly 

                                      
270 See the section above that deals with the history of research. 
271 Polybius, 10.21: Writing in the mid-second century B.C., Polybius demands that a work of 
history must strive to distribute praise and blame impartially according to merit; it must present 
an absolutely truthful account, based on facts and clarifying the considerations that 
accompanied the events, the motives that prompted the action. 
272 Lucian, Way, 9: “history has only one concern and aim, and that is the useful; which again 
has one single source, and that is truth. The agreeable is no doubt an addition, if it is present; 
so is beauty to an athlete;… History, too, if it can deal incidentally in the agreeable, will attract 
a multitude of lovers; but so long as it does its proper business efficiently--and that is the 
establishment of truth--,” 
273 In his “Prolegomena on Biography Modern and Ancient”, T. Hägg argues that “ in criticism 
of biography, modern and ancient, often finds a naïve demand that it should be true in the 
sense of verifiable and historically correct.” Using the example of Arnaldo Momigliano, he 
notes the frustration of such futile expectations: “Momigliano,” he notes, “hides badly his 
irritation with fourth century Greek biographers for not keeping ‘a constant and clear distinction 
between reality and imagination’, and accepts only reluctantly that ‘nobody bothered to decide 
whether Plato’s dialogues or Xenophon’s Memorabilia were faithful records of Socrates’ 
conversations’.” Hägg went on, however, to conclude that ancient biographical projects 
sometimes go beyond such “scientific control”. Thus, “…ancient life-writers did not encounter 
among their contemporaries the same demands for documentary truth as their modern 
colleagues do, nor did for that matter ancient historiographers, as Momigliano knew very well. 
Conversations are allowed to be fictitious and insight is readily granted into the acting 
character’s feeling, thoughts, and motives, as long as some kind of verisimilitude is 
maintained. The establishment of any form of higher truth – be it poetic, psychological, 
philosophical, or religious – overrules demands for the truth of facts.” See. T. Hägg, Art, 2012, 
3-4. 
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pure form. And, as he notes, this ought not to be surprising, considering the blurring 

of genre-boundaries at the end of Hellenism and at the beginning of the imperial 

period. He concludes that there were blurred transitions between serious 

historiography and fictional entertainment in the first century.274  

Consequently with these in view, this attempt to first explore the self-understanding of 

Luke, the presumed author of Luke-Acts, is geared to provide a general context or 

background for understanding of what Luke wrote (story) and how he wrote it 

(discourse). Accordingly, this is at the backdrop that, if one assumes that an author’s 

self-understanding shapes his discourse (the way he narrates) and, for that matter, 

the resulting story (i.e., what he narrates or writes), then deciphering and critically 

appreciating such imprints would be inevitable in a balanced interpretive endeavour. 

On the whole, we assume then, that the way an author like Luke perceives himself 

and his tasks would undoubtedly influence the rhetorical choices, including the choice 

of persuasive techniques, he makes to steer the story toward a particular narrative or 

rhetorical goal.275  

 

1.2.  Authorial Self-Understanding and Narrative Characterization 

Taking into account the above considerations, and especially narrowed down to a 

critical appreciation of narrative characterization per se, we can accordingly state that 

it matters how an author-narrator like Luke understands himself and his task of 

painting a character (i.e., the task of portraiture in his double work [Luke-Acts]). In 

other words, understanding how Luke sees his task as a narrative portraitist or, more 

aptly, as a narrator dealing with real or fictional figures, matters for the critical 

appreciation of the narrative figures he chooses. In this perspective, an ancient 

historiographer, conscious of the task of narrating events of the past, which as a logical 

                                      
274 See: C. Heil, Evangelium, 2009, 91: “Die neutestamentlichen Evangelien erfüllen jeweils 
die Merkmale der genannten Gattungen nicht in reiner Form. Dies ist auch nicht 
verwunderlich, wenn man die Verwischung der Gattungsgrenzen am Ende des Hellenismus 
und zu Beginn der Kaiserzeit bedenkt... Zwischen seriöser Geschichtsschreibung und 
fiktionaler Unterhaltung existierten im ersten Jh. fließende Übergänge.“ 
275 On the rhetorical implications of automimesis or transference see: T. Hägg, Art, 2012, 5-6, 
esp. his commentary on Leonardo Da Vinci’s aphorism: “Every painter paints himself” and 
“one recognizes the expression and figure of the artist throughout the many figures painted by 
him”. See also: M. Kemp, Echo, 1976, 311-23; F. Zöllner, Leonardo da Vinci, 1992, 137-60, 
esp. 143. 
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consequence involves characterizing the major and minor characters who act in these 

historical events, would generally approach this task differently, especially in slight 

contrast to the task of a biographer or even in greater contrast to, say, an epistler. 

Conversely, a biographer’s approach to the task of characterization might include 

certain distinguishing genre elements and techniques that subtly differentiate him and 

his goal from that of a pure historiographer or even a novelist.  

Typical examples of this literary projection of an authorial self-understanding with 

regard to his literary-diegetic tasks can often be found in Plutarch, who, relatively 

speaking, can be called a contemporary of Luke, since they come from the same era. 

In order to distinguish himself not as a mere historian but as a biographer and to define 

his task as the study of “lives” (οἱ βίοι), he writes in the introduction to his work on 

Alexander the Great as follows: “It is the life of Alexander the king, and of Caesar…that 

I am writing in this book, and the multitude of the deeds to be treated is so great that I 

shall…entreat my readers, in case I do not tell of all the famous actions…not to 

complain. For it is not Histories that I am writing, but Lives.276 

Although, as already noted, these generic dividing lines in ancient rhetorical narratives 

were sometimes blurred and not in all cases fully explicit, this common traditional 

expectation of the author’s self-understanding and description of his or her own 

authorial aspirations always had the reader or audience in mind. In the context of 

narrative characterization, therefore, the exploration and discovery of such a supposed 

‘self-understanding’ of the author provides the critical audience with the first rhetorical 

key to deciphering and exploring the ways in which the author wants his readers to 

see not only the plot but also the characters he has fashioned in his story.277  

Discovering such nuanced approaches within a literary work gives us insight into the 

differences between the various authors, even when they had to focus on similar 

themes or represented common narrative figures that played a central role in their 

                                      
276 Plutarch, Alexander, 1.1-2. 
277 Plutarch, while addressing his anticipated reading audience, wrote in the following manner 
(as we have already quoted at the beginning of the previous section) to give a clear delineation 
of his scope: “….Accordingly, just as painters get the likenesses in their portraits from the face 
and the expression of the eyes, wherein the character shows itself, but make very little account 
of the other parts of the body, so I must be permitted to devote myself rather to the signs of 
the soul in men, and by means of these to portray the life of each, leaving to others the 
description of their great contests”. See: Plutarch, Alexander, 1.3.  
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writings. In order to advance our interpretive efforts on the subject of Apollos, such 

insight should inform us, in particular, of the initial distinction between the Lukan and 

Pauline portrayals of Apollos, who, as a well-known historical figure of the New 

Testament period, remarkably attracted the particular attention of both authors in their 

respective writings. In this context, therefore, it is worth noting right at this point that, 

although both portraits are of the same figure (Apollos), the Pauline epistolary portrait 

of him (especially in 1 Cor 3-4) seems, as we have seen, to present more of a 

‘stationary portrait’ than the Lukan diegetic portrait, which reveals features of 

movements or developments triggered by a sequence of events and influences. 

 

1.3.  Lukan Diegetic Interest and His Narrativized Portraits 

In this respect, it is incontestable that the Lukan portrait of Apollos, embedded in a 

diegetic literary-generic perspective, brings with it something critically novel, which 

highlights its difference from the portrait of Apollos in the Pauline correspondence 

considered so far. Of this novelty, it could be said that it is the narrativity that makes 

the difference, for even among ancient theorists and writers, a more vivid revelation of 

a figure could be achieved through narrativity than in any other form of portraiture. In 

reference to the nuanced difference between other forms of portraiture and narrative 

characterization, Plutarch speaks of diegetic portraits in which “ἦθος” and “τρόπος” of 

a person are made visible.278 Such an image is (in a metaphorical sense) the one that 

allows the revelation of the inner signs of the soul, which is more valuable in Plutarch’s 

eyes than one that shows only the body and face of a person.279 C.G. Muller remarks 

on Plutarch's view that while statues and portraits are quite capable of revealing 

something about a person’s character if they are well executed, in Plutarch’s eyes, 

actions say more than statues do.280 

                                      
278 Plutarch, Cimon. 2.3: “Accordingly, the people…erected a marble statue of Lucullus in the 
market-place beside that of Dionysius. And we, though many generations removed from him, 
think that his favour extends even down to us who are now living; and since we believe that a 
portrait which reveals character and disposition is far more beautiful than one which merely 
copies form and feature, we shall incorporate this man’s deeds into our parallel lives, and we 
shall rehearse them truly. The mere mention of them is sufficient favour to show him; and as 
a return for his truthful testimony he himself surely would not deign to accept a false and 
garbled narrative of his career.” 
279 Plutarch, Nicias. 1.5; Alexander, 1.3; Cato minor, 24.1. 
280 C.G. Müller, Διήγησις, 2009, 111; Plutarch, Demetrius, 30. 
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In this context, T. Hägg also notes that a portrait generally conveys “a stationary 

impression”, while a biography as a narrative portrait is characterized by “movement 

(often also spatial, from place to place), development or (at least) change” that shapes 

and reshapes the profile of the “portrayed” individual. In this way, he emphasizes that 

a biographical figure is “a character confronted with a succession of events and 

influences.”281 Aptly articulated and emphasizing the narrativity involved, Hägg argues 

that it can be said that “a combination of both life story and serial portrait” constitutes 

biography.282 

Accordingly, while it can be argued that “rhetorical narration” was not absent from the 

Pauline Correspondences and that a narratological lens can also be used to 

understand some aspects of the rhetorical characterization of individuals in the letters, 

there is no second guessing in the case of the Lukan Acts, since the entire text itself 

obviously has the characteristics of a purely diegetic enterprise. That is, its genre 

corresponds roughly to the conventions of ancient historiographies and biographies, 

in which persons are treated within a story (a plot).  

On the other hand, it is worth noting that, although the diegetic character of Lukan Acts 

is evident, and the historical-biographical categories that inform the portrait of Apollos 

are undeniable, the determination of the precise character of the genre that probably 

underlies the two-part Lukan corpus (Luke-Acts) is shrouded in a kind of indistinctness 

that sometimes makes it difficult to assign a particular genre. This difficulty is not 

unrelated to the effort by scholars to either justify the common literary unity of the two 

corpora or to consider them as separate but loosely connected works. In this sense, 

the third Gospel (the first Lukan corpus) has been assigned in various contexts to 

either the historical or the biographical-narrative genre, as has this other successive 

corpus, commonly referred to in retrospect as “Acts of the Apostles.”283  

                                      
281 T. Hägg, Art, 2012, 4. 
282 T. Hägg, Art, 2012, 4-5. 
283 It must be noted that the author whom, for the sake of convenience here, we refer to as 
Luke, did not name his second narrative opus: “Acts of the Apostle”. This title “actus 
apostolorum” emerged later in the history of its reception (around the 2nd half of the 2nd century 
C.E.), judging from the perceived affinity of the work with similar works under the then 
Hellenistic genre: πράξεις or Acta-Literature, which was a widespread literary genre of the 
time. For further reading on the question of title and genre of Acts, see: J. Zmijewski, 
Apostelgeschichte, 1994, 16-17; W. de Boor & A. Pohl, (ed.), Apostelgeschichte, 1989, 18; R. 
I. Pervo, Acts, 2009, 14-17; 29-30. 
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Notwithstanding the debates and disagreements over the precise subgeneric 

classifications applied to each of the two Lukan corpora, however, the general 

perception of the historiographical aspects in Luke’s Acts is one that seems to have 

found a broader consensus among many scholars. Based on this general assumption, 

D. Marguerat attributes to Luke, rather than Eusebius, the role of the “first Christian 

historian.” Accordingly, he states that perhaps more than the other attempts, he (Luke) 

was “the first in antiquity to present a religious movement in a historiographical 

manner.”284   

Paraphrasing D. Marguerat, it can be drawn that the author of Acts offers Christianity 

of his time an understanding of its identity through a return to its origins when he 

narrates “the birth of Christianity, its undesirable rupture with Judaism, and then the 

universal adventure of the Word.”285 Luke makes this intention clear right away in the 

two ‘programmatic proems’ or prologues (Lk 1:1-4; Acts 1:1ff), providing an immediate 

but profound insight into his literary genre predilection or disposition. 

 

1.4.  Programmatic Function of the Prologues of Luke-Acts 

Seen in this light, it is easy to discover immediately in the two Lukan prolegomena, 

and especially in relation to the Acts of the Apostles per se, that from the beginning he 

was very much aware of his inclination toward ancient historical narrative (albeit in a 

broader sense). Thus it is not surprising that already in the first prologue (Lk 1:1-4), 

proleptic to the Acts of the Apostles, one finds some features that suggest a certain 

affinity with the Greco-Roman diegetic (historical/biographical) enterprise.  

Already in this introductory overture, Luke deliberately emphasizes, among other 

things, that his purpose was to write a “διήγησις” (Lk 1:1),286 which seems to betray 

                                      
284 D. Marguerat, Historian, 2002, xi; see also F.F. Bruce, Acts, 1990, 31: “Luke, unlike the 
other evangelists, set the gospel story in a context of world history….” 
285 D. Marguerat, Historian, 2002, xi. 
286 The term “διήγησις” (diegesis) as a common indication of narrative predilection governing 
a text, especially historical and biographical writings is frequent in ancient works. See for 
instance, its attestation in the following works: Diodorus Siculus, XI 20,1; Polybius, Histories. 
I 13,9; D. Halicarnassus, Antiquitates Rom. I 7.4; I.8.2-3. Noteworthy too is its use in Plutarch, 
inter alia: Crassus 35 (2); Lycurgus 1; Nicias 1; Cimon 2.3; 3.3. It is remarkably not infrequent 
in the biblical as well as other Jewish literatures, such as in 2Macc 2:32; 6:17; Sir 6:35; 27:11-
13; 39:2.) as well as in Josephus, Bellum, 7.42. 
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his real goal, even if only in the broadest sense of pursuing a narrative (historical) 

enterprise. The fact that Luke’s aim, despite some stylistic and thematic peculiarities, 

is to write a narrative work of history is supported by a certain comparative affinity with 

the explicit aims expressed in the literary works of many other Greco-Roman 

historiographers and/or biographers, such as Plutarch (Plutarch. Lyc 1.7),287 Dionysius 

Halicarnassus,288 or Josephus.289 A cursory glance at the text of the two prologues will 

therefore surprisingly point to such a deliberate Greco-Roman diegetic predilection in 

Luke, beginning with his lexicographical choices,290 even though he differs in some 

other respects from these other authors.   

On closer examination, therefore, it is striking that Luke, while addressing his authorial 

audience, represented in both texts by the ‘excellent Theophilus’ (Lk 1:1-3; cf. Acts 

1:1),291 first makes a commitment regarding his mode of operation (modus operandi). 

Such a commitment is, by the way, not uncommon among ancient historiographers 

and biographers.292 Thus, in further pursuance of earlier narrative attempts (διήγησις), 

by others who came before him, but transcending them, he first commits himself (to 

his audience) to undertake an “orderly, methodical” (καθεξῆς) account (διήγησις), 

having “carefully” (ἀκριβῶς)293 acquainted himself with the past “happenings,” in other 

                                      
287 Plutarch, Lycurgus, 1.7. 
288 Dionysius Halicarnassus, Antiquitates Rom. I 8.3 
289 Josephus, Antiquitates, 1.7.4 ; Vita. 40.360; Apion.1:1; 2:1; Luke’s conscious knowledge 
and his use of some features and attributes akin to the Greco-Roman historiography in his 
composition gives legitimacy to the broad assumption of Greco-Roman influence. As we have 
opined above, irrespective of the variances that nevertheless abound among scholars while 
debating on the specific genre-classifications, this fact of a Greco-Roman generic affinity is 
generally undisputed today. See: W. Radl, Evangelium, 2003, 17-19; L. Alexander, Preface, 
1993, 23-24; D. Dormeyer, Geschichtsschreibung, 2009, 17, esp. n65; M. Ebner, Viten, 57-
61. C.G. Müller, Prophet, 2001, 74-76; Διήγησις, 2009, 96-100.  
290 See: L. Alexander, Preface, 1993, 142-6. 
291 The use of the epithet "the excellent one" for Theophilus indicates that this could be a real 
person to whom Luke addressed himself, to whom he dedicated his work and who was the 
target of his efforts to produce an orderly account. His character, however, is equally 
representative or symbolic in relation to the rest of the reading audience. A similar manner of 
representation can be seen in Josephus, Apion.1:1; 2:1, where he addressed himself not only 
to the “most excellent Epaphroditus” but other implied audience. As Pervo puts it, “the 
characterization of Theophilus in Luke 1:1-4 functions also to define the implied reader.” See: 
R. I. Pervo, Acts, 2009, 35. 
292 See a typical example in Thucydides, History, 1:22:2-3, where he first made clear the 
modus operandi that guided his narrative project. Most important is not only the similarity of 
terminologies but the nearness of the import of their usage in Luke.  
293 Thucydides particularly recognized the value and use of the terminology “ἀκριβῶς” in 
consideration of methodical account in narrative writings. See: Thucydides, History, 1. 22,1-2. 
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words, with all the accomplished “deeds and events” (πράγματα)294 surrounding Jesus 

(Lk 1:1-4). As many would agree today, with insights from the common use of these 

terms in the proems of Greco-Roman writers, it is highly suggestive and would do no 

harm to describe Luke as a historiographer of a kind or at least subscribe such self-

understanding to him.295 

 

1.4.1. The Extended “πράγματα” of Jesus in Acts 

This procedural goal is not limited to the proem of the first Lukan corpus. In the ensuing 

prologue296 therefore, Luke begins with a retrospective recapitulation297 that signals a 

brief “ἀνάλημψις” (narrative flashback), whereupon he reveals the second literary 

corpus as a “continuation”, a follow-up of the first, despite its obvious subgeneric 

difference.298 His eagerness to draw attention to and advance the original goals of the 

first corpus is revealingly indicated by Luke’s reference (in Acts 1:1) to his first logos, 

“Τὸν μὲν πρῶτον λόγον,” and by his repeated reference to the “excellent Theophilus.” 

This ‘second logos’ at its core contains the signalled effort to take another diegetic 

                                      
294 The frequency of the use of this term by ancient authors is attested to. See its use 
particularly by Plutarch, inter alia, in Plutarch, Alexander 1; Theseus 1; Aemilius Paulus 1; 
Demosthenes 2; 3. 
295 While underscoring this historiographical subscription, K. Rosen notes: „wer gleich im 
kausalen Vordersatz das Wort πράγματα = Ereignisse liest, den gängigen Begriff für 
Geschichte, und dann im weiteren Verlauf der Proömien griechischer und lateinischer 
Historiker eine ehrwürdige Tradition haben, der tut Lukas gewiß kein Unrecht, wenn er ihn als 
Historiker nimmt und davon ausgeht, dass er sich selbst als Historiker oder vielleicht besser: 
auch als Historiker verstanden hat.“ See K. Rosen, Historiker, 1997, 17-34, 17; see also: C.G. 
Müller, Διήγησις, 2009, 98. 
296 We note here that setting a delimitation to the Proem of Acts has been problematic and 
many scholars of Acts have differed on where the boundary lines exactly stopped. While, in 
general, Acts 1:1 shows a clearer feature of a prologue and would be acknowledged by many 
scholars, some others would variously set limit by variously adding other verses, even up to 
the fourteenth verse. See: S. A. Adams, Genre, 2013, 174; L. Alexander, Preface, 1993, 142-
6; J. A. Fitzmyer, Acts, 1998, 191; R. I. Pervo, Acts, 2009, 32; E. Haenchen, Acts, transl. 1971, 
136-7. 
297  Pervo states correctly that “the most common feature of secondary prefaces is a 
recapitulation (anakephalaiosis) of the preceding work.” See: R. I. Pervo, Acts, 2009, 33; see 
also L. Alexander, Preface, 1993, 143, who argues that recapitulation does not occur in 
classical history but is observable, though not conspicuous, in Hellenistic history. She argues, 
however, for its consistent presence in “scientific treatises.” For more on this, see also: S. A. 
Adams, Genre, 2013, 174. 
298 It is not unusual to see evidence of both a continuous connection as well as a break with 
the previous tale in the prefaces of such double corpuses. See: L.C.A. Alexander, Preface, in 
B. Witherington, (ed.), History, 1996, 89-90. 
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look into the “πράγματα” of Jesus; that is, into the events surrounding Jesus, albeit 

this time with a new tendency. By a narrative extension, then, Luke signalled his 

intention to focus on how these previously discussed “accomplished πράγματα” (the 

events of Jesus in the first corpus) were later reflected, mirrored, and transmitted 

(handed down in words and deeds) in and through the lives of those who came after 

Jesus – his disciples – “who from the beginning were eyewitnesses and servants of 

the word” (“ἀπ’ ἀρχῆς αὐτόπται καὶ ὑπηρέται… τοῦ λόγου” – comp. Lk 1:2 with Acts 

1:1-5 ). 

In other words: In the proem of Acts, Luke focused not only on presenting a return to 

the goal of his inaugural narrative (gospel according to Luke), but on presenting the 

continuity of this ‘Jesus-event’ in and through the lives of his disciples.299 Some 

scholars have pointed out that Luke focuses on sketching the characters of some of 

these disciples in Acts in relation to Jesus and the movement after him, and that this 

seems to reflect a parallel, or rather a similarity, to the kind of character portrayal found 

at least in the traditions of philosophers and rhetoricians, whereby the life and 

teachings of the founder of a school find vivid expression in the lives of its faithful 

followers or disciples. Without implying a direct borrowing of terms, it should be noted 

in this context that Luke’s consistent use of cognates such as “μάρτυς,” “μαθητής,” 

and “μαρτυρέω” in Acts in the context of Jesus’ followers and their witnesses also finds 

a corresponding use within philosophical schools.300 

 

1.4.2. The Tone of Continuity and the Subliminal Character of Jesus in Acts 

An important insight from the foregoing is that the proemial retrospective tone or 

flashback to an earlier corpus may in the Lukan audience of Acts have evoked an 

immediate awareness that this subsequent narrative (in Acts) carries a tone of 

narrative continuity. But this tone of continuity is not limited to only signalling a literary 

continuity that may suggest a textual or rhetorical unity between the two corpora. It is 

also a pragmatic indication of the ‘enlivening impact’ of this narrative. In this sense, 

                                      
299 Many scholars share this view of Luke’s Acts. See for instance: C. K. Barrett, Acts, 1994, 
66-67; R. F. O’Toole, Activity, 1981, 471-98; contra H. Conzelmann, Acts, transl. 1987, 12; S. 
A. Adams, Genre, 2013, 174. 
300 For further opinions on the use of the term “μαθητής” among various philosophical schools, 
see: S. A. Adams, Genre, 2013, 173; K.H. Rengstorf, μαθητής, 1967, 415-60. 
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the Lukan ‘Jesus-narrative’ is meant to be - for his audience - not a mere account 

(diegesis) of ‘forgone events’ but a ‘living-narrative’ that has both an informative and 

an ongoing formative significance for the lives of his disciples and also for the lives of 

those who come after them, including at least the (implied) reader.  

Indeed, for Luke, the “διήγησις” about the deeds and teachings of Jesus (περὶ πάντων 

ὧν ἤρξατο ὁ Ἰησοῦς ποιεῖν τε καὶ διδάσκειν, [Acts 1: 1]) was precisely no mere history; 

no mere recollection of the past; nor a mere reminiscence of the forgotten incidents 

and memorable events of a people, especially those of its past heroes, as is common 

in profane historiographies. Luke’s history was rather a sacred history, and, as we 

have already mentioned, in the manner of the Septuagint. His story was the story of 

the salvific event which Jesus had accomplished and which was to be continued in his 

disciples by their witnesses and lives, after they had received his instruction or 

commission (ἐντειλάμενος) “through the Holy Spirit,” who is the principal divine means 

of its continuation (cf. Acts 1:2).  

Luke’s uniqueness and creative, artistic, excellence could not have been more clearly 

emphasized than here, in and through this diegetic pursuit, with which he sought to 

draw the authorial audience’s attention to the fact that these “πράγματα” of Jesus 

continue to find vivid echoes in the later “πράγματα” of his disciples as well as the 

recipients of his writings. Thus, along the lines of roughly a ‘person-oriented historical 

account’ (biography),301 the portrait of Jesus in Acts remains undoubtedly central, even 

as it mostly remains in the background, underpinning the individual portraits of his 

disciples. In other words, the portraits of these disciples, despite the traits of individual 

self-portraiture in them, serve to a greater extent to highlight an ‘extended’ narrative 

portrait of Jesus himself.302  

No less significant in this context is the subliminal presence of Jesus in the narrative 

portraits of the various key figures among these disciples who demonstrably appear 

in the various episodes of Acts. This is reflected in several examples: (a) Jesus present 

in the image of Stephen (7:56); (b) vividly present in Peter speaking to Ananias (9:10-

                                      
301 See C.G. Müller, Διήγησις, 2009, 106-15, for a detailed clarification of both historiographical 
(in general) as well as biographical (in particular) claims attributed to Luke’s double narratives. 
302 Particularly among the intellectual biographers, like Plato on Socrates or Porphyry on 
Plotinus, this idea of an extended portrait of the master mirrored in the biographies of the 
disciples is common. See: T. Hägg, Arts, 2012, 368-78, esp. on the critical appraisal of such 
a manner of characterization. 
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16); (c) Jesus intervening in the life of Saul (10:13), and his other ‘occasional’ 

appearance in dreams to Paul (18:9; 23:11); (d) in his numerous interventions in the 

work of other disciples through his Spirit (the Spirit of the Lord). In all these subliminal 

portraits of Jesus colouring the portraits of his disciples, none is more vivid than the 

one in the portrait of Peter and Paul as parallel characters.303 It is very striking how 

Luke sketched the portraits of these two historical figures in this second work (Acts), 

as if in a diptych, to highlight the significantly continuous echoes of ‘Jesus-πράγματα.’ 

 

1.5.  Apollos’ Reminiscence in the Context Continuity 

From a reception-critical and reader-oriented point of view, it can be observed, too, 

that Luke (the narrator) considered a reminiscence of Apollos among the others 

worthwhile, especially with an eye towards his authorial audience. Indeed, this 

narrative of Apollos’ own “πράγματα” (his deeds as well as the events surrounding 

him) as a Christ-believing disciple and missionary was worth telling for Luke, some 

forty years after Apollos’ departure from the missionary scene. As with Luke’s 

narratives of Peter, John, Philip, Stephen, Barnabas, Paul, etc., Luke considered the 

portrayal of this figure, Apollos, equally inevitable in relation to his general and basic 

portrait of Jesus and the movement that developed around his person.  

It is an undeniable fact that the attempt to highlight his (Apollos’) place in the Jesus-

narrative and his role in the missionary scene is central to the biographical episode in 

Acts 18:24-28 and 19:1-7. It is both fascinating and instructive for an in-depth 

rhetorical-narrative consideration of Lukan portraiture how his status, his identity, 

indeed his whole portrait was brought together with that of the other believers, 

especially Paul.  

It is noteworthy, for example, that Luke links his account of Apollos with that of John 

the Baptist in the context of the emerging discipleship of Jesus outside Palestine. One 

might have assumed, or at least the implicit reader familiar with Luke’s first corpus 

might have assumed, that a narrative closure of the comparative narratives about John 

the Baptist in relation to Jesus had already occurred, with a positive resolution 

                                      
303 See A.C. Clark, Lives, 2001 passim, for a detailed analysis of the portraits of these two 
main figures in relation to other figures in Acts. 
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signalling an alignment of their respective missions in Lk 7:28-29; 20:4-7 (see also 

Acts 1:5). However, the Apollos-episode (in Acts 18:24ff.) gives the reader the 

impression that John’s memory actively lived on and that some unresolved questions 

about his place in God’s saving mission in Christ were probably still outstanding even 

as the nascent Jesus-movement continued to spread and expand beyond Jerusalem 

and its environs.  

As has been argued at length by other scholars, this is not only evidence of narrative 

unity between Luke and Acts, but also obvious evidence of narrative continuity.304 The 

‘Apollos-John the Baptist’ connection is thus further evidence of the extension of some 

plot lines and characterizations from one part of the Lukan corpus to the subsequent 

one. In this case of the Apollos-John connection, as we shall see later, Luke again 

attempts to achieve positive narrative closure by aligning the consequences of John’s 

teaching and his mission with that of Jesus (Acts 18:25c-27a). Thus, an Apollos whom 

Luke says knew “only John’s baptism” (Acts 18:25c) is said to have taught “accurately 

about Jesus” (v. 25b). Compared to Paul (and the circle around him), however, 

Apollos’ teaching about “the way” pales somewhat and seems to be an anticipation of 

the more “accurate” teaching of Paul and his inner circle (Acts 18:26b; 19:4-10). In this 

regard, the implicit reader cannot but notice a notable indication of the theological and 

rhetorical consistency that runs throughout Luke-Acts, especially the consistent 

portrait of John as “more than a prophet” but still a ‘forerunner’ of Jesus, who is 

consistently portrayed as the expected Messiah.305  

In agreement with the above point of view, J.M. Morgan comments that:   

                                      
304See: C.G. Müller, Prophet, 2001, 267-71, esp. 269: „Erzählerisch findet in Apg 1,5 eine 
Rückblende zu den bereits behandelten Texten des Lukasevangeliums statt, die von der 
Taufe des Johannes sprechen…. Mit der Erinnerung an die Johannestaufe erfolgt 
erzählerisch eine Analepse, vor allem zum dritten Kapitel des Lukasevangeliums….“; Müller 
again notes in p.292: „Durch häufige Rückweise stellt der Erzähler Lukas immer wieder 
Bezüge zum ersten Teil des Doppelwerks her, wodurch die dort erzählte Geschichte des 
Johannes eine Fortsetzung erfährt.“ 
305The syncritical implication underlying the Lukan "Jesus-John" characterization, and thus its 
analogous relationship to the Lukan “Paul-Apollos” parallel portrayals in Acts, is the focus of 
Müller's work, already cited, aptly titled “Mehr als ein Prophet” ("More Than A Prophet.") 
Müller's contribution extends the earlier hypotheses of F. Pereira, Ephesus, 1983, 60-75; and 
of M. Wolter, Apollos, 1987, 59 n57, who affirms the suspicion of an underlying syncrisis in 
Acts 18:24-19:1-7. The present work is also a further development of these considerations. 
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…John the Baptist plays a fundamental role in the earliest part 

of the narrative confirming the promises said about him, but then 

gradually fades out of the narrator’s focus. Nonetheless, despite 

the lack of John the Baptist’s presence on the level of action in 

the rest of the narrative, this does not diminish the interpretative 

value that his figure has for the rest of Luke-Acts, for the reader 

receives other indications evaluating positively John’s role and 

his disciple’s integration into Jesus’ movement.306 

We may not learn all the reasons for the insertion of the story of Apollos. In any case, 

however, it is safe to say that the insertion of this “διήγησις” about him may be further 

evidence that at the time Luke wrote the second of his two writings, there were still 

clear traces or remnants of Apollos’ influence in some communities. It may also 

indicate that the question of John the Baptist and his place within the new movement 

had not yet been settled or resolved. From such an indicator, it can be further inferred 

that the diegesis about Apollos and about the so-called “Ephesian disciples of John-

the-Baptist” could also be an indication of a community’s search for a solution to the 

problem of their identity, amidst an enduring issue of diversity in the face of the 

emerging common Christian identity.  

 

1.6.  Enduring Reception or Faded Legacy? 

Most likely, Apollos was still an authoritative point of reference for some believers in 

Christ up to the time of Luke, and this may very well have prevailed into the late 

apostolic period.307 Perhaps the memory of him was still felt and cherished by some 

believers in some churches, which may have informed Luke’s glowing attributions to 

his person. If this assumption is correct, then this evidence for a continuing memory 

of Apollos and of his unique missionary legacy, especially as presented in Acts,308 

                                      
306 J.M. Morgan, Encountering, 2013, 79. 
307 Perhaps with some caveats, I would like to acknowledge this view, which is central to the 
work of P.F. Beatrice, where he has endeavoured to present a continuous reception of the 
Apollos tradition even in later centuries after him. See: P. F. Beatrice, Apollos, 1995, 1232-75. 
308 That Luke highlights the (baptismal) image of Apollos in Acts as an indication of an enduring 
legacy of John the Baptist is noteworthy, especially since one also finds a parallel and 
simultaneous preoccupation with the image of John the Baptist in Josephus. See: Josephus, 
Antiquitates. 18.116-19, for a parallel account of John in Josephus and a reference to the 
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stands in stark contrast to some modern assumptions that assert that Apollos’ mission 

and prominence must have faded almost immediately without further significance in 

the communities where he may have ministered.309  

If it is true that a presumed ‘principle of selection’ or ‘selectivity’ plays a crucial role in 

any diegetic composition and ‘emplotment’,310 then one should consider the relevance 

of an author’s (namely, Luke’s) conscious decision in this very late part of the first 

century (c. 80-90 CE)311 to select and include in his collections the account of a figure 

like Apollos. This relevance should be acknowledged, especially considering that it 

may have been difficult for Luke to make such an inclusion, as evidenced by the 

conspicuous Lukan reworking of the traditional sources, and especially by his clear 

tendency here to add his own narrative, revisionary, insertions.312  

In this regard, not just one but many from a redaction-critical point of view have noted 

the “obvious awkwardness” exhibited by the inclusion of Apollos-narrative, considering 

especially the supposedly general rhetorical and theological perspective of Acts.313 

Such an observation is made against the background that Luke’s Acts of the Apostles 

has, among other things, a general perspective that places the portraits of Peter (along 

with the other apostles) and especially that of Paul at the centre of the narrative, with 

Paul coming even more to the fore in the second half of Acts (Acts 13-28). In this 

context, it should be kept in mind that, according to Luke’s general assessment, a 

                                      
enduring legacy of John the Baptist after his death. For more in this significance, see: C.G. 
Müller, Prophet, 2001, 8, 153(n124), 169; see also C. Park, Johannes, 1997/98. 
309 M. Günther’s position on the issue is an instance typifying those who opine that both 
Apollos’ as well as Pauline mission in Ephesus did not survive long, rather faded or got 
swallowed up by other currents. See: M. Günther, Frühgeschichte, (see note 1) 1995, 58. 
310 J.M. Morgan emphasizes the role of ‘selectivity’ in the process of "emplotment" and 
"explotment" of narratives (i.e., in the various functions of the plot), by noting that narrators 
are faced with the choice to select “certain material and omit others. They emphasize certain 
points and conceal others. Narrators can also rearrange the temporal order, revealing things 
to the reader the characters in the story do not know.” See: J.M. Morgan, Encountering, 2013, 
37. 
311 Some scholars like R.I. Pervo and others have even argued for a later date of Acts’ 
composition, putting it around the period of the early second century CE (ca 115CE). See R.I. 
Pervo, Acts, 2009, 5-7; for a conservative or more moderate estimation of its dating (ca 80-
90CE), see: F.F. Bruce, Acts, 1990, 9-18; J. Zmijewski, Apostelgeschichte, 1994,14-15. 
312 On the significance of such revisionary insertions (Einschübe) see J. Zmijewski, 
Apostelgeschichte, 1994, 673-75. 
313 See: J. Frey, Rise, 2013, 242-43; indeed much earlier than J. Frey is the work of G. 
Schneider, who commented that: „sie paßt schlecht zur lukanischen Erzählabsicht, „da sie 
vom vorpaulinischen Christentum in Ephesus handelt“. See: G Schneider, Apostelgeschichte 
II, 259-60. 
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Christianity or a proclamation independent of the apostolic tradition (which is also 

embodied by Paul) did not seem conceivable.314  

One can understand the uneasiness, then, in trying to position the figure of Apollos in 

the narrative of Acts, since he was apparently an embodiment of a Christianity that 

was, to all appearances, probably pre-Pauline in Ephesus, and whose other members 

seemed to be oriented toward John the Baptist rather than toward any known apostolic 

connection. One can imagine the narrative difficulties that this presents for an 

unpretentious pro-Pauline, pro-apostolic author and narrator like Luke. In this context, 

it is also noteworthy for the rhetorical narrative/ interpretive perspective that the portrait 

of Apollos in Acts 18:24-28 exhibits a certain compositional inevitability for Luke, as 

he is forced to shift the spotlight away from Paul to another missionary figure. Indeed, 

this is the only passage (with a narrative beginning and ending) in which there is an 

extended biographical characterization in this second half in which Paul is not the 

central (missionary) figure.315  

In sum, if for no other reason, the Apollos-narrative definitely prompts or invites serious 

consideration owing to the supposed awkwardness of this insertion, or in other words, 

owing to the mere fact that Luke took the trouble to make this insertion regardless of 

its supposed inconsistency with his supposed rhetorical-theological strategy. In this 

respect, then, it is useful to consider both its rhetorical-narrative – as well as its 

rhetorical-pragmatic-significance. This may well give some indication of its theological 

significance. In this context, one might ask: What literary-narrative significance might 

it have had for Luke and his intended authorial audience (inclusive at least: his implied 

reader)? More specifically, what is the rhetorical significance of the “διήγησις” about 

Apollos for Theophilus in the context of Luke’s desire to demonstrate “ἀσφάλεια” 

(“certainty”)? That is, in the context of his goal (“ἵνα”) that Theophilus and other readers 

or recipients “know the certainty of [the] things” they were taught (Lk 1:4). This is the 

main goal of the present rhetorical-narrative exposé. 

                                      
314 W. Schmithals, Apostelgeschichte, 1982, 172; J. Zmijewski, Apostelgeschichte, 1994, 676-
7. 
315 A similar view as above is expressed in C.G. Müller, Prophet, 2001, 281.: “Apg 18,24-28 
ist auch die einzige Stelle in Apg 13-28, in der nicht Paulus, sondern ein anderer Missionar im 
Mittelpunkt steht.“; see also K. Backhaus, Jüngerkreise, 1991, 225. 
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2. Chapter Two: Preliminary Consideration (2) – 

Lukan Audience And Reception-Critical-Model Of Interpretation 

 

2.1. Understanding the Authorial Audience 

In view of the fact that we have already used the term “authorial audience” several 

times in the course of our considerations above, it would perhaps be helpful to explain 

it a little more in detail, so that we can further situate our ongoing interpretive project 

here and give it the right direction. In doing so, we will start from the basic assumption 

of literary criticism that every author should be aware of the inherent dialectic of 

meaning, which manifests itself in a two-way process: from author to reader and vice 

versa. This being the case, it is undeniable that, especially in the last three to four 

decades, there has been an ever-increasing turn towards literary-narrative criticism of 

biblical texts, which has greatly improved the process of interpretation through the so-

called reader-oriented method of interpretation.316 In this sense, some scholars have 

found interest in the question of what a reader brings (or contributes) to the 

composition of texts that might help later interpreters.317  

Interpretive efforts have also developed along these lines, recognizing - and 

distinguishing between - different kinds of readers of a text to whom the author 

addresses himself directly or indirectly. One is an actual reader or audience ‘of flesh 

and blood’; the other is a fictitiously constructed reader, called an “authorial 

audience,”318 whose presence is assumed by the narrative.319 Thus, apart from the 

actual reader, whom the author can never determine because this reader comprises 

an audience that exists beyond the world of the texts; or apart from the so-called “ideal 

                                      
316 See: M.A. Powell, Criticism,1990; R.M. Fowler, Reader, 1991; C.H. Talbert, Reading, 1994. 
317 This quest finds strong motivation from H.R. Jauss, whose reception-critical approach 
(Rezeptionsgeschichte) seeks to identify the so called ‘horizon of expectation’ pervading a 
given literary work. See. H.R. Jauss, History, 1970, 7-37. 
318 P.J. Rabinowitz acknowledges that there is a hypothetical audience, which is a rhetorical 
construct of any author. While writing, the author imaginatively presupposes the belief, the 
knowledge of these readers; he especially presupposes the readers' familiarity with the 
conventions that the author brings to his work. See: P.J. Rabinowitz, Truth, 1977, 121-41; 
Reading, 1987; Whirl, 1989, 81-100. See as well: C.H. Talbert, Reading, 2003, 14-15, for 
some detailed nuances that go with the notion of readers or audiences of texts, in relation the 
NT texts; See also: M.W. Martin, Judas, 2010, 3. 
319 M.C. Parsons, Acts, 2008, 19. 
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implicit reader,” who is covertly implied by the narrator-author but is independent of 

the texts,320 there is the other reader or audience whose world the narrative itself 

presupposes, demands, and assumes, and whose contextual (“co-textual”) presence 

rhetorically “guides the hand and imagination” of the author. Such an authorial 

audience is in fact a historically circumscribed and rhetorically contextualized implicit 

reader, identifiable through careful analysis of the text and the “context in which the 

text was produced.”321. W. J. Ong describes this kind of reader as always fictional; an 

audience that always remains in the author’s imagination during the writing process.322  

Unlike oral storytelling, however, in which the audience is physically present during 

the telling and the narrator can effectively tune in to the moods and reactions of his 

immediate listeners, in written narratives the audience can be physically absent.323 

Such an audience, however, can actively influence the author’s ideas in some form of 

omnipresence as the author strives to communicate and make his message heard. To 

make himself heard, the author adopts and uses a shared medium of meaning based 

on certain cultural, ethical, or literary expectations that must be palpable in the 

narrative. The author makes himself heard and wants to be understood through the 

prism of this “horizon of expectations.” A present-day interpreter or reader who wants 

to understand the author’s intention and modus operandi must therefore find a way to 

access these horizons of expectation.324 

The question of what the authorial audience brings to the interpretive process is thus 

an attempt to bridge this interpretive gap between the actual contemporary reader or 

reader-interpreter and the author. It is a matter of putting oneself in the world of the 

authorial audience and imagining how that audience might have perceived the text 

based on the repertoire of knowledge and expectations available to them and which 

they share with the author.325  

 

                                      
320 W. Iser, Reader, 1974. 
321 C.H. Talbert, Reading, 2003, 15., following Rabinowitz, Talbert also mentions other kinds 
of identifiable audience, like the “narrative audience” and the “ideal narrative audience” 
322 W.J. Ong, Audience, 1977, 53-81; S.S. Lanser, Act, 1981, 114-20. 
323 W.S. Kurz, Models, 173. 
324 For a similar discourse on this approach, see: M. W. Martin, Judas, 2010, 2-4, 13-14, 20; 
C. H. Talbert, Reading, 2003, 14-15; Reading, 1994, 63, 161. 
325 C. H. Talbert, Reading, 2003, 15. 
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2.2. New Testament and Authorial Audience 

The above understanding is indeed applicable to the New Testament texts. As we 

know, every contemporary interpreter of the New Testament as an actual reader is 

always confronted with this immediate spatio-temporal disparity between him and the 

authors of the New Testament writings. This disparity, which, as we have already 

stated, manifests itself either as a cultural, geographical, or epochal disparity, is often 

perplexing and thus always yearns for a ‘mediated common ground’ that will enable 

the contemporary reader or interpreter to understand the New Testament authors or 

to critically appreciate the messages that their narratives embody. Accordingly, the 

present-day New Testament interpreter as an actual reader strives then to “adopt the 

perspectives of the authorial audience”, so as to “become a member of the (sic. New 

Testament-) author’s original audience’s conceptual community”.326 He or she 

accomplishes this by reconstructing the conceptual world at work in the composition, 

which presupposes the original world in which the text ought to have been received.  

As a contemporary reader, he or she decodes these repertoires of knowledge within 

the author’s milieu and asks how readers in that milieu would have heard and 

understood the New Testament texts, especially against the background of these 

shared repertoires.327 This method borrows closely from the aforementioned 

proposition of H. R. Jauss, who proposes that authors and their readers have a certain 

shared horizon of expectations under which communication is made possible.328 

Consequently, the question of how Luke’s readership or audience might have heard 

Luke’s account of Apollos involves an attempt to discover between the lines of the text 

how the author intended his portrait of Apollos to be understood. This involves not only 

paying attention to the story, but also a keen grasp of how Luke employed or used 

those repertoires common in his milieu in conveying his story. 

                                      
326 C.H. Talbert, Reading, 2003, 15. 
327 Talbert cites a supposedly orally transmitted hermeneutical rule which E. Käsemann 
attributed to W. Bauer: “Before one inquires into an author’s intention, he must first ask how 
the first readers are likely to have understood the text.” See: C.H. Talbert, Reading, 2003, 16. 
328 H. R. Jauss, Experience, 1982; see also for details: History, 1982, 3-45; with regards to the 
recognition and deployment of such manner of interpretation in NT studies, Talbert has noted 
particularly its similarity to and continuity of the methodological traditions expounded by 
scholars like Cadbury, Dibelius, et al. See C.H. Talbert, Reading, 2003, 14-18; see also: M.W. 
Martin, Judas, 2010, 3-4, who share a lot of Talbert’s view in this regard. 
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2.3. Luke’s Milieu and Audience-Expectation 

Accordingly, it would be appropriate to ask: What milieu describes best the world of 

Luke and his audience? New Testament scholars today agree, among other things, 

on the Jewish and Greco-Roman (Mediterranean) milieu that, by and large, provided 

the religious and socio-cultural ideology as well as the literary provenance within which 

the New Testament texts, especially Luke-Acts, emerged. It is an indisputable fact that 

the socio-cultural and religious way of thinking of the Jews formed the underlying 

matrix of the New Testament. That Greco-Roman thought and language became the 

vehicle of communication, however, is by no means irrelevant to a balanced 

interpretation. Both bring something to the mix. Therefore, conceptualizing Jewish and 

Greco-Roman ideological backgrounds, as well as understanding their manner of 

rhetorical applications, can serve as a hermeneutical tool for analysing New 

Testament narrative literature. 

To better understand the above, it might be helpful to point out that this feature of the 

Jewish-Greek-Roman “mixed-bag” is not unique to the New Testament, since other 

Jewish extra-biblical texts of the Hellenistic periods manifest such presuppositions. 

For example, in the Jewish literary traditions, alongside the corpuses of the New 

Testament narrative genre (Gospels and Acts), it can be demonstrated that some 

Jewish authors were demonstrably inclined toward Hellenistic norms of historiography 

and biography. Authors such as Josephus (Jewish Wars, Antiquities, etc.) and Philo, 

and not to exclude the so called Pseudo-Philo,329 as well as the author of 1 

Maccabees, are but a few examples of Jewish writers who took particular cognizance 

of Greco-Roman historiographical or biographical standards in writing their works. 

Although these authors used the Jewish biblical texts (such as in the Septuagint) as 

the basis for their imitation and references, they did not shy away from other Hellenistic 

influences on the way they crafted their stories and portrayed their characters. Noting 

the enormity of such influence on these Jewish authors, G. Sterling writes: “Hellenism 

                                      
329 To explain the attribution of the term Pseudo-Philo, it is necessary to underline that between 
the two great Jewish revolts against the Romans in Palestine, that is, between the years 73 
and 132 CE, the so-called Antiquitates Biblicae (or the Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum) came to 
be written. Previously, it was attributed to Philo of Alexandria. Today, however, it is proven 
that the great Jewish philosopher cannot be considered the author of the AntBibl. Rather, it is 
assumed that an unknown author, probably a scholar close to Pharisaic thought, must have 
written the work. For further reading on this, see: C. Dietzfelbinger, Pseudo-Philo, 1979, 91. 
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had an impact on virtually all of these authors and their histories; conversely, the 

biblical tradition exerted an enormous influence on the majority of the Jewish 

historians, no matter what language they used.”330 

Accordingly, it is not surprising how such influences might have generally shaped the 

NT texts, directly or indirectly. It is particularly less disputed today that this holds a lot 

of consequences for the interpretation of Luke-Acts. In fact, numerous scholarly 

contributions have abounded in the last three to four decades especially in this regard, 

noting extensively the influences which this milieu might have brought upon the 

composition of Luke-Acts331 and how taking cognizance of these would facilitate a 

meaningful interpretation.332 It would be superfluous to go into these views and the 

relevant debates at length again here, since many of them have either already been 

raised in one way or other in this writing or would be taken up in due course. In this 

context, however, it is sufficient to note C. H. Talbert’s comment that “the 

Mediterranean milieu allows one to determine how Luke would have been heard by 

an ancient auditor and therefore, to discern what it would have meant in the context of 

his own time”333.  Other scholars like P. L. Shuler,334 R. A. Burridge,335 A. C. Clark,336 

                                      
330 G. Sterling, Appropriation, 231. 
331 This assumption underlies such interpretive models, like the socio-anthropological model 
of interpretation by J. Neyrey. See his edited collections: J. Neyrey, World, 1991. Likewise, 
that literary-critical model, which follows the footsteps of H.J. Cadbury, who earlier concerned 
himself with the affinity of Luke’s literary techniques with those of its Mediterranean parallels. 
In this regard, countless other interpreters have developed and systematized interests in the 
Mediterranean world of Luke’s writings. See H.J. Cadbury, Making, 1927; See as well for later 
instances: C. H. Talbert, ed., Perspectives, 1978; Perspectives, 1984; Reading, 2003. 
332 Numerous commentaries and monographs have been dedicated to this model of 
interpretation. See for instance works like: G. A. Kennedy, Testament, 1984; S. Garrett, 
Demise, 1989; or commentaries like: C. H. Talbert, Reading, 1982 & 2002; M.C. Parsons, 
Acts, 2008. Apart from monographs various other contributions have accrued by way of essay-
collections. Instances of such are some essays contained in a 2009-collection of essays edited 
by Thomas Schmeller, which focused on the debated question of Genre of the New Testament 
in relation to their approximation to the Genres of Biography and Historiography. See: T. 
Schmeller, Historiographie, 2009; within this collection, see i.a: D. Dormeyer, 
Geschichtsschreibng, 2009, 1-33; M. Ebner, Viten, 2009, 35-61; C.G. Müller, Διήγησις, 2009, 
95-126; see also: B. Heininger, Paulusbild, 2007, 407-26. 
333 C. H. Talbert, Reading, 2003, 12. 
334 P. L. Shuler, Genre, 1982. 
335 R. A. Burridge, Gospels, 2004. 
336 A. C. Clark, Parallel, 2001, who, while underpinning the necessity of a comparative studies 
of Lukan corpus with those of his contemporaries, noted: “when combined with a comparative 
study of techniques actually used about Luke’s time by Plutarch and others, it is hoped that 
this approach will not only shed new light in the phenomena to be investigated, but also provide 
further evidence of the value of a literary approach in investigating interpretative issues to 
which such an approach is amenable”. See: A. C. Clark, Parallel, 2001, 6. 
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C.G. Müller,337 M. W. Martin,338 S. Shauf,339 S.A. Adams,340 M. Becker,341 (to mention 

but a few) share this common understanding of Luke as an artistically but culturally 

trained writer; he shares formal parallels not only with the other Evangelists but most 

significantly with the other Greco-Roman authors.342  

 

2.4. The Authorial Audience in Relation to Lukan Genre-Choice  

Following the above, however, it must be re-emphasized that when classifying Luke-

Acts with other Greco-Roman historiographical (or biographical) works, one must take 

note of its own share of differences and idiosyncrasies as a double corpus. Thus, 

despite some comparable similarities and recognizable literary proximity, some 

caution is required to avoid inadvertently placing Luke-Acts in the general category of 

Greco-Roman historiography. So far, the “genre question” is however undisputedly 

unresolved among New Testament scholars, as we noted already.  

                                      
337 C. G. Müller, Prophet, 2001. Like A. C. Clark, Müller also pursued a comparative study of 
Lukan double-works in relation to Plutarch’s biographical works. Müller (as well as Clark 
above) showcases deeper insights on Luke’s in-depth knowledge and use of rhetorical 
techniques like Syncrisis and other conventions in fashioning his characters. His detailed 
treatment of Luke’s parallel Characters, Jesus and John the Baptist, is insightful for our 
representation in this work. 
338 M. W. Martin, Topic, 2008, 18-41. Martin particularly agrees with P.L. Shuler that the 
encomiastic lists in Progymnasmata corroborate how various bioi generally handle their 
subjects. He sees these similarities as having manifested in Luke’s handling of the character 
of Jesus. Particularly interesting is Martin’s comparison of some biographies (Plutarch, 
Alcibiades and Coriolanus; Philostratus, Life of Apollonius; Philo, Life of Moses; Josephus, 
Life) with Luke. See esp. 25-41 
339 S. Shauf, Theology, 2005, esp. 3-84 
340 S.A. Adams, Genre, 2013, esp.4-22. His review of the history of research in this regard is 
insightful. 
341 M. Becker, Lukas, 2020. On the basis of the assumption that Luke had a considerable 
education available to him in his time and milieu, Matthias Becker is here concerned with the 
question of the extent to which Luke’s texts can also be placed within the pagan discourses 
on education of his time. Becker pursues this question on the basis of a wide range of sources 
by relating Luke’s Gospel and the Acts of the Apostles for the first time to the writings of the 
orator and philosophical itinerant preacher Dion of Prusa. Employing comparative analyses of 
concepts and motifs, cross-referenced readings, and a reader’s heuristic construction, the 
study elaborates discursive overlaps with regard to rhetorical, ethical, and theological themes. 
342 C.G. Müller, Διήγησις, 2009, 96-97. While agreeing here with J. Schröter and S. Hagene 
on the comparability of Luke-Acts with other ancient Historiographical works, Müller notes: 
„Eine Vergleichbarkeit zu historiographischen Werken der Antike besteht u.a. darin, dass „die 
historische Erzählung auf der Basis des historischen Materials die Vergangenheit in der 
Gegenwart vertritt;““ see: J. Schröter, Lukas, 2005, 237-262, 250; also: S. Hagene, Zeiten, 
2003, 61. 
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S.A. Adams, in his work, referred extensively to the importance of the “genre priority” 

question, which might be useful for consideration in relation to the author’s readership 

here. While emphasizing the indispensability of the genre question, Adams noted that 

the reader cannot dispense with the genre question because literary genre serves to 

establish a relational code, indeed “a code of social behaviour”343 between the author 

and his or her audience. In Adams’s view, then, an author’s choice of genre is not 

merely a spontaneous, impulsive decision, as the author is thereby attempting to 

determine and establish the rules of the code that influences not only how an author 

writes, but also how the author asks the reader to approach the text344. Within the 

“horizon of expectation,” then, genres first determine how an authorial audience would 

approach a text.  

In this case, it is assumed that an ancient reader of a text cannot help but ask himself 

from the outset, even if not explicitly: “what kind of writing am I dealing with - a letter 

or a narrative, a poem or a piece of logical discourse?” Such a reader would ask the 

obvious question, for example: “Is the writing at hand fiction (novel) or does it claim to 

embody a true story (historiography)?” Moreover, an equally important question to ask 

is: what kind of historiographical work is it? Is it about heroic events of the past (history 

proper) or about one or more prominent individuals whose words and deeds have 

something to say to the reader (biographies)? Adams’ comments above on these 

questions are so revealing that I must quote them at length below: 

Taking an example from ancient texts, in ancient Greco-Roman 

culture there were a number of genre similarities between history and 

biography. If one were to misinterpret a biography as history, it is 

likely that the interpretation would not be too far off. However, the 

interpreter would miss a number of the subtleties within the text. 

                                      
343 S.A. Adams, Genre, 2013, 1. 
344 S.A. Adams, Genre, 2013, 1; Adams sees a kind of ‘generic contract’ existing between the 
author and his readers. In this contract, genres become ‘horizon of expectation’ for readers 
and models of writing for authors; see also: T. Todorov, Origin, 2000, 193-209; this 
corroborates H. Dubrow, Genre, 1982, 31, who defines genre as: “a conceptual orienting 
device that suggests to the hearer the sort of receptorial conditions in which a fictive discourse 
might have been delivered”. 
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Furthermore, the authorial emphasis in the work would be twisted 

and lost to the reader.345  

To illustrate further, he notes with specific example: 

If one of Plutarch’s Parallel Lives was taken as a history, there would be 

less issue in terms of historical veracity than with Ps-Herodotus’ Life of 

Homer. However, the primary goal of Plutarch’s Lives, which is to enact 

change within the reader, would be overshadowed by the reader’s 

search for historical factoids.346 

He therefore surmises: 

That a reader can only take historical titbits from the text without 

acknowledging the goal of the work is clear. However, for a proper 

understanding of the historical nugget, it is beneficial for the extractor to 

know how the author was shaping the material. For example, an action 

that was positively interpreted in the Life (sc. Bioi347) may be considered 

negative in the Syncrisis. Pericles in his Life is praised by Plutarch for 

his building projects on the Acropolis (Per. 12.1-13.13); however, this 

same building programme is denigrated in the synkrisis when compared 

to the real work of a statesman, that of virtue (Comp. Per. Fab. 2.1). 

Therefore, in order to understand the importance of the historical fact, 

one must understand its context, and that is best gained by a thorough 

investigation of genre.348 

S.A. Adams is not alone in acknowledging the priority of genre context. Indeed, many 

of the scholars already mentioned have addressed such concerns with regard to the 

author’s self-understanding (which we discussed above), especially with regard to the 

Lukan corpora. Ironically, it is agreed that a persistent perplexity prevails in this quest, 

stemming from differing views on the precise genre classification of Luke-Acts. At the 

                                      
345 S.A. Adams, Genre, 2013, 2. 
346 S.A. Adams, Genre, 2013, 2. 
347 Emphasis is mine. 
348 S.A. Adams, Genre, 2013, 2-4.  
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centre of interest is the “status question”: did the auctorial audience of Luke’s double 

corpora understand this project as pure history or is it pure biography?349  

Transcending this dispute, however, there is at least consensus that Luke’s Gospel 

and the Acts of the Apostles are not lacking in those features that make it easier to 

assume the author’s knowledge of the Greco-Roman convention of diegetic writing 

and his conscious attempt to adhere to it in order to maintain the contract of that 

relational code, that makes understanding possible. Indeed, such an obvious Greco-

Roman literary kinship is hard to miss –  be it in his manner of describing for the 

audience, “things that happened or as though they happened”, (Theon’s διήγησις)350 

or in the manner of representing persons (πρόσωπον) “whether they be one or many; 

and the action done by the person; and the place where the action was done; and the 

time at which it was done; and the manner of the action…” (Prog. 78).351  

This obvious affinity suggests that Luke, like these other ancient authors, desired or 

expected from his audience, among other things, a proper understanding of these 

Greco-Roman conventions when approaching his writing. As W. Radl puts it (and I 

freely translate his German original here): “If Luke, in the prologue, [...] is accustomed 

to the convention of Greek writers, then he is obviously thinking of readers who are 

familiar with these literary conventions and appreciate them”352. Keeping this in mind 

would contribute to a balanced literary and exegetical interpretation of Luke-Acts, at 

least from the reader-oriented perspective. 

  

                                      
349 See: C.G. Müller, Διήγησις, 2009, 101-115. 
350 See Kennedy’s translation of Theon’s teaching on the “Narrative”, (Aelius Theon, Prog. 78), 
in G.A. Kennedy, Progymnasmata, 2003, 28 
351 “πρόσωπον” is listed as one of the six elements that feature in narrative, according to 
Theon; see his: Progymnasmata. 78. 
352 W. Radl, Lukas, 1988, (footnote.16), 26: „wenn sich Lukas im Vorwort [...] der Konvention 
griechischer Schriftsteller angleicht, dann denkt er dabei offenbar an Leser, die mit diesen 
literarischen Gepflogenheiten vertraut sind und sie zu schätzen wissen“. 
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3. Chapter Three: Luke – The Greek-Roman Narrative Portraitist 

 

3.1.  Luke and the Greco-Roman method of Characterization 

On the basis of the Greco-Roman correlations extensively explored above, it would be 

appropriate at this point to regard Luke as a product of his time when it comes to how 

he shapes the characters he describes in his works. Upon closer examination, it is 

certainly noticeable, without disregarding Lukan peculiarities, that the Lukan method 

of characterization resonates with a familiarity vis-à-vis the Greco-Roman style of 

character portrayal.  Indeed, it is these echoes of Greco-Roman conventions of 

character portrayal, which abound in Luke-Acts, that give his diegetic interest its 

artistic flourish. To clarify this proximity, some background observations and 

clarifications on these affinities might be helpful.  

 

3.2. Rhetoric Provenance of Narrative Characterization 

Numerous studies repeatedly note that as early as the first century BCE, ancient 

rhetorical conventions found their way into various types of literary composition.353 And 

in the course of its development, it has permeated all forms of literary expressions – 

whether in the composition of speeches, of letters (as already seen in the previous 

section on the Pauline correspondences),354 or in the writing of discourses, of poetics, 

and of narrative writings (whether fictional or non-fictional). It must be noted, however, 

that this rhetorical tendency seems to have been gradual in its development and use. 

Beginning with its formal use in speeches to support legal, political, and epideictic 

arguments, the use of rhetorical conventions has continued and found its way into the 

compositions of narrative literature.  

Particularly in the process of developing an encomium (encomiastic eulogy) or 

invective (a vituperative) about a person,355 rhetoricians had to articulate conceptual 

captions under which good or bad characteristics (qualities) of a person could be 

                                      
353 See for details: K. De Temmerman, Rhetoric, 2010, 23; A. Cizek, Imitatio, 1994, 237. 
354 See section II of this present work (especially on rhetorical bases of Pauline portraiture). 
355 As H. Lausberg remarked, the encomium stood as a go-between, an intermediary phase 
denoting the evolving transition from the use of these topics in basic rhetoric argumentation to 
their adaptation in the narrative form of representation: “The connecting link is the epideictic 
praise of persons.” See: H. Lausberg, Handbook, 1998, §376  
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adequately expressed. These manners of (al)locating characteristics under certain 

topics, which have always been part of formal rhetorical argumentations, began to take 

a narrative form. Encomium, that rhetorical form of panegyric under which the different 

aspects of a person’s character were highlighted and praised, consequently became 

the precursor to formal narrative representations, especially biographical 

representations. Recognizing this rhetorical shift among the Greeks toward narrative 

writings (ars scribendi), G. Kennedy remarks that rhetoric was in such instance 

intended to serve an author’s (or narrator’s) conceptual scheme and narrative 

agenda.356 

Consequently then, with such gradual transition (from speech-writing to narrative 

literatures) over the centuries, the Mediterranean literary culture appeared to have 

witnessed along the line an intensified meshing of rhetoric, historiography, poetry, and 

even philosophy. Evidently then, various Greco-Roman historiographical and 

biographical works, prior or contemporaneous to Luke, and even thereafter, did not 

shy from displaying that strong accent of rhetorical colourations. These authors 

seemed to have known and seemed to have drawn especially from principles 

expounded in most rhetorical theories, like those found in the so-called “preliminary-

exercise” (Progymnasmata).357  

Little wonder then that such principles or theoretical concepts pervaded the literary 

culture of the time; thereby, consciously or unconsciously affecting the hermeneutic-

expectations existing between an author and his/her reading audience. It would 

therefore be difficult to discuss Lukan characters (and characterization) in isolation of 

such hermeneutic expectations. Hence, our special interest at this point would 

gravitate around how these rhetorical (hermeneutic) expectations manifested and 

were employed in Greco-Roman narrative characterization. We believe this is helpful 

in critically appreciating Lukan characters, that is, Lukan characterization, as we 

assume and argue that Luke is a product of his own time and era, regardless of his 

idiosyncrasies. 

                                      
356 See: G. A. Kennedy, Rhetoric, 1999, 3, who argues for a primary and secondary use of 
rhetorical techniques.  
357 For further studies on the basic and tertiary education in Antiquity, see: H. I. Marrou, History, 
1956, 150-75; 194-205; R. Cribiore, Gymnastic, 2001, 160-244. See: G. A. Kennedy, 
Progymnasmata, 2003. 
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3.3. The Loci (τόποi) of Greco-Roman Characterization 

As we have noted above, theorists have sought to divide or locate their descriptions 

of a person under various headings or captions, as way of enhancing their 

argumentations within a legal, political or social setting. Thus, prior to its widespread 

inroad into Greco-Roman narrative literatures, rhetorical theories dealing with 

character-depictions were already commonplace among philosophers and 

rhetoricians. For instance, “loci a persona” is noted to have found considerable 

treatment among theorists like Aristotle and (much later) Cicero358 and Quintilian.359 

Aristotle had variously in his works accorded importance to such locus or topics (τόποi) 

connected to the character of a person, observing especially the distinction between 

the external and the internal τόποi.360 As we shall see shortly, discussions on the 

appropriate “τόποi” related to the depiction of persons featured on many occasions 

among authors of Greek Progymnasmata, particularly while teaching students the 

structures and the nature of the contents applicable to either encomiums or invectives. 

Prominent among them were Theon (1 century CE),361 Ps.-Hermogenes362 (3rd/4th 

century CE?363) Aphthonius (4th century CE),364 and Nicolaus (5th century CE).365  

Theon’s lists of topics (τόποi) or loci provided one of the earliest inklings into those 

required “conceptual categories” underlying the crafting of character-portrait in Greco-

Roman narratives.366 With the intent of offering students the basic education prior to 

undergoing any future rhetorical enterprise worth the name, Theon acknowledged that 

his recommendations do not stop at echoing, but add and finetune, the methods found 

                                      
358 See: M. Patillon (ed.), Aelius Theon, 1997, lxxvi-lxxvii, especially his comparison of the 
τόποi in Theon, in ps.-Cicero’s Rhetorica ad Herennium and, De Inventione. 
359 Quintilian, Institutio, 5.10.23–28; 3.7.10–17. 
360 Aristotle. Rhetoric, 1.5.4; See also: Aristotle, Ethics, 1098b; Anaximenes, Rhetorica ad 
Alexandrum, 1422a.7–11. Likewise, it received such recognition in Ps.-Cicero’s “Rhetorica ad 
Herennium” and in “De Inventione”, as well as in Quintilian’s “Institutio oratoria”; in “Ars 
Rhetorica” of Chirius Fortunatianus and in Sulpitius Victor’s “Institutiones oratoriae”. See: K. 
De Temmerman, Rhetoric, 2010, 23, (for detailed discussion and references on these ancient 
authors). 
361 See: Theon, Progymnasmata, 109-112, where he dwelt extensively on topics of 
characterization necessary for writing an encomium. 
362 Ps.-Hermogenes. Progymnasmata,15-16; 19–21. 
363 Kennedy’s extensive treatment about the dates and authorship in his introduction to his 
translation of these authors would be a helpful clarification. See: G. A. Kennedy, 
Progymnasmata, 2003, 1-3, 73-74, 129-31. 
364 Aphthonius, Progymnasmata, 36. 
365 Nicolaus, Progymnasmata, 50-53. 
366 Theon, Progymnasmata, 78-79. 
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already among the Greeks before him.367  Theon particularly noted the absurdity of 

undertaking higher studies by students without prior training in such preliminaries 

offered in the general studies (Enkyklia mathemata) which include grammar, rhetoric, 

dialectic, arithmetic, geometry, etc. In his words, it is like the proverbial saying: 

“learning pottery-making by starting with a big jar.”368 To help students in this regard 

was his reason for undertaking to articulate the preliminary (educational) exercises, 

otherwise known as the “Progymnasmata”. In his own words:  

I shall now try to give an account of what is necessary to know before 

undertaking the treatment of hypotheses in order to be properly trained, 

not that others have not written about these matters, but hoping that I 

too can contribute no little benefit to those intending to speak in public369 

Going further, therefore, by offering the topics (τόποi) required for character-

representation in a diegetical or narrative work, Theon notes:  

the properties of the person are: origin (genos), nature, training, 

disposition, age, fortune, morality, action, speech, (manner of) death 

and what followed death370.  

As he (Theon), as well as other theorists, demonstrates, these topics were meant to 

mirror or capture the various constituents of a life. Hence, they ought to be mentioned 

in any argumentative or narrative process aimed at either praising (encomium) or 

reprimanding (invective) or comparing (Syncrisis) lives. Often in their writings, these 

topics were arranged chronologically to reflect a life’s pattern from its birth to its death, 

hence, providing a comprehensive panorama of a person being described. Students 

in the Greek or Hellenistic epochs, who, therefore, intend to engage in an oratorical 

carrier, speech-writings or in any form of narrative writings, would without doubts view 

these topics as helpful guidelines toward developing constructive character-portraits 

in compositions.  

                                      
367 Theon notes that others before him have written on the subjects and that his main purpose 
of writing on these subjects was to add his to their contributions. See: Theon, 59. 
368 Theon, Progymnasmata, 59. 
369 Theon, Progymnasmata, 59. 
370 Theon, Progymnasmata, 78. 
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It is however not the case that these topics, as taught in the classrooms, would all be 

strictly applied in that chronological order while the contents of a narrative piece are 

developed. In fact, even Theon and other theorists differ slightly in their manner and 

in the order of enumerating these conceptual captions. In his discourse concerning the 

content of an encomium, for instance, Theon himself demonstrated some flexibility, 

too, by providing some expanded details of the list of topics he had already 

enumerated earlier. Hence, indicating that there were three classifications of goods 

(external goods, bodily goods, as well as goods of the mind) under which the character 

of a person could be illustrated, he went on to itemise and group the various topics 

accordingly. According to him, these headings ought to disclose in the end: “the 

greatness of virtuous actions and other good qualities belonging to a particular 

person”.371  

So, as can be evinced from the constituents of an encomiastic representation (see the 

table below), Theon further gave a vivid illustration of those qualities or attributes, upon 

which the portrait of a character can be built:372  
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External Goods Goods of the Body Goods of the Mind 

Good birth: (good 

city, tribe, ancestry) 

Health  Prudent 

Education Strength  Temperate  

Friendship Beauty  Courageous  

Reputation Acuteness of Sense Just 

 Official Position  Pious  

Wealth  Generous  

Good Children  Magnanimous  

Good Death  etc.  

   

 

                                      
371 Theon, Progymnasmata, 109. 
372 Theon, Progymnasmata, 110. 
373 The Platonic-Aristotelian principle of tripartition seemed to have been the background upon 
which Theon based his three classifications of good. 
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The articulations of other theorists have demonstrated much semblance with Theon’s 

(above), especially in their enumerations of these topics of characterization. 

Nevertheless, apparent variations abound in their specific details. Much like Theon, 

Cicero noted in this regard:  

All propositions are supported in argument by attributes of persons or of 

actions. We hold the following to be the attributes of persons: name, 

nature, manner of life, fortune, habit, feeling, interests, purposes, 

achievements, accidents, speeches made.374 

(Omnes res argumentando confirmantur aut ex eo quod personis aut ex 

eo quod negotiis est attributum. Ac personis has res attributas putamus: 

nomen, naturam, victum, fortunam, habitum, affectionem, studia, 

consilia, facta, casus, orationes).375 

Evidently from Cicero’s list, one could identify numerous connotations inferable with 

those of Theon. At least, their manner of categorising these attributes is generically 

similar, even when they differ in their choice of designating terms.376 For instance, 

Theon’s term “ἀγωγή” which denotes “leading”, “training” or “guiding”, and which 

directly highlights the attribute of “upbringing” or “education” is indirectly captured into 

Cicero’s “victus” (manner of life). Hence, Cicero’s designative term “victus” 

incorporates how and with whom one was nurtured and educated:  

… in what tradition and under whose direction, what teachers he had in 

the liberal arts, what instructors in the art of living, with whom he 

associates on terms of friendship, in what occupation, trade or 

profession he is engaged, how he manages his private fortune, and what 

is the character of his home life.377  

Other corresponding character-attributes noted by both Theon and Cicero can be seen 

below: 

 

                                      
374 Cicero, De Inventione. 1.24.34. 
375 Cicero, De Inventione. 1.24.34. 
376 See a detailed comparison of both theorists (Theon and Cicero) in: J. R. Butts, 
Progymnasmata, 1986, 364ff; see also: B. C. Small, Use, 2010, 56-59. 
377 Cicero, De Inventione 1.24.35. 
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1. φύσις (Theon) =              1. natura (Cicero) 

2. τύχη (Theon) =               2. fortuna (Cicero) 

3. προαίρεσις (Theon) = 3. consilium (Cicero) 

4. πράξεις (Theon) =          4. facta (Cicero) 

 

Unlike Theon, however, Cicero included attributes like “nomen” (“name”) which he 

characterized as “that which is given to each person, whereby he is addressed by his 

own proper and definite appellation.”378 Moreover, while Cicero would encapsulate a 

whole lot of human attributes like gender, race, place of birth, family and age, as sub-

headings under the locus: “natura379”, Theon would prefer to classify them separately 

by grouping them under the following τόποi: γένος (race, birth, family etc), ἡλικία (age) 

and διάθεσις (disposition).380 

Drawing as well from other extant treatises on Greco-Roman Progymnasmata by 

subsequent authors (culled here from G.A. Kennedy’s translation381), we have tried 

with the aid of a table (see chart below) to illustrate vividly the various theoretical 

representations of what the Greco-Roman students were expected to know and to 

include in their narrative descriptions of characters, when composing their works. It 

would be therefore insightful to examine the chart critically, noting the diverse 

articulations of these conceptual categories of characterization (τόποi), while 

observing their similarities especially in relation to Theon’s (and Cicero’s) lists 

mentioned above. We shall, for the sake of brevity, confine further comparisons with 

numerous other theorists and authors in the corresponding footnotes below. Suffice it 

to observe among other things, however, that these lists do not claim to be exhaustive; 

they rather provide the basic features which a narrative author can draw upon, while 

developing and describing his character in a composition. Authors generally choose 

how they approach and make use of these topics in the actual narrative 

representation.  

                                      
378 Cicero, De Inventione. 1.24.34. 
379 The nature of a person, according to Cicero, can be divine or mortal. The mortal nature is 
subdivided into human and animal. Some further subdivisions which include gender, race, 
place of birth, family, and age belong to the human aspects. See: Cicero, De Inventione. 
1.24.35. 
380 J. R. Butts, Progymnasmata, 1986, 364. 
381 G. A. Kennedy, Progymnasmata, 2003. 
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Loci of Characterization in Greco-Roman Progymnasmata 

Theon382 Ps.-
Hermogenes383 

Aphthonius384 Nicolaus385 

External Goods: 
Good birth 
(Origin)386: 
City, tribe, 
constitution, 
ancestry, relatives 

National Origin: 
City, family, 
extraordinariness of 
birth like signs387 
or dreams 

Origin:  
Nation, homeland, 
ancestry/parents  

Origin:  
Nationality, native 
city, ancestors, and 
relatives; 
circumstances 
surrounding birth 
like tales of 
supernatural or 
divine events and 
dreams 

Education388  Nurture, (upbringing 
and training of mind 
[virtues] and body) 

Upbringing (habits 
and acquisition of 
skills and principle 
of conduct). 

Circumstances of 
upbringing, infantile 
nurture, youthful 
training and 
activities. 
 
Deeds and Virtues 

Friendship Pursuits of deeds 
 and fortune: 
professions, 
accomplished 
deeds,389 external 
fortunes like 

Deeds:  
of mind (courage, 
prudence), 
body(beauty, 
swiftness or 
strength) and 

Reputation 

Official position 

Wealth  

                                      
382 Theon, Progymnasmata, 110. 
383 Ps.-Hermogenes, Progymnasmata, 15-16. 
384 Aphthonius, Progymnasmata, 36-37. 
385 Nicolaus, Progymnasmata, 50-54. 
386 Already in the oration of Isocrates on Evagoras, composed as far back as 370 BCE, one 
could notice the employment of this rhetorical locus of characterization (telling about Evagoras’ 
family and origin) in the narrative. See: Isocrates, Evagoras, 12ff; Aristotle theorized on this in 
conjunction with education and upbringing of a child. See: Aristotle, Rhet. 1.9.33; see also: 
Cornelius Nepos, Epaminondas 1.4; Cicero, De Inventione. 1.24.34-35. Regarding what he 
considers as properties to be noted while describing a person, Quintilian writes: “I have no 
intention of tracing all the accidents of persons, as many have done, but shall confine myself 
to those from which arguments may be drawn. Such are birth, for persons are generally 
regarded as having some resemblance to their parents and ancestors, a resemblance which 
sometimes leads to their living disgracefully or honourably, as the case may be; then there is 
nationality, for races have their own character, and the same action is not probable in the case 
of a barbarian, a Roman and a Greek; country is another….” See: Quintilian Institutio. 5.10.23-
25. 
387 Instances of such tales are common. See for example Livius, Ab urbe condita 26.19, on 
the divine origin of Scipio Africanus’ birth; see also: Plutarch, Romulus. II.3-6., on the birth of 
Romulus. 
388 Quintilian equally recognized education and training as vital attributes in describing 
persons, “since it makes a great difference who were the instructors and what the method of 
instruction in each individual case….” See: Quintilian, Institutio. 5.10.25. 
389 See also Aristotle’s theory on writing encomium, where he stated that “we pronounce an 
encomium upon those who have achieved something. Achievements, in fact, are signs of 
moral habit; for we should praise even a man who had not achieved anything, if we felt 
confident that he was likely to do so”. Aristotle Rhetoric. 1.9.33. 
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possessions, 
friendships, luck) 
Time and longevity 

fortunes (power, 
wealth, friends) 

Good children  
Goods of the body: 
Beauty, large, swift, 
strong. 

 

Good of the body: 
Health, strength, 
beauty, acuteness 
of sense 
 

 

  

Goods of the mind 
and actions: 
Prudent 
Temperate  
Courageous  
Just 
Pious  
Generous  
Magnanimous  
etc. 
 

 

Goods of the mind: 
Just, temperate, 
wise, brave. 

  

Good death and 
events after death 

Manner of death, 
Status of the one 
who killed the 
subject, and events 
after death. 

Manner of death 
(assumed but not 
listed) 

 

 

3.4. The Techniques of Characterization in Ancient Narratives 

Significantly too, it is important to observe that among ancient rhetorical theorists as 

well as Greco-Roman narrative-prose writers, interests were not merely restricted to 

identifying and listing-out the so-called character-attributions (topoi). As a matter of 

fact, since ancient rhetoric recognized that narrative-descriptions aim at making vivid 

the object being portrayed,390 these theorists therefore considered it worthwhile to 

explore those methods or techniques through which the various character-attributions 

of a person can be vividly articulated in narratives.391 Consequently, Greco-Roman 

narrative-composers strove on their part to apply appropriately these techniques, 

                                      
390 Enargeia meaning “vividness” is the Greek equivalent to the Latin rhetorical 
terminology evidentia. It is an outstanding stylistic visual effect in narrative representation, 
whereby a writer aims descriptively to make vivid what he is describing. See: 
Quintilian, Institutio, 4.1.63–64. For an in-depth definition of Enargeia, see the remarks of 
Dionysius of Halicarnassus on the rhetorical style of Lysias. See: Lys.7: 1-14,17. 
391 Most of the authors of Progymnasmata recognized the significance of character (ἦθος) and 
hence devoted ample time and space in handling the issue of characterization, especially in 
their treatment of Ethopoieia (lit. meaning: making of character) and of Prosopopoieia. See: 
Ps.-Hermogenes, Progymnasmata, 15.7; Aphthonius. Progymnasmata, 44.21; Nicolaus, 
Progymnasmata, 64.1–3; Priscianus, Praeexercitamina, 45. 
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especially knowing that by doing so, their chosen characters would be best revealed 

in their literatures.392 In this regard, two outstanding techniques of characterization 

have been generally observed among these ancient writers. First of them was the 

‘direct-descriptive technique’ (explicit representation) and the second was an ‘indirect-

descriptive technique’ of characterization (implicit representation). Accordingly, each 

of them is distinguished by either the explicitness or implicitness manifested in their 

manner of representation.  

 

3.4.1. Direct-Descriptive Technique 

As a result, in the case of a direct representation found in Greco-Roman literatures, 

characters were described by an explicit, direct mentioning of those personal qualities 

which they possessed. For instance, the physiological qualities and conditions, as well 

as the psychological dispositions and virtuous endowments of a character were 

directly revealed, either by the author himself or by the narrator or even by any other 

character. This direct attribution was always geared to “tell” or to “show” vividly what 

(or who) a character was.393 Contemporaneous authors of Luke like Plutarch were 

especially conscious of the effect of such vivid and direct approach. Some instances 

from his biographical works may probably illustrate this penchant for direct description 

that was often commonplace in ancient literatures. In one of his biographies (Crassus), 

Plutarch described the character of Surena in this direct manner: 

Nor was Surena an ordinary man at all, but in wealth, birth, and 

consideration, he stood next to the king, while in valour and ability he 

was the foremost Parthian of his time, besides having no equal in stature 

and personal beauty.394 

                                      
392 Rutilius Lupus, for instance, views the art of characterization as somehow analogous to a 
painter’s attempt to attribute colours to figures (Quem ad modum pictor coloribus figuras 
describit). See: Schemata lexeos 2.7. 
393 See: Lucian, Quomodo historia conscribenda sit. 51, especially on historians aim at vivid 
description. These is equally reflected in Cicero’s remark concerning the function of notatio in 
characterization: (totam enim naturam cuiuspiam ponunt ante oculos). Ps.-Cicero. Rhetorica 
ad Herenium. 4.65. 
394 Plutarch, Crassus, 21.6. 
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Again, such direct technique plays out in his description of Anthony.  While proffering 

reasons for Anthony’s likability and for reasons why he was highly honoured, Plutarch 

writes: 

…the reasons for this were many, as I have said before: his high birth, 

his eloquence, his simplicity of manners, his love of giving and the 

largeness of his giving, his complaisance in affairs of pleasure or social 

intercourse.395 

As can be seen therefore, such direct “telling” and “showcasing” of characters is 

directed, not only towards a vivid revelation of the physical (external) attributes, but 

also towards a penetrating depiction of the innermost (inward) attributes of a person. 

Thus, by such direct description, the reading audience were afforded to mentally 

visualize the character described, as if he/she were standing as a portrait before 

them.396 

 

3.4.2. Indirect-Descriptive Technique 

However, ancient theorists as well as diegetic authors were not unaware of the 

deviousness of characters, especially human characters, and of the fact that 

appearance may at times be delusive. In other words, despite whatever the physical 

appearances can reveal about characters, they can at the same time be masking 

reality. Conscious of this possibility, these thinkers and authors recognized that in 

addition to ‘direct-representation’, characters could equally be accessed indirectly 

through their words and their actions.397  

In fact, for these rhetorical theorists and for many ancient narrative-composers, 

nothing could be more revealing of a person’s character than such indirect revelation 

                                      
395 Plutarch, Anthony, 43.3. 
396 This striving among ancient authors for a vivid portraiture, in the likeness of painted live-
portrait, has been underscored by modern critics. Concerning Plutarch in this regard, C.G. 
Müller notes: “Er will ein Bild zeichnen, in dem ἦθος und τρόπος eines Menschen ansichtig 
werden; dieses Bild ist in seinen Augen wertvoller als eines, das nur Körper und Gesicht eines 
Menschen zu offenbaren. Dennoch sagen für ihn Taten mehr aus als Statuen.” C.G. Müller, 
Prophet, 2003, 36; also id., 314-16; also: J. Mossman, Use, 1991, 98-119; T.G. Rosenmeyer, 
Beginnings, 1992, 218f.  
397 See: Aristotle, Poetics, 6. 
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through one’s actions and speeches (“in factis et in dictis”398). For ancient authors 

words and actions seemed to be the gates to the soul, because whatever a person 

does and whatever he/she says mirrors the essential elements that defines him/her. 

Perhaps this way of thinking might have been an underlying philosophy behind the 

biblical saying “by their fruits (actions), we shall know them” (Mt. 7. 16).  

In any case, such understanding that actions and words reveal a person’s character, 

had found expression much earlier in that Aristotelian view of character as an agent 

(performer) of action.399 Subsequent biographers like Plutarch have sung that 

repeatedly in their works.400 In fact, in his works (especially ‘Parallel Lives’), it is 

remarkable to notice how often Plutarch applied the term “πράξεις”.401 The same goes 

for his frequent use of speeches of all kinds (whether direct or indirect speech) as a 

way of character representation.  

 

3.5. Characterization and the Shaping of Moral Character 

Very remarkable, however, is the fact that the narrative representation of a character’s 

words and actions has a formative purpose both for the author and for his audience.402 

In this sense, an author uses such a manner of representation not just to inform, but 

to form his reading audience. In other words, he/she uses such indirect narrative 

mirroring-techniques (through words and action of the narrated figures) to elicit or 

arouse, in the reading audience, the imitation of characters. This goal could not be 

clearer than in the words of Plutarch himself: 

I began the writing of my “Lives” for the sake of others, but I find that 

I am continuing the work and delighting in it now for my own sake also, 

using history as a mirror and endeavouring in a manner to fashion and 

                                      
398 Quintilian, Institutio, 9.2.58; See also Cicero, Oratore, 3.204 
399 Aristotle, Poetics, 6, 14, 15. 
400 Plutarch, Demosthenes, 1.7; Aemilius Paulus, 1.1; Marius, 2-3; Pompeius, 8.6; Aratus, 
48.3; Alexander, 1-2, Cato M., 24.1; 37.6. 
401 Plutarch, Alexander, 1; Pericles, 2.1-2; Alcibiades, 4, 15, 40; Demosthenes. 3, 11; Cimon, 
1.2. 
402 See: D. Marguerat, Paul, 2013, 97. Marguerat notes that “in the Greco-Roman biography, 
characters are treated as moral entities, that is to say they portray virtues or vices. A flagrant 
example: the lives of the twelve Caesars by Suetonius, is a gallery of portraits where good 
and evil emperors alternate.” For further views on Lukan as well as Greco-Roman biographical 
characters as paradigm of imitation, see: W. S. Kurz, Models, 1990, 171-89. 
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adorn my life in conformity with the virtues therein depicted. For the 

result is like nothing else than daily living and associating together, when 

I receive and welcome each subject of my history in turn as my guest, 

so to speak, and observe carefully “how large he was and of what 

mien,” and select from his career what is most important and most 

beautiful to know.403 

C. G. Müller fittingly comments in this regard, that an important goal which authors like 

Plutarch pursued through their biographical characterization was to give themselves, 

and to those viewing the portraits of their characters critically, an opportunity to shape 

their own lives in the mirror of history.404 Understanding that such moral intent 

underlies biographies is significant for a critical appreciation of the “why and how” of a 

character’s portrait in narratives. This understanding is therefore significant for the 

critical appreciation of the characters in Luke-Acts. 

Hence, a diegetic representation (be it Luke’s or any other) does not just merely 

fashion-out or shape the characters of the person whom they were meant to portray. 

It rather goes beyond that to attempt fashioning or shaping the characters of their 

reading audience. Accordingly, biographers like Plutarch were of the view that since 

virtuous acts have these hortative and inspiring effects on their observers, their 

representation in narratives ought to produce same effect on their reading audience. 

These acts and the characters who perform them function as role-models and in that 

manner, they encourage the imitation (μίμησις) of the corresponding virtues 

(ἀρεταί). Hence, it is not surprising that Plutarch’s heroes, for example, were often 

subjected to moral judgments in the narratives. In the same manner, the effect of 

deterrent examples in the narratives, according to Plutarch, ought not be missed, since 

they could be intended towards effecting restraint upon the audience’s own character, 

knowing that not all actions are good for imitation. It is for this reason that, as Müller 

                                      
403 Plutarch, Aemilius Paulus. 1.1. 
404 „Ein wichtiges Ziel, das Plutarch mit seinen Biographien verfolgt und dem er auch 
persönlich nachzueifern bestrebt ist, besteht darin, den Betrachtern seiner Charakterbilder die 
Möglichkeit zu verschaffen, vor dem Spiegel der Geschichte ihr eigenes Leben zu gestalten.“ 
C.G. Müller, Prophet, 2003, 41. 
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rightly observed, the moral philosophical evaluations embedded in Plutarch’s writings 

tended to be educational and formative.405  

As we have observed above, this moral valuation underlying such characterization of 

persons, particularly through their words and actions, would be significant for our 

understanding of Luke, especially in those circumstances where Lukan moral or 

theological goals tended to override and overshadow a painstaking quest for historical 

exactness in the narrative. It is obvious that the quest for historical certitude, which a 

modern-day interpreter would expect and even demand from such narrative 

representations, may in this respect pale in significance. This is true of Luke and of 

other biographers of his own time as well. 

 

3.6. Lukan Loci and Techniques of Characterization  

A careful observer would acknowledge that these Greco-Roman loci and techniques 

of characterization were not strange to Luke. A closer look at these lists of topics 

(τόποi), therefore, would spur some comparisons with Luke’s own manner of character 

descriptions. To this effect, as we shall see subsequently in detail with regard to 

Apollos, it is not out of order to presume that Luke seemed to have understood and 

applied (in his own way) these patterns of character-representation in his diegetic 

undertakings.  

Concretely speaking, Luke’s effort to portray his characters vividly in the manner of 

other Greco-Roman historical or biographical writings was obvious, beginning in some 

cases with a representation of origins, which included geographic, racial, and religious 

roots associated with his characters. It is remarkable to observe that not in all cases 

were Luke exhaustive in such representation. However, even if in one word or phrase, 

such terse reference always encapsulates substantial information about his 

characters. As some have observed, Lukan characters’ roots often assume a 

representational value, be it geographic, racial or religious. In such cases, Luke allots 

                                      
405 C. G. Müller, Prophet, 2003, 41: „Tugendhafte Taten wirken sich nach Plutarch nämlich auf 
die Betrachter anspornend aus, sie sind Vorbilder, und bewegen zur μίμησις der 
entsprechenden ἀρετή. Von daher werden seine Helden häufig moralischen Beurteilungen 
unterzogen. Auch abschreckende Beispiele verfehlen seiner Meinung nach ihre Wirkung 
nicht. Plutarchs moralphilosophische Wertungen und Bewertungen verfolgen demnach eine 
erzieherische Absicht.“ 
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to a character an angle through which his/her entire race, region or other horizon of 

belongingness can be viewed by the reading audience.406   

Apart from origin and belongingness, Luke at times gave direct or indirect hint at the 

educational background of his characters. Here he sometimes chooses to include 

either their earlier parental upbringing, or their other formative exposures and training, 

as well as their religious instructions. The infancy narrative of Jesus coupled with the 

tales of the beginnings of John-the-Baptist and Jesus, prior to their public ministries, 

are typical examples of such loci of birth and upbringing (Lk. 1-2). In Lk. 2:46, the 

authorial audience is particularly drawn to ponder (with Mary the mother) upon the 

portrait of the infant Jesus, “sitting among the teachers, listening to them and asking 

them questions”. Such indication was an indirect signal to his educational exposure 

and divine wisdom. Rhetorically, it is equally significant to underscore the proleptic 

status of such narrative portraiture, since such character-traits – like those indicating 

‘upbringing and education’ – could portend what would be said about the character’s 

later life and development. 

In the same manner that showcases a proleptic revelation of character-attributes the 

various depictions of the origins, city of residence, skills and occupational as well as 

religious backgrounds of Jesus’ disciples or of other characters in Luke-Acts show 

Luke’s excellence in the use of such manner of character-portrayal. One can perceive 

such instances running through indirectly in the depictions of the Galilean fishermen 

called to assume the role of  ‘fishers of men’ (Lk. 5:1-11) and the depictions of the tax-

collectors-turned-disciples (Lk. 5:27-28; 19:1-10).  

Perhaps similar to what we will see in the case of Apollos shortly in the course of this 

work, an exemplary proof of Luke’s conversance with the “τόποi” or loci of rhetorical 

characterization can be observed in the vivid depiction of Paul in Acts (Acts 22:3). In 

this Lukan “Speech of Paul”, the reader is confronted with an auto-characterization of 

Saul of Tarsus, a pharisee, educated under Gamaliel. In that self-descriptive portrait, 

Paul, as Luke made him say, says of himself: “I am a Jew” (i.e. ethnicity), “born in 

Tarsus in Cilicia” (i.e. place of birth), “but brought up in this city” (i.e. upbringings), 

                                      
406 See: D. Marguerat, Paul, 2013, 101, where he argued that characters in Luke-Acts 
sometimes serve as representation of the geographical horizon. See particularly his illustration 
with the Ethiopian Eunuch of Acts 8:26-40. 

https://www.biblica.com/bible/?osis=niv:Luke.5:27%E2%80%9328:27
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“educated at the feet of Gamaliel” (i.e. further educational exposure), “according to the 

strict manner of the law of our fathers” (i.e. inclination), “being zealous for God as all 

of you are this day” (i.e. disposition and orientation).  In that one sentence, Luke 

captured all the various τόποi of characterization indicating, origin, residence, earlier 

upbringing and later education, especially religious education under the tutelage of a 

renowned Jewish teacher, as well as dispositions or Paul’s developed religious 

orientations.  

Occasionally, Luke mentions vocational skills and occupations of his characters both 

prior to and after their encounter with Jesus directly, or indirectly with the people within 

the emerged Jesus-movement. However, Luke appears to apply them, not only to 

inform his audience about these characters’ upbringings and vocational training but as 

well, to form the mind of his reading audience towards the new vocational choices and 

pre-occupations that may accompany one’s association with Jesus. 

Luke does not leave out the inclusion of the inner dispositions of his characters, nor 

does he ignore their personal endowments, their accomplishments as well as their 

underperformances – including those deficient aspects of their character-portraits that 

needed augmentations. Hence Luke’s characters tend to evolve and develop within a 

paradoxical structure of representation. D. Marguerat has finely articulated this Lukan 

penchant for paradoxical structure in the representation of characters.407 In that sense, 

Lukan characters are not merely static paradigms of either virtue or vice, as is 

generally assumed with regards to other primitive Greek writings. Luke’s characters 

possess in them some ambivalences, which portends their capacity for change and 

development. Such ambivalence gets resolved especially through their encounter with 

Jesus or his disciples. For instance: (a). Zacchaeus who was rich in wealth but poor 

in physical and moral stature (Lk. 19:1-10). His encounter with Jesus resolved this 

ambivalence. (b). The centurion who was a Roman official with great commanding 

authority, yet incapable of commanding his sick slave back to health and thus willing 

to yield to divine authority through obedience to Jesus (Lk.7:1-10). (c) The despised 

Samaritan who is an example of compassion (Lk.10:29-37) etc.408 In this regard, some 

of Luke’s characters, as we shall exemplify in the case of Apollos, are made not to 

                                      
407 See: D. Marguerat, Paul, 2013, 96. 
408 See: D. Marguerat, Paul, 2013, 96.  
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assume a static, opaque and fixed status, since they are portrayed as having an inner 

life of their own, which offers them the ability and the dynamism to respond to change 

and to develop along, as the narrative progresses.409  

Another notable feature of Lukan locus of characterization, which resonates with the 

recommendations of the theorists and which is common among biographers, is his 

way of dealing with the issue of death and “after-death events” of his main characters. 

Here significantly Lukan representation of the death of his foremost characters, Jesus 

(extensively) and John the Baptist (to a lesser degree), comes to purview. It is 

interesting to observe how Luke tried in the form of syncrisis to connect and juxtapose 

both accounts, noting especially the role of Herod Antipas in the events leading to their 

respective deaths.410 

Noteworthy for the sake of a critical narratological evaluation of Luke-Acts is the 

observation that putting-down an enduring account of these two figures in Luke-Acts, 

an account demonstrating especially their lives from birth to death and the legacies 

after their death, was central for Luke’s narrative strategy. It says much about the 

critical assumption that there is an underlying narrative syncrisis of the two figures, 

which runs through the text of Luke-Acts.  

Hence, it is not without intentional purposes that Luke regularly omitted the tales of the 

death and final exits of his other key characters like Peter and Paul, as well as minor 

characters like Phillip or Apollos in the narratives of Acts. In most cases, these 

characters simply fade away from the narrative, indicating that their roles, though 

significant, were illustrative. In other words, their significance could highlight rather 

their alignments with either of the main figures – either John in some cases or Jesus 

in most cases. The significance of Apollos, whose exit from the scene was mentioned 

                                      
409 It has been unsuccessfully argued by some critics that ancient characters both in Hebraic 
and Hellenistic literatures are static. See: R. Scholes, J. Phelan, and R. Kellogg, Nature, 2006, 
164-67, esp. 164. On the contrary, it has been well observed and argued by many critics that 
characters in many Hebrew or Hellenistic literatures (and that includes Luke-Acts), are not 
mere “flat” and “opaque” characters who have fixed status and therefore incapable of change 
and an inward life. See: C. Bennema, Theory, 2014, 33-44; R. Alter, Art, 1981, 114-15, 126; 
M. Sternberg, Poetics, 1985; Sh. Bar-Efrat, Art, 1989. 
410 See: C. G. Müller, Prophet, 2001, 87, for a detailed study on Luke’s employment of this 
locus of Characterization. See also: M. Bachmann, Johannes, 1980, 135f. 
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without mentioning his demise, would be later discussed especially in relation to Lukan 

strategy of representing John’s legacies, as we have mentioned all along.411 

Going forward, we may assume here that these choices and manners of narrative 

characterization portend some significances, which is expected to be considered not 

only by the initial audience of Luke-Acts but by the present-day interpreter, for a 

wholesome understanding of Luke-Acts. Accordingly, we shall subsequently take 

them into consideration in our examination of the portrait of Apollos in Acts 18:24-28 

and then in the adjoining pericope of Acts 19:1-7.  Such an in-depth evaluation in this 

direction, we think, might prove helpful in highlighting some depths of meaning 

underlying the narrative. 

  

                                      
411 Just like the birth and infancy narratives, a tale about the demise (death) of a character 
being figured is a significant component of most biographies. Luke’s gospel is a typical 
example of such detailed tales of life’s emergence (birth) and its exit (death), particularly about 
John the Baptist and Jesus. Although this is recommended in the rhetorical handbooks, it 
should be noted that a strict adherence to the ‘listed topics’ in the Greco-Roman handbooks 
(especially in the Progymnasmata), or a stringent compliance in the form of enumerating all 
the character-attributes, does not necessarily have to apply in all cases. In fact, there are 
abundant cases in some Greco-Roman biographical works, where certain characteristic 
attributes were omitted, reflecting licence or flexibility in adhering to the formal 
recommendations. Luke’s characterization reflects this licence of not strictly abiding to the 
letters of the rules. Luke’s Acts of the Apostles is peculiarly replete with tales of characters 
whose biographical exits were intentionally left out. In the case of Apollos in Acts 18, 24-25, 
nothing is mentioned about his final exit, his death, although his exiting the scene or the stage 
is directly alluded to. This corroborates the assumption that Luke, in displaying his further 
characters, was more conscious of making them stand out, but only relatively to the figures of 
Jesus (of a greater degree) and of John (of a lesser degree); figures who were central in his 
narrative representation. 
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4. Chapter Four: Apollos in Ephesus And in Corinth – Texts And Translation 

 

4.1.  Greek Text412 of Acts 18:24-28 

Ἰουδαῖος δέ τις Ἀπολλῶς ὀνόματι, Ἀλεξανδρεὺς τῷ γένει, ἀνὴρ λόγιος, κατήντησεν εἰς 

Ἔφεσον, δυνατὸς ὢν ἐν ταῖς γραφαῖς. οὗτος ἦν κατηχημένος τὴν ὁδὸν τοῦ κυρίου καὶ 

ζέων τῷ πνεύματι ἐλάλει καὶ ἐδίδασκεν ἀκριβῶς τὰ περὶ τοῦ Ἰησοῦ, ἐπιστάμενος μόνον 

τὸ βάπτισμα Ἰωάννου· οὗτός τε ἤρξατο παρρησιάζεσθαι ἐν τῇ συναγωγῇ.  

ἀκούσαντες δὲ αὐτοῦ Πρίσκιλλα καὶ Ἀκύλας προσελάβοντο αὐτὸν καὶ ἀκριβέστερον 

αὐτῷ ἐξέθεντο τὴν ὁδὸν [τοῦ θεοῦ].  

βουλομένου δὲ αὐτοῦ διελθεῖν εἰς τὴν Ἀχαΐαν, προτρεψάμενοι οἱ ἀδελφοὶ ἔγραψαν τοῖς 

μαθηταῖς ἀποδέξασθαι αὐτόν, ὃς παραγενόμενος συνεβάλετο πολὺ τοῖς 

πεπιστευκόσιν διὰ τῆς χάριτος· εὐτόνως γὰρ τοῖς Ἰουδαίοις διακατηλέγχετο δημοσίᾳ 

ἐπιδεικνὺς διὰ τῶν γραφῶν εἶναι τὸν χριστὸν Ἰησοῦν. 

 

4.2. English Translation413 

Now a certain Jew named Apollos414, a native of Alexandria, came to Ephesus. 

He was an eloquent (learned) man,415 competent in the Scriptures. He received 

instruction in the way of the Lord416. And burning in the spirit, he spoke and 

taught accurately the things concerning Jesus, though he knew only the 

baptism of John. He began to speak boldly in the synagogue, but when Priscilla 

                                      
412 Novum Testamentum Graece (NA28). 
413 I will take liberty, in some cases, to apply choice words in the translation which I deem a 
better reflection of not just the Greek-meaning but also the narrative import communicated in 
the text. The justification of choosing and making such nuances would be better understood 
in the subsequent detailed narrative analysis of the text, especially in the section critiquing the 
narrative characterization. 
414 D-Text has a long variation of the name (Apollonius). 
415 Note that some interpreters like Cadbury and Lake would prefer to add “cultured” to the 
term “eloquent-man” as translation of the Greek: ἀνὴρ λόγιος. I would prefer the generally 
applied term: “learned”, to represent that illustrative emphasis in the meaning, knowing that 
eloquence as oratory may be a natural endowment, while the term “learned” stresses that 
acquired rhetoric or that cultivated sense in one’s manner of speech-delivery. See: H. Cadbury 
& K. Lake, Commentary, 1979, 233.   
416 Note also an added nuance in D-Text: εν τη πατριδι τον λογον (‘word of the Lord in his 
fatherland’). See commentary on this in J. Rius-Camps and J. Read-Heimerdinger, Message, 
III, 2007, 47-51.  
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and Aquila heard him417, they took him aside and explained to him the way of 

God more accurately. And when he desired to cross to Achaia, the brothers 

encouraged him and wrote to the disciples to welcome him418. When he arrived, 

he greatly helped those who through grace had believed, for he powerfully 

refuted the Jews in public419, showing by the Scriptures that the Christ was 

Jesus. 

 

4.3. Greek Text of Acts 19:1-7 

Ἐγένετο δὲ ἐν τῷ τὸν Ἀπολλῶ εἶναι ἐν Κορίνθῳ Παῦλον διελθόντα τὰ ἀνωτερικὰ μέρη 

[κατ]ελθεῖν εἰς Ἔφεσον καὶ εὑρεῖν τινας μαθητὰς εἶπέν τε πρὸς αὐτούς· εἰ πνεῦμα ἅγιον 

ἐλάβετε πιστεύσαντες; οἱ δὲ πρὸς αὐτόν· ἀλλ’ οὐδ’ εἰ πνεῦμα ἅγιον ἔστιν ἠκούσαμεν. 

εἶπέν τε· εἰς τί οὖν ἐβαπτίσθητε; οἱ δὲ εἶπαν· εἰς τὸ Ἰωάννου βάπτισμα. εἶπεν δὲ 

Παῦλος· Ἰωάννης ἐβάπτισεν βάπτισμα μετανοίας τῷ λαῷ λέγων εἰς τὸν ἐρχόμενον μετ’ 

αὐτὸν ἵνα πιστεύσωσιν, τοῦτ’ ἔστιν εἰς τὸν Ἰησοῦν. ἀκούσαντες δὲ ἐβαπτίσθησαν εἰς 

τὸ ὄνομα τοῦ κυρίου Ἰησοῦ, καὶ ἐπιθέντος αὐτοῖς τοῦ Παύλου [τὰς] χεῖρας ἦλθεν τὸ 

πνεῦμα τὸ ἅγιον ἐπ’ αὐτούς, ἐλάλουν τε γλώσσαις καὶ ἐπροφήτευον. ἦσαν δὲ οἱ πάντες 

ἄνδρες ὡσεὶ δώδεκα 

 

4.4. English Translation 

And it happened that while Apollos was at Corinth, Paul passed through the 

inland country and came to Ephesus.420 There he found some disciples. And he 

said to them, “Did you receive the Holy Spirit when you became believers?” And 

they said, “No, we have not even heard that there is a Holy Spirit421.” And he 

said, “Into what then were you baptized?” They said, “Into John's baptism.” And 

                                      
417 Note the change in the word-order in D-Text: Aquila and Priscilla. 
418 Note the editorial improvement of the text here by D-Text: “Now some Corinthians who 
had been visiting Ephesus and heard Apollos urged him to go with them to their native 
city. When he consented, the Ephesians wrote…”. See further comparison of the variant 
texts in: R. I. Pervo, Acts, 2009, 460.  
419 D-Text: διαλεγομενος, emphasising the public nature of the “debate”. 
420 Again, it is good to observe the textual variance and amplification which D-Text continues 
to offer in this second episode: 1a. “Although Paul wanted of his own desire to go to 
Jerusalem, the Spirit told him to return to Asia… 
421 D-Text: “No, in fact, we have not heard that anyone receives the Holy Spirit”. 
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Paul said, “John baptized with the baptism of repentance, telling the people to 

believe in the one who was to come after him, that is, Jesus.” On hearing this, 

they were baptized in the name of the Lord Jesus. And when Paul had laid his 

hands on them, the Holy Spirit came on them, and they began speaking in 

tongues and prophesying. There were about twelve men in all. 

 

4.5. General Remarks on the translation 

As can be seen in most of the immediate footnotes above, these parallel episodes 

(Acts 18:24-28; 19:1-7) showcase evidence of variant readings, especially as attested 

to by the noticeable discrepancies between the so-called “western texts” and that of 

the “Alexandrian texts”. Most commentators have noted that already and have tried to 

analyse such discrepancies.422 Mostly glaring is the verbosity of the western text in 

this case, of which many might attribute to some editorial toning of the original 

version.423 Within New Testament scholarship, however, a greater preference for the 

Alexandrian text-variation is manifest, particularly because of its noted frugality in the 

choice of dictions, which reflects its avoidance of amplifications. The B03 or codex 

Vaticanus is a typical representation of this variation.  

On the other hand, scholars like Read-Heimerdinger and co. have in our time shown 

greater interest in the significance of the western text variation, especially that 

interpretive variance which the Bezan text (Codex Bezae 05) avails in the reading of 

the text. Their four-volume work with critical apparatus, chiefly comparing 05 with B03, 

demonstrates a bold side-by-side placement of both translations with a view to analyse 

the so-called editorial accents, interpretive tendencies.424 While this would not assume 

our greater focus here, it is not out of order to note at least some of the discrepancies, 

as we have done in the footnote sections above. One would assume that such could 

help to understand better how certain nuances in the representation of Apollos might 

have emerged and how they might have influenced the history of reception. 

                                      
422 See inter alia: M. Boismard & A. Lamouille, Texte, 2 vols., 1984, 309; J. Rius-Camps & J. 
Read-Heimerdinger, Message IV, 2009, 16-24; R. I. Pervo, Acts, 2009, 458-63. 
423 See: R. I. Pervo, Acts, 2009, 3-5. 
424 We have already mentioned the volumes above: J. Rius-Camps & J. Read-Heimerdinger, 
Message, I, 2004; II, 2006; III, 2007; IV, 2009. 
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5. Chapter Five: Analysis of the Parallel Structure and the Rhetorical Context 

 

5.1. The Two Episodes as Parallel-Narratives  

Before attempting to consider step by step the various loci (τόποi) of characterization 

that play a role in the Lukan narrative portrayal of Apollos, and then to consider the 

rhetorical as well as the theological valuations therein, it would be worthwhile to make 

some tangible observations about the structure and narrative context of the episodes. 

In this sense, it would be helpful to examine, in the context of the portrait of Apollos, 

how the sub-unit of Acts 18:24-28 and the sub-unit of Acts 19:1-7 that follows it are 

connected. To this end, it is appropriate to emphasize that, despite differences in 

interpretive opinion among many scholars of varying critical backgrounds, there is a 

consensus that these two episodic subunits under consideration are narratively 

interconnected.425  

 

5.2. Diptych Structure of Acts 18:24-19:1-7 

Broadly speaking, and therefore from a rhetoric-diegetic standpoint, both episodes 

correlate as two parallel narratives which, considering their narrative import in Luke-

Acts, reveal their mutual dependency.426 In that mutual relation, the two episodes 

showcase a three-segment structure (Acts 18:24-27b; 18:27c-28; 19:1-7), connected 

by the subject ‘Apollos’ who gets mentioned nominally or pronominally at the beginning 

                                      
425 For a detailed examination of the various interpretive approaches to this topic, see: M. 
Wolter, Apollos, 1987, 61; H.-S. Kim, Geisttaufe, 1993, 209, 236-37; see also an earlier view 
by J. Wellhausen, Analyse, 1914, 39, who noted that Acts 19:1-7 seems to have been a 
redactional appendage of Acts 18:24-28. In this regard, G. Schneider also seems to point to 
the redactional hand of Luke, who probably attempted to combine these two parallel accounts 
into a unified story; see: G. Schneider, Apostelgeschichte, II, 1982, 260; see, inter alia, other 
critical views on the contextual and structural connection of the two pericopes: W. H. 
Shepherd, Function, 1994, 224. His lists of other interpreters on the subject are a sure help 
for the critical evaluation of different opinions; see also: C. G. Müller, Prophet, 2001, 279; S. 
Shauf, Theology, 2005, 140-43; R. I. Pervo, Acts, 2009, 458; S. Vollenweider, Apollos, 2021, 
330-31. 
426 G. Schneider, Apostelgeschichte, II, 1982, 260. Schneider remarked that through this 
connection, Luke tends to suggest that Apollos as well as the “Ephesian disciples” became 
true christian-adherents by their respective encounters with ‘Pauline Christianity’. „Der 
Zusammenhang macht deutlich, daß Apollos erst durch die Begegnung mit dem 
“paulinischen” Christentum (der Mitarbeiter und Begleiter des Paulus...) ein rechter christlicher 
Verkündiger wurde….“ 
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of each of the three segments (24a; 27c; 19:1a). His name, therefore, not only serves 

to introduce each segment but also to facilitate the link in-between the two episodes. 

Consequently, Acts 19:1a has always been considered as the narrative hinge, holding 

the two sides of the parallel.427  

In like manners, the mention of Apollos’ locations at each time (firstly in Ephesus and 

secondly in Achaia [Corinth]) provided the contextual loci, around which the plots and 

themes of the narrative were constructed. Speaking about themes, perhaps it is worth 

remarking that certain recurrence of shared subjects tends to indicate the coherence 

within the two episodes. Such recurrent themes, directly or connotatively conveyed by 

the use of certain keywords like “instruction” or “teaching” (18:25a-b, 26b; 19:4), 

“baptism” - particularly of John - (18:25c; 19:3-4,5), faith and discipleship (18:27b-c; 

19:1b-2,4), all point to the common thematic foci driving and binding the plots in both 

episodes. Hence, in that kind of structural and contextual affinity, each episode, while 

standing loosely as a separate plot, hangs complementarily and comparatively upon 

the other; which implies that they are two parts of a narrative diptych.428  

 

5.2.1. First Part of the Diptych 

Thus, the first part of that diptych (Acts 18:24-28) consists of two segments (Acts 

18:24-27b; 18;27c-28) of which the first segment presents an ABÁ chiastic 

structure:429 

A:  Apollos arrived in Ephesus (18:24a), already instructed in “the way of the 

Lord,” and so taught accurately about Jesus, though limited by knowing “only” 

John’s Baptism. (18:24b-25) 

B:  He [Apollos] enters the synagogue, showcasing his competence 

through bold eloquence in speech (18:26a). 

                                      
427 See, inter alia, C.G. Müller, Prophet, 2001, 279; M.C. Parson, Acts, 2008, 262. 
428 Our use of the concept of the narrative diptych borrows from D. Marguerat’s notion of the 
symbiotic relationship that characterizes Luke-Acts in general. See: D. Marguerat, Historian, 
2002, 63-4. Here, however, I additionally emphasize that a diptych structure is not only 
observable on the macro-level of Luke-Acts, but also on the internal micro-levels of the 
episodic accounts operative in each of the two corpora. 
429 See similar structural representation in M.C. Parson, Acts, 2008, 262-264, which modifies 
C.H. Talbert, Reading, 2005, 164-65. 
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Á:  Apollos is instructed more accurately about “the way of God”, by 

Priscilla and Aquila, who were Paul’s associates (18:26b) and he was 

subsequently sent forth with positive recommendation for further mission in 

Achaia [Corinth] (18:27a-b). 

So, as can be observed above, the first segment introduces Apollos as a learned, 

Alexandria-born Jew, who was excellent in teaching about Jesus and ‘the way’. By 

connecting him already with “the way” (cf. Acts 9:2; 19;9,23; 22:4; 24:14,22) Luke 

wishes to pinpoint and align him with the Christ-believing movement emerging out of 

its Jewish or Judaic-matrix. That shall be expatiated below in details. However, suffice 

it to say that Apollos appeared among these believers in Ephesus, displaying his 

eloquence and his excellent knowledge of the scriptures.  

Despite his learnedness and his oratory, he was deficient in one aspect: the 

knowledge of (Christian) baptism, since he only knew John’s baptism.430 Highlighting 

this deficiency, Luke injects into the plot a literary tension, supposedly jolting his 

authorial audience, prompting and putting into question: Apollos’ status as a believer 

and a teacher of “the way”. Thus, in contrast to, and judging from, the Lukan portrayal 

of Paul as would be seen in the second part of the diptych (Acts 19:1-7), it might 

perhaps be assumed that the authorial audience may have glaringly wondered: How 

come that he (Apollos), described as a powerful teacher of “the way”, knew only about 

John’s baptism? That puts, in effect, the entire portrait of excellence - attached to his 

personality - into question, therefore leaving the audience of course with a suspense 

of judgement. Going further with that assumption, one would appropriately suggest 

that it might have mattered to the Lukan audience to anticipate some clarity regarding 

the significance of John’s baptism in relation to the emerging movement. What further 

connection does Apollos have with John? Was he a disciple of John - directly or 

indirectly? 

At this point in the narrative, such detailed clarifications could only be conjectured, 

since it did not receive immediate focus. Nevertheless, the consecutively glowing 

representation of Apollos’ portrait seemed to have paled a little bit in the face of such 

                                      
430 We have noted already in the previous sections some of the controversies surrounding the 
debates on the aspects of tradition, redactions and Lukan intents in this regard. For a recap 
of such debates, see once again: M. Wolter, Apollos, 1987, 49-51, 67-73. 
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assumed deficiency of knowledge. Understood then as a proleptic highlight upon what 

is to come subsequently, Luke at this point seemed to be awakening his audience to 

anticipate a later or a fuller resolution of that narrative tension revolving around the 

subject of baptism, especially in relation to following the way of Jesus. 

Central then to the rest of the plot is how this tension surrounding Apollos’ own 

deficient knowledge got rectified (18:26). In that regard, Luke projects Priscilla and 

Aquila, a couple associated with Paul and his mission in Corinth and in Ephesus 

(18:18-23), as principal agents whose corrective instruction climaxed in a supposed 

resolution: They taught him more accurately (ἀκριβέστερον). In any case, how Apollos 

got integrated and how he cooperated onwards with these Pauline associates of 

believers turned out to be the crucial highpoint of this first part of the diptych. As a 

matter of consequence, Apollos’ mission and indeed his biographical profile, in Luke’s 

eye, got a boost by his association with certain group of believers who had affinity with 

Paul. 

 

5.2.2. Second Part of the Diptych  

As a follow-up of the first diptych, Luke in Acts 19:1-7 (otherwise here known as the 

second part of the diptych) took up the task of representing Paul’s encounter with 

“certain disciples” in Ephesus. Remarkably as we have suggested above, the 

mentioning of the name, Apollos (19:1a) as prelude here, serves to link the first with 

the second part of the diptych.431 However, in this instance, Apollos’ mentioned 

absence paved the way to the reintroduction of the previously absent Paul into the 

scene (19:1b).432 Therefore, through an ensued chiastic juxtaposition of antithesis and 

                                      
431 See esp., J. Jervell, Die Apostelgeschichte, 1998, 475: „Lukas verbindet jedoch auch 
18,24-28 mit 19,1-7 durch den Namen Apollos.“ 
432 There has been suggestion that the “Apollos-episode” of Acts might have been a narrative 
interjection that feels in the gap created by Paul’s absence, after his initial short stay in 
Ephesus, as reported in the pericope of Acts 18:18-23. Acts 19:1 is a reiteration of the itinerary 
in 18:23. See: R.I. Pervo, Acts, 2009, 467-8. The account of Apollos’ departure does seem to 
suggest that the two missionaries did not meet in Ephesus – which on the contrary can be 
inferred indirectly from Paul’s own account in 1 Cor 16:12. Wolter recognizes the centrality of 
this Lukan effort to portray an absence of direct contact between the two missionaries. See: 
M. Wolter, Theologie, 2012, 411-12: „Vor diesem Hintergrund erhält die zusätzliche 
synchronistische Notiz in 19,1a die Funktion, dem Leser der Apostelgeschichte 
unmissverständlich deutlich zu machen, dass Paulus und Apollos in Ephesus einander nicht 
begegnet sind und ihrer beider Aufenthalte in dieser Stadt sich zu keinem Zeitpunkt 
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thesis regarding ‘baptism and faith in Jesus’, occurring in the form of a narrated 

dialogue (19:2-4),433 Luke skilfully injects another literary tension, jolting his authorial 

audience once again to revisit the question of baptism, of John the Baptist and of his 

place in the messianic event. 

Thus (here a chiastic representation434): 

 A.  Paul encounters “certain disciples” (19:1b) 

      B.  Paul questions them concerning the Holy Spirit (19:2) 

          C.  Interrogative dialogue ensues concerning baptism (19:3) 

     D.  Paul clarifies John’s baptism in relation to Jesus (19:4) 

         c.  Disciples receive baptism in the name of Jesus (19:5) 

               b.  Disciples receive (the gifts of) the Holy Spirit (19:6) 

         a. The disciples are about twelve in number (19:7). 

 

As a matter of fact, the identity of the so-called disciples in Ephesus is shrouded in 

unclarity.435 However, like Apollos, these “certain disciples” exhibited a peculiar 

characteristic or rather a deficiency in the way they came to believe. It can be assumed 

that they were of course believers, in Luke’s eye. This is highly suggestive, especially 

when considering Luke’s use of the verb “πιστεύω” (19:2) and its cognates to refer to 

the believers and belief in Jesus as Christ (cf. Acts 10:45; 18:27c). Puzzling as it was 

to Paul, as well as to the authorial audience, these believing disciples appeared to 

                                      
überschnitten haben. Es sprechen darum gute Gründe dafür, eben hierin das die lukanische 
Redaktion an dieser Stelle wesentlich bestimmende Anliegen zu sehen.“ 
433 See C.G. Müller, Prophet, 2001, 283 n238: „Dialoge sind bei Lukas häufig eingesetztes 
Gattungsmittel…“. 
434 See similar chiastic representation in H. S. Kim, Geisttaufe, 1993, 210; M.C. Parsons, Acts, 
2008, 264. 
435 The identity of this group of believers has provoked many opinions among scholars. Their 
characterization as "disciples of John" is not directly expressed by Luke ("expressis verbis"), 
but their affiliation with John the Baptist can be inferred from the context. Thus, even their 
connection to Apollos can only be indirectly inferred from the contextual connection to John's 
baptism. On the various scholarly opinions concerning this group, see especially E. 
Käsemann, Johannesjünger, 1952, 162; E. Schweizer, Bekehrung, 1970, 71-9; the work of M. 
Wolter has adequately considered the weight and influence of these earlier positions, as we 
noted in the previous section (Section II) of this paper. See: M. Wolter, Apollos, 1987, 49-73. 
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have had no knowledge of the Holy-Spirit in relation to baptism, despite their belief 

and their status as disciples (μαθηταὶ).436  

Remarkably and quite like the previous episode concerning Apollos, they were rather 

conversant with - and had received - the baptism of John. In like manners, as with 

Apollos, Luke disclosed that they also needed to undergo some additional kind of 

catechetical instructions. An instructive augmentation was needed. As a matter of fact, 

Luke proceeded to portray the kind of corrective instruction which they received, 

consisting of the following:  

a). clarifications about the status and significance of John’s baptism, 

b). clarifications about the Holy Spirit,  

c). connection of all that to the faith in Jesus.  

 

Significantly in their case, Luke highlights Paul himself (like his associates in 18:26b-

27b), as the principal agent who executed these needed corrective measures and 

realigning tasks (v.4-5). Paul’s teaching or instructions, which climaxed in the disciple’s 

willingness to be baptised in the name of the Lord Jesus (“εἰς τὸ ὄνομα τοῦ Κυρίου 

Ἰησοῦ” – v.5), proved to be very efficacious, since they consequently received the Holy 

Spirit, spoke in tongues and testified prophetically (v.6), like the disciples in the 

Pentecost-experience (Acts 2:4).437  

Very remarkable is the way Luke portrayed them after that neo-Pentecostal 

experience. Their identity seemed to have acquired a boost through that encounter 

with Paul, and that seemed to imply an integration into a Lukan presumed mainstream 

of believers championed by Paul.438 Moreover, in the course of depicting that 

integration, the audience is made to see that their identity, previously shrouded in a 

kind of anonymity and unclarity (i.e. “certain disciples”), now seemed to have gained 

                                      
436 The use of the term “disciple” (“μαθητής”) does not seem to refer to their relationship with 
John, rather it indicates their presumed Christian identity, albeit their ignorance of the Holy 
spirit. See: F.F. Bruce, Acts, 1990, 406. 
437 See: S. Vollenweider, Apollos, 2021, 331 – who therein remarks that “the story is presented 
as a kind of “third Pentecost (cf. 2-1-4; 10:44-46)….” 
438 In line with D. Dormeyer & F. Galindo, Apostelgeschichte, 2003, 288: “Sie (die Ephesische 
Jünger [sic]) vermögen ihr neu erworbenes christlich-täuferisches Judentum in das 
apostolische christliche Judentum einzubringen und charismatisch weiterzuentwickeln.“ 
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added sense of definiteness: they were around twelve in number. As much as there 

may still be no consensus as to the precise import of that number, ‘twelve’ in this 

case,439 it cannot be denied that the numeral signification offered some definiteness 

to their previously too imprecise identity. Rather than floating in anonymity, hazily as 

mere “certain disciples”, this numeral categorisation makes them easily identifiable by 

emphasising their uniqueness within the fold of believers – as certain “twelve disciples” 

in Ephesus with a previously distinct but incomplete baptismal identity. A pre-emptive 

allusion highlighting the eschatological symbolic status of the number “twelve” in 

relation to the true Israel of the end-time may not have been lost out to a careful reader 

either.440 

 

5.3. Analysis: Proleptic-Analeptic Viewing of the Text 

Viewing the two sides of this narrative diptych broadly, it would be hard for a critical 

reader to overlook how they both hinge upon one another, mirroring and 

complementing each other. As a matter of consequence, such back-and-forth 

mirroring tends to suggest that each of the subunits be read and interpreted in 

conjunction with the other, in order to attain an in-depth grasp of their narrative 

implications, as well as to surmise perceivable Lukan theological disposition therein.  

 In this regard, W. H. Shepherd rightly suggests:  

the interpretive clue left by the implied author is the parallel structure 

between the two stories: the reader is invited to re-read the Apollos story 

in the light of that of the twelve Ephesian disciples. The parallelism 

encourages the reader to fill in the gaps of one story in the light of the 

other.441 

                                      
439 See the varied opinions in this regard in J. Zmijewski, Apostelgeschichte, 1994, 685; C.G. 
Müller, Prophet, 2001, 285; S. Vollenweider, Apollos, 2021, 331, suggests that “the disciples’ 
number (twelve) corresponds to the apostles’ circle at the outset of the Christian movement.” 
440 C.G. Müller, Prophet, 2001, 286. Müller emphasizes in addition the syncritical undertone in 
the Lukan representation here: „Dem in Apg 19,7 verwendeten “ὡσεὶ” könnte dabei als 
unterordnendem Faktor besondere Bedeutung zukommen, dadurch daß die Zwölfzahl (…) 
zwar Verwendung findet, aber eben nicht im Vollsinn erreicht wird. Damit wäre die Angabe 
„etwa zwölf Männer“ in Apg 19,7 doch weit mehr als eine bloße Zahlenangabe.“ 
441 W. H. Shepherd, Function, 1994, 226. 
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 More succinctly, Shepherd outlines the primary concerns that could commonly be 

drawn from both plots:  

The two stories roughly parallel each other: missioner(s) meet(s) 

disciple(s), is astonished to find disciple(s) accurately but incompletely 

informed by virtue of John’s baptism, and then corrects the problem; the 

story concludes with inspired speech by the disciple(s).442 

This way of viewing their structural and contextual relationship, in terms of a diptych, 

reflects a manner of representation that is quite consistent with the general outlook of 

Luke-Acts itself. Numerous interpreters such as D. Marguerat inter alia are inclined to 

perceive that diptych-relationship, as a governing principle binding the entire Luke-

Acts.443 In fact, Marguerat opined that Luke-Acts appear analogically as “two paintings 

joined together by a central hinge”, whereby one acts as sequel to the other, with both 

having the function of “arranging mirror reflections from one narrative to the other, with 

the necessary resumptions, shifts, and re-compositions.”444 Marguerat is not alone in 

this way of perceiving Luke-Act, as we have seen in the previous discourse above.445 

Particularly central to C. G. Müller’s work concerning the portrait of John the Baptist in 

Luke-Acts is the observation that such a parallel portrait of Jesus and John cuts across 

both corpuses and can yield voice to arguments concerning the unity of Luke-Acts, 

despite the apparent genre-disparity446. 

Agreeing with such observations, I would wish here to emphasise that such perception 

of a diptych-structure is not only on the macro generic level of Luke-Acts. Even in the 

                                      
442 W. H. Shepherd, Function, 1994, 226. His view echoes that of G. Schneider, who argues 
that Apollos’ status as a Christian preacher (Acts 18:24-28) gained rectification through the 
hands of Paul’s associates, just like in the corresponding parallel in Acts 19:1-7. Both 
narrative-representations were Luke’s (redactional) attempts to demonstrate, not just the 
necessity of status-rectification through baptism but equally to highlight the superiority of 
Pauline strand of Christian mission: „Der Zusammenhang macht deutlich, daß Apollos erst 
durch die Begegnung mit dem “paulinischen” Christentum (der Mitarbeiter und Begleiter des 
Paulus...) ein rechter christlicher Verkündiger wurde….” See: G. Schneider, 
Apostelgeschichte, II, 1982, 260. 
443 See: D. Marguerat, Historian, 2002, 63-64. 
444 D. Marguerat, Historian, 2002, 63. 
445 We have all along (and various places) noted the various opinions regarding the unity of 
Luke-Acts. Some other scholars like C. G. Müller, W. H. Shepherd, H-. S. Kim, to mention but 
a few, all recognise this manner of viewing Luke-Acts. 
446 See C. G. Müller, Prophet, 2001, 25-48, particularly on the proximity of Luke-Acts to 
Plutarch’s Parallel Βίοι. On the question regarding genre similarity and disparity, see: C.G. 
Müller, C.G. Müller, Διήγησις, 2009, 95-127. 
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micro intra-textual relationship, where various episodes meet and interact with each 

other, one could still distinguish such diptych-parallel relationship. Various numbers of 

narrative episodes within each of the Lukan double-corpus point to this internal 

mirroring.447 Apollos’ episode and that of the “certain disciple” reflects such a diptych-

relationship.   

Characteristic of this very diptych structure in Acts 18:24-28 and 19:1-7 is how that 

gives hint to the implied author’s presumed intent. As can be surmised, Luke seemed 

able to find, through the rhetorical employ of diegetic prolepsis and analepsis, another 

appropriate spot to address the question about John the Baptist and his position within 

the new movement of believers in Christ. Considered through that proleptic-analeptic 

structure of this diptych, it becomes easier to perceive a more glaring and profound 

depiction of the characters involved in both episodes. This is overwhelmingly felt, 

particularly when both episodes are placed side by side complementarily to display 

one narratively interconnected scenario. Hence, in that kind of structural diptych, a 

symbiotic interdependence of meaning engendered through their analeptic and 

proleptic relationship is expected. Consequently, one episode anticipates the other 

and the other falls back to the earlier episode – and finally in that scenario, a fuller 

import of both plots and the vivid portraits of the various characters emerge. 

 

5.4. Internal Syncrisis 

Although not explicitly or categorically stated in this structural arrangement, the reader 

could already perceive an internal rhetorical syncrisis at play in the “emplotment” of 

both episodes.448 Thus, by way of juxtaposition, the portrait of Apollos seems to 

parallel in a comparative sense the consecutive portrait of Paul, who has been 

repeatedly depicted in Acts of the Apostles as: 

(a) a successful missionary and an excellent pastoral care-giver449 (Acts 14:21-

23; 15:36, 41; 16:5, 40; 18:23);  

                                      
447 On parallel representation showing internal mirroring, see, esp., A.C. Clark, Lives, 2001, 
passim, especially with regards to the portrait of Peter and Paul. 
448 C. G. Müller, Prophet, 2001, 290-92. 
449 Luke’s keen interest in portraying Paul, not only as missionary who was concerned with 
conversion but, as a soul’s care-giver or a pastor has been noted by many interpreters. See 
inter alia: H.-S. Kim, Geisttaufe, 1993, 209-10; M. C. Pearson, Acts, 2008, 263-64. 
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(b): a formidable defender of Jesus’ messianic status (Acts 9:22; 13:32-33; 

17:3).  

In that comparative outlook, likened to the common rhetorical Syncrisis found in some 

Greco-Roman narratives, Luke seemed able to portray an eminent Apollos whose 

pastoral and missionary excellence, when compared to Paul’s, diminishes in the face 

of his glaringly limited knowledge about baptism (comp. 18:25 vs 19:4-6).450 Apollos, 

as well as the Ephesian disciples then remained comparatively as contrasting figures, 

in relation to Paul and to Paul-oriented groups of believers in Ephesus. Rhetorically, 

then, this could be that syncritical “ὑπεροχή” common in Greco-Roman comparative 

rhetoric, in which figures are superlatively contrasted with other figures in a eulogy or 

encomiastic speeches to emphasize that one of the figures or a group of figures is 

above average and therefore should be placed first in relation to the others.451 The 

intended goal of an author or speaker in sifting out areas of agreement and areas of 

differentiation (“αἱ διαφοραί”) in rhetorical comparison is always to emphasize one over 

the other.452  

Accordingly, Lukan demonstration of Apollos’ self-submission to the corrective 

tutelage, implemented by Priscilla and Aquila who obviously were Pauline associates 

in Ephesus, depicts that tactical syncritic or implied comparative undertaking by the 

author to portray (without harm) Paul’s edge over Apollos.453 This running internal or 

implicit syncrisis of the two missionaries, became more perceptible in the subsequent 

plots of Acts 19ff, (esp. Acts 19:1-7; 8-10). 

Understood as such in this context, one might suspect, on the one hand, as many 

have, that the rhetorical goal behind such an implied syncrisis in Acts 18:24-19:1-7 is 

                                      
450 For a similar view, see E. Käsemann, Essays 1982, 147-48. 
451 This kind of superlative syncritic juxtaposition is evident in Isocrates’ speech juxtaposing 
Athens against Sparta, in Panegyricus 73-128; see also Isocrates, Evagoras, 34-37ff, esp. 37 
where, in superlative terms, he made the deeds of Evagoras look quite superior to that of the 
famous Cyrus; see also Thucydides, 1, 126-138; Polybius, XXIV; 11-13; Sallust, Catilinae 
coniuratio 53f, where Cato and Caesar were compared. On Luke’s nearness to this kind of 
syncritic representation of characters in Greco-Roman literatures in this regard, see C. G. 
Müller, Prophet, 2001, 50-51. 
452 The desired goal of an author or speaker in sieving out areas of agreement and areas of 
differentiations (“αἱ διαφοραί”) in rhetorical comparison is always geared toward highlighting 
one over the other. See: Theon, Progymnasmata,10.  
453 For similar opinions, see: M. Wolter, Apollos, 1987, 68, who opines that Luke’s intent in the 
pericope was on depicting a Pauline dominance, when the two prominent figures in Ephesus 
are comparatively placed side by side; see as well: C. G. Müller, Prophet, 2001, 290. 
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the author’s inclination to integrate some “fringe” believers into the mainstream.454 On 

the other hand, the unqualified use of the term “fringe” here may necessitate some 

qualification or caveat, even though the suggestion of “incorporation” or “integration” 

is consistent with and supported by the overall presentation of the text. This necessity 

is supported by opinions from a social-critical standpoint that the portrait of a fully 

formed, clearly delineated major group within this seemingly heterogeneous 

landscape of earliest Christianity in Ephesus may be far-fetched.455 Such an 

assumption of “fringe group versus main group” might thus simply be anachronistic.456  

Perhaps a more appropriate portrait, in my own opinion, would be to see the text’s 

rhetorical goal in the context of Luke’s effort to address some concerns regarding 

identity and status-rectification among the diverse groups, who variously express their 

common belief in Christ.457 D. Marguerat shares a similar view, although he notes on 

his part that what was central for the author regarding the focal point, rather than a 

concern for “institutional” rectification, was “more to affirm the superiority of ‘Christian’ 

baptism over John’s baptism.”458 And as Pervo equally in that direction surmised: Luke 

wanted to show that “John the Baptizer has an honourable place in salvation 

history…but his message and activity have been superseded.”459 

This pair of complementary narrative episodes demonstrates, then, that what is at 

stake is the resolution, or rather rectification, of what is probably an outstanding 

question concerning the status of baptism (especially John’s baptism) in the context 

of faith in Christ. Thus, how to show (narratively) a possible integration of two or more 

divergent groups, differing, for example, in their views of baptism and other common 

concerns, seemed to be the author’s main focus. In other words, the two episodes 

                                      
454 For further discussion, see: W. H. Shepherd, Function, 1993, 225; C. K. Barrett, Apollos, 
1984, 37; L. T. Johnson, Acts, 1992, 338, E. Käsemann, Disciples, 1982, 141-42. 
455 M. Tiwald’s exploration of the implication of heterogeneity and of plurality, manifest in the 
Ephesian early Christians’ attempt to fashion out a common social identity, is helpful in this 
regard. See especially his excursus of the various arguments and opinions in this regard in: 
M. Tiwald, Pluralität, 2012, 129-43. 
456 On the anachronism of such portrait, see R. I. Pervo, Acts, 2009, 467. 
457 Trebilco’s concluding suggestion seems to share this view: that the outlook of the Christian 
community in Ephesus appeared continually to be that of diverse groupings within a movement 
characterized by “internal boundaries”. See: P. Trebilco, Christians, 2004, 713-716. See: M. 
Tiwald, Christentum, 2012, 131ff. 
458 D. Marguerat, Historian, 2002, 126. 
459 R. I. Pervo, Acts, 2009, 461, 466-67; this sense is also assumed in E. Schüssler-Fiorenza, 
Miracles, 1976, 8-10ff; this is also similar to the central thesis of C.G. Müller’s work (=Prophet, 
2001) which have variously cited here.  
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seem to represent the possibility of that inward process of harmonization or integration 

that might have been crucial for all adherents within those diverse streams of ‘coming 

to faith’ in the Messiahship of Jesus (as Christ).  

Perhaps, then, it would be more plausible to assume that the various groups, while 

living side by side, may have had different perceptions and evaluations of some forms 

of Christian baptism and other practices from the beginning, rather than being directly 

labelled “fringe groups,” as we noted above. They may have struggled with 

determining the proper place these practices occupy and the distinctions they make 

within the community of believers in Christ. Luke’s representation of the ‘deficiency’ 

and consequently his subordination of John’s baptism (Acts 18:25), his emphases 

regarding the place and role of the Holy Spirit, and his ennobling of the baptism “in the 

name of the Lord” (Acts 19:4-5) seem to provide theological direction and a narrative 

platform for the alignment and integration of these diverse groups.  

Paul and Apollos, whose physical presence in Ephesus could be historically attested 

in the Pauline correspondence already discussed (1 Corinthians 16:12), became the 

protagonists of the narrative that advanced Luke’s attempt to portray a harmonious 

front among the believers in Christ of this earliest period. In other words, the portraits 

of these two historical figures provided Luke with a rhetorical-narrative opportunity to 

address concerns about intra-religious and intra-community differences.460  

Under the narratological perspective, therefore, we will consider below, step by step, 

the narrative traits that Luke uses to describe Apollos. In particular, we will consider 

all together the historical, rhetorical, and ideological (theological, social, ethical) 

implications that these character traits (τόποι) may hold for the image of Apollos that 

Luke wishes to convey to his reader. In some cases, these character traits emerge as 

                                      
460 Some other interpreters have expressed similar views in their own ways. J.A. Fitzmyer, in 
this regard, points out that “the Lucan intention is clear: to depict the incorporation of such 
fringe Christians into the mainstream church, which is under the guidance of the Holy Spirit”. 
See: J.A. Fitzmyer, Acts, 1998, 642 See other instances: J. Zmijewski, Apostelgeschichte, 
682-83 who points to a Lukan redactional purpose of the two parallel episodes, intended to 
incorporate such groups who apparently got stuck (held-up) within that transition from Judaism 
to Christianity (see esp. 682); see: W. H. Shepherd, Jr., Function, 1994, 229, who suggests 
that “there was perhaps still the remnant of a Baptist sect within or on the fringe of Luke’s 
church; see as well: S. Shauf, Theology, 2005, 139-40, 149, who notes that “the pericope is 
not about the conversion of synagogue Jews or of dedicated pagans – it is about how Paul 
removed the deficiencies of a fringe group, thereby bringing them into the group marked by 
the proper understanding of and faith in Jesus’ name and the gift of the Holy Spirit.” 
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direct attributions, while others may be inferred through indirect attributions, not to 

mention that some may also be better understood in the context of an implied 

syncritical comparison. These highlights will ultimately help to make even clearer what 

we have undertaken in the preceding analysis. 
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6. Chapter Six: Character-Attributes Of Apollos in Acts – 

A Rhetoric-Narratological Overview 

 

6.1. Luke and the Narrative Depiction of Prosopon (Person) 

It is not inappropriate, therefore, to recap what we have already comprehensively 

stated in the preliminary part of this section of the work, namely, that Luke, despite his 

literary idiosyncrasies, was a child of his generation. As we noted therein, he was not 

far removed from his contemporaries, especially in his use of rhetoric and his use of 

the Greco-Roman style of diegetic exposition, whether we classify his work as a 

historiographical or biographical account.461  

Especially with regard to rhetorical characterization, his double corpus speaks for itself 

that he (Luke) was very familiar with the narrative representation of a character, 

namely, that “prosopon” (“πρόσωπον”) which can be loosely translated as “person”.462 

As mentioned in the preliminary scope of our proposition in this section, a character in 

a diegesis, like an “actor” in a drama, may reveal himself or be revealed directly or 

indirectly. In addition to his physical features and other personal characteristics, the 

indirect self-revelation may be particularly through his words and actions shown in the 

plot. In other words, the characters’ words and actions may implicitly give them their 

characteristic “face” (πρόσωπον), namely as characters who drive the narratives (as 

in biographies) or as characters who are affected by the events in the narratives (as 

in historiographies).463 

                                      
461 Commentators like Pervo have estimated that Luke seemed to have attained an 
educational level beyond the basic or elementary level, even if he may not have reached the 
advanced stage of Greek education. See: R. I. Pervo, Acts, 2009, 7.  
462 See the inclusion of “person” as essential element of narratives in: Quintilian, Institutio. 
4.2.36; Aphthonius, Progymnasmata, 3R; Nicolaus, Progymnasmata, 13-14; John of Sardis, 
Progymnasmata, 16. This translation “πρόσωπον” as ‘person’ should not be misconstrued or 
confused with the other Greek word Hypostasis (ὑπόστασις) which in theological terms could 
refer to “person” as well. Prosopon however seemed to connote a dramatic representation of 
a person as character.  
463 For the basic distinction between biography and history, see: Quintilian, Institutio, 4.2.2; 
10.1.31-34. Although, as we have argued in line with recent observations in researches, there 
are some cases that show a dovetailing of both rhetorical genres. See also: C.H. Talbert, Acts, 
1996, 58-72; P. Stadter, History, 2.531. 
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Luke - the evangelist - as a good storyteller, as we have already pointed out, does not 

seem to have resisted such use of “προσωποποιία” in his diegetic accounts of both 

the life of Jesus and the movement that followed him (Luke-Acts). Therefore, it is very 

likely that Luke, like other ancient authors of his time, employed the previously 

discussed rhetorical commonplaces (“τόποι”) and techniques of characterization in his 

work, alongside or in addition to historical purposes, to create characters that his 

audience would find either endearing or unappealing, as the case may be; thus, 

leading them to either imitate their “virtues” or reject their “vices,” among other things. 

In what follows, we will focus more deeply on Luke’s familiarity with these rhetorical 

commonplaces and techniques, especially while describing Apollos. How he 

employed them in this case to highlight the “face” or person (“πρόσωπον”) of his 

character “Apollos” in the context of the plot or storyline of Acts 18:24-19:1ff will be 

presented below. Consequently, attention would be drawn to the narrative 

hermeneutical and rhetorical value that the Lukan choices of the topoi of Apollos’ figure 

bring into play, especially since the historical facts used to portray this figure seem to 

have been given in the context of an implied ‘syncritical’ comparative outlook with a 

theological goal. We begin first with Apollos’ entry into the missionary scene. 

 

6.2. Then Came Certain Apollos Into Ephesus 

While giving the reader no detailed clues about his earlier life and generally leaving 

them with a vague guess as to his actual Christian status and even the character of 

the Christian community from which he may have emerged before coming to Ephesus, 

Luke announces the emergence of this new figure - Apollos - simply but dramatically. 

Consequently, with the use of the verb "καταντάω" (κατήντησεν εἰς Ἔφεσον: Acts 

18:24d), which refers to an "arriving while" or a "reaching a point" during a journey, 

Luke's audience became immediately aware not only of a new episode but also of a 

newly arrived figure named Apollos. We will come to the question of his name in a 

moment. Suffice it to say, however, that from a narrative-critical perspective, the arrival 

of Apollos at this point immediately signals a new unfolding within the “Ephesus-

episodes” of Acts; an unfolding that at the same time signifies a brief shift of focus 

away from the narratives about Paul, who had been one of the main characters and 

the focus of the preceding plots in this second half of Acts up to chapter 18:23.  
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6.2.1. A Parallel Portrayal of an ‘Earlier’ Arrival  

Already with the statement, “κατήντησαν δὲ εἰς Ἔφεσον”, in the immediately preceding 

plot (Acts 18:18-23), the authorial audience had been dully informed of a first ‘arrival’; 

indeed that of Paul with his entourage, Priscilla and Aquila, in Ephesus (Acts 

18:19a).464  This brief but significant arrival of Paul, in Luke’s account, appears to have 

been the prelude to his later missionary engagement among the Ephesians – Jews 

and gentiles, beginning with his first encounter with them in the Jewish synagogue at 

Ephesus (Acts 18:19b-21a). While Paul’s first arrival and initial stay in that city were 

described as very brief, this engaging encounter seemed to have impressed the 

Jewish community in Ephesus. Their desire and request for Paul to stay longer was 

unsuccessful, as Paul wanted to continue his goal toward Jerusalem. Before leaving 

the scene, however, Paul promised to return to them in due time, God willing (“τοῦ 

θεοῦ θέλοντος” – v. 21a).  

Paul’s absence, indeed his temporary departure from this community (“ἀποτάσσομαι” 

- Acts 18:21a; cf. 18:18), left no void in this Ephesian missionary “stage”. Undeniably, 

his co-workers were on the scene and probably kept the (Pauline) spirit somehow 

glowing. But besides this, another prominent personality entered this missionary stage 

and exerted an influence on the church that did not go unnoticed even among these 

“early arrivals” who were Paul's co-workers (Acts 18:26). This latter “newcomer” - 

Apollos - like Paul before him (Acts 18:19), not only taught “correctly” (v. 25c: 

ἐδίδασκεν ἀκριβῶς), but “spoke boldly” (v. 26a: παρρησιάζεσθαι), and like Paul he did 

so among his fellow Jews “in the synagogue” (compare vv. 19 and vv. 25, 26). The 

intended parallel could not have been more pronounced to the Lukan authorial 

audience. 

Therefore, with this parallel, especially with the repeated use of the verb “καταντάω” 

in v.19 and v.24, Luke heralded the formal entrance of these two individuals, Paul and 

Apollos. And indeed, he made them vivid in the texts (as if in the form of two visual 

                                      
464 S. Witetschek sees in the same vein the redactional employ in the phrase “κατήντησεν εἰς 
Ἔφεσον”, by which Luke intended to represent Apollos as a newcomer, in relation to the Paul 
and Pauline associates – Priscilla and Aquila, who according to Luke arrived much earlier: „es 
ist auch gut möglich, die Formulierung “κατήντησεν εἰς Ἔφεσον” in 18,24 für das Werk des 
Lukas zu halten, der auf diese Weise Apollos gegenüber Prisca und Aquila (vgl. 18,19) zum 
Neuankömmling macht“. S. Witetschek, Enthüllungen, 2008, 351; compare as well: W. 
Thiessen, Christen, 1995, 47, 50. 
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slides465) not only as embodiments of unmistakable prominence, but probably as 

epitome of two distinctive in-coming currents expressing a common faith and a 

common discipleship of the “way of the Lord” in Ephesus, and both of which Luke saw 

fit to address. The commentary of Rius-Camps & Co. sees it quite similarly in this 

respect. Accordingly, it seems that the portrait of Apollos that unfolds here not only 

offers the reader a better understanding of his personal attributes (which can be 

contrasted with the portrait of Paul), but also offers a subtle insight into the character 

of the community that may have produced him. Rius-Camps & Co. writes: “the arrival 

of Apollo(niu)s in Ephesus demonstrates the missionary character of the Jesus-

believing Jews in Alexandria whom he represents.”466 The rhetorical significance of 

these literarily juxtaposed ‘arrivals’ provides the syncritical framework for the 

subsequent development of the portrait of Apollos in the plot. 

 

6.2.2. Rhetorical Significance of the Two Arrivals: Genius syncrisis?  

From the above perspective, then, it is not far-fetched to suggest that what is implicitly 

at play here can be captured through the prism of the rhetorical (narrative) device of 

“genus syncrisis”, namely, the kind of rhetorical comparison that takes place between 

genera or groups.467 In this case, two different groups (genera) are compared by first 

taking the best of the members (i.e., the best species of the whole) of each group 

(genus) as the standard or parameter for defining a group, and then comparing these 

“bests” of the two groups to determine which of the two groups is better than the other. 

This was often recommended by most teachers and theorists of Progymnasmata 

(προγυμνάσματα). Theon, for example, states that this kind of rhetorical comparison 

is possible “when we take extreme examples of the things to be compared and place 

                                      
465 See: W.C. van Unnik, Book, in NovT 4, 1964, 35, where he analogously described Luke’s 
literary style as “a lecture with lantern-slides; the pictures are shown one after another 
illustrating the story the lecturer wants to tell while he makes the transition from one plate to 
another by some general remarks”. 
466 See: Rius-Camps &co., Message IV, 2009, 25. 
467 The impetus to consider the diegetic significance of “genus syncrisis” as relevant to the 
biblical interpretation of New Testament characters came from earlier critical thinking in this 
regard by scholars such as C.G. Müller and M.W. Martin. See, among others: C.G. Müller, 
Prophet, 2001, 49-71; also Müller, Zeuge, 2003, 479-509; M.W. Martin, Judas, 38-90 
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them side by side, and in the comparison of these things we think to find the whole 

genus (of one group) in comparison with the whole genus (of the other).”468 

This kind of rhetorical syncritical undertaking seems a bit synecdochic since it uses a 

‘part’ to substitute for the ‘whole’.469 Hence, as M.W. Martin puts it, such kind of 

comparison is based on the premise that different genera or classes are characterized 

by proportionality, so that ‘subjects’ or ‘species’ of corresponding rank in different 

classes relate to each other in the same way as the two classes as a whole do to each 

other.470 The result, therefore, following Aristotle, is that “whenever one class 

surpasses another, the greatest of that class will surpass the greatest of the other...; 

for the superiority of classes and of the greatest things contained in them are 

proportionate.”471  

More than a “preliminary exercise” confined to the classroom, ancient authors have 

long employed this form of comparison in describing things, epic persons, or even 

peoples of differing origins. In early Greek literatures, especially in Homer’s epic 

poems, the often comparative depiction of the whole of Greek society (as a genus), 

represented by its prominent heroes such as Achilles (as a species), and the whole of 

Trojan society (genus), represented by its heroes such as Hector (species), is a typical 

example of the narrative use of this kind of rhetorical syncrisis. Both Aphthonius (43-

44) and Nicolaus (61) have variously pointed to this sense of “genus comparison”, 

citing in particular the above-mentioned narrative portraits of these two widely but 

respectively revered heroes of Greece and Troy as examples. To illustrate this sense 

of “genus syncrisis”, Nicolaus draws on the famous Homeric portraits of the two heroes 

and their bravery, quoting, “The man who fled in front was good, but a far better man 

pursued him.”(61).472 

                                      
468 Theon, Progymnasmata, 114; also, see similar views in Ps.-Hermogenes, Progymnasmata, 
19; Aphthonius Progymnasmata, 43-44; in relation to New Testament texts, see also Martin’s 
detailed application of these idea for biblical character analysis in M.W. Martin, Judas, 45-46. 
469 M.W. Martin, Judas, 46, n26. Martin cites Theon's examples of Themistocles and Cyrus, 
Artemisia and Tomyris (Theon 114) as synecdochic examples, where they stand respectively 
as male or female species for the entire male or female class (genus). 
470 M.W. Martin, Judas, 45-46. 
471 Aristotle, Rhetoric, 1.7.4-5. 
472 See a detailed treatment of this example in relation to the fourth gospel in: M.W. Martin, 
Judas, 46-51. 
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In the context of the Ephesian mission (Acts 18-19), Paul and his circle, who according 

to Luke were the first to arrive, can be considered as one genus within the genera of 

Christ-believers in this case.473 Paul is the outstanding one among the kinds that make 

up the Pauline ‘genus of Christ followers’ there. They are thus comparable to Apollos 

and his circle, which, according to Lukan understanding, probably includes the “twelve” 

disciples from Ephesus (Acts 19:1-7). In other words, Apollos (as the prominent of the 

species within this second genus) and his kind of believers are relatively compared 

and contrasted with Paul and the Pauline circle of believers. The common denominator 

and standard of comparison is their common faith in Jesus as Christ. With the two 

differently portrayed “arrivals” in Ephesus, therefore, Luke begins skilfully to portray 

the confluence of these two differing streams, who in actual fact may have engaged 

each other, while laying claims to advancing their common belief: belief in Jesus as 

Christ. 

  

6.2.3. Syncritical Figure of Contrast 

Consistent with such a rhetorical perception, one might assume here that the author’s 

audience might have perceived the subtly implied syncrisis underlying the entire 

narrative portrayal of these two figures - Paul and Apollos. The extent and influence 

of their respective missionary activities, as well as the content of their teachings, 

appear to have been subjected to comparative scrutiny by the author. Ultimately, the 

portraits of these two narrative figures, Paul and Apollos, seem to have been clearly 

presented as “figures of contrast” in the narrative.  

The Lukan audience or reader cannot but perceive the characters of these two 

prominent but contrasting figures who became part of the complex mix of the Jewish 

community in Ephesus; two men who, while sharing a common designation as 

“teachers of the way” (Acts 18:25-26; 19:8-9), differed not only in style but probably, if 

not in the content of their teachings, then (definitely as Luke implies) in the degree of 

their competence. In the comparative presentation of such contrasts, Luke seems to 

have tried in both episodes to make Paul and his companions appear as the better 

                                      
473 Remarkably, in the course of structuring the understanding of "genus syncrisis" within his 
discussion of activities, Ps.-Hermogenes assigns a representative role to the prominent 
individuals "who first took up the activities" and then uses the comparison of their respective 
activities as a benchmark. See Ps.-Hermogenes, Progymnasmata, 19. 
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guides or the surer signposts of “the way”. He managed to do this narratively, but 

without completely denigrating the other characters, namely Apollos and the so-called 

disciples of Ephesus. This narrative portrayal of Paul as surpassing Apollos becomes 

even more evident, especially in the pericope that follows the two episodes under 

consideration (cf. especially Acts 19:8-10). C.G. Müller’s summary of the syncritical 

undertone underlying this subsequent pericope is conclusively applicable here. Müller 

remarks that in Paul’s proclamation of the kingdom of God, a further towering moment 

- in the style of a syncrisis - can be seen vis-à-vis Apollos and his proclamation, which 

parallels the juxtaposition of Jesus and John and their proclamation in Luke’s 

Gospel.474  

 

6.3. The Name: Apollos 

To make the portrait of the newly emerged person more vivid, Luke began with a series 

of direct descriptions of his character.475 First, he identified and introduced the 

“newcomer” by name, using a remarkably familiar syntactical construction – “a certain 

Jew named Apollos” (Acts 18:24). Narratively speaking in this regard, this relative 

clause, “Ἰουδαῖος δέ τις Ἀπολλῶς ὀνόματι,” would likely have triggered a familiar echo 

in the ear of Luke’s audience, especially since such an audience would have taken 

note of the fact that a similar construct already occurred in the preceding pericope, 

Acts 18:2a. In it Luke speaks of, “τινα Ἰουδαῖον ὀνόματι Ἀκύλαν,” namely, “a certain 

Jew named Aquila.” It cannot be that Luke chose such a syntactic-form repetition in 

the absence of other possibilities of formulation. Rather, it may be that such repetition 

(of form) suggests an intended rhetorical emphasis.476  Even assuming that this is a 

coincidence, such a coincidence cannot have escaped the attention of the audience, 

especially if one has the overall syncritical view in mind. 

                                      
474 C.G. Müller, Prophet, 2001, 292: “In der Verkündigung des Reiches Gottes durch Paulus 
kann ein weiteres – im Stil einer Synkrisis – überbietendes Moment gegenüber Apollos und 
seiner Verkündigung gesehen werden, das vergleichbar auch im Gegenüber von Jesus und 
Johannes und ihrer Verkündigung im Lukasevangelium gegeben ist.“. 
475 See Sh. Rimmon-Kenan, Fiction, 1983, 61. See also: C. G. Müller, Prophet, 2001, 25-48, 
for a detailed analysis of direct and indirect characterization. 
476 See the rhetorical rationale for the use of repetition in Pseudo-Cicero: “The frequent 
recourse to the same word is not dictated by verbal poverty; rather there inheres in the 
repetition an elegance which the ear can distinguish more easily than words can explain.” See: 
Rhetorica ad Herennium, 2.14.21, - the English transl. by Caplan, 1954, 281. 
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It is noteworthy that in both cases (18:2 and 18:24) Luke uses these similar 

constructions to introduce these individuals, who share a common Jewish identity and 

who respectively bear names that are foreign and uncommon among their Jewish 

compatriots in Palestine.477  Also noteworthy in this context is the allusion to their 

diasporic roots. Commenting on this significance of names of Hellenic origin such as 

Apollos, C.M. Rios writes: “After Alexander the Great (323 BC), Greece was not 

concealed inside its borders any more… Its language, culture and education were not 

exclusive to a specific people, neither were its names”.478 Whether Luke’s use of “τις” 

or “τινα” referred to this representative value of the characters - as “certain kinds of 

Jews” - that is, to represent the diasporic specificity of their Jewishness, is a genuinely 

possible guess, though an open conjecture for the audience.479 

In any case, as has been mentioned elsewhere, there are different readings of this 

name Apollos in different manuscripts. In contrast to the Alexandrian text, which 

renders the shorter form of the name (simply Apollos) and which is mostly preferred 

today in many translations and works on this subject, the D-text favours a longer form 

of the name: “Apollonius”. In this context, one could assume that the short form 

“Apollos” is probably a shortened form of the common Egyptian name 

“Ἀπολλώνιος”.480  

Nonetheless, there are other readings (e.g., Codex א [variant: Apelles] *36. 307. 431. 

453. 536. 610. 1175 pc bo arm.) that attest to the use of “Ἀπελλῆς” as the preferred 

option. G. D. Kilpatrick has suggested that this form of naming may very likely have 

been the original form.481 Nevertheless, the justification of this preferred form 

“Ἀπελλῆς” could be problematic in critical analysis, especially if one trusts (and there 

                                      
477 On the Latin (Roman) derivation of the name of the couple (Aquila and Prisca) and their 
frequent use around the Mediterranean area see: R. Schumacher, Aquila, 1920, 87; see also: 
C. Marek, Pontus, 2003, 118. 
478 See: C. M. Rios, Philo, 2015, 1; similar views are found in J. Modrzejewski, Jew, 1993, 72-
73; A. Momigliano 1994, 10-11. 
479 J. Rius-Camps &co., suggest that the use of the indefinite ‘τις’ (in other words ‘τινα’) could 
signal in this sense the representative function of the characters in relation to a class of people: 
“Luke’s presentation of Apollo(niu)s as a ‘certain’ (τις) Jew, accords him the importance of a 
representative character, one of a class of people, Jews from Alexandria…” See: Message, 
2009, 24. 
480 See F. F. Bruce, Acts, 1990, 401; see also R. I. Pervo, Acts, 2009, 458-59; J. Rius-Camps 
&co., Message, 2009, 16-17. 
481 See G. D. Kilpatrick, Apollos-Apelles, 1970, 77. 
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are good reasons to trust) the account in 1 Cor. 1:12; 3:4-11, 22; 4:6; 16:12.482 There 

are reliable reasons for believing that the above passages in 1 Corinthians are 

consistent with some of the statements in Acts 18:24-28. In this respect, it is very likely 

that both texts refer to the same person.483 Under this assumption, and in the absence 

of evidence that Paul referred to him in his Corinthian epistle as “Ἀπελλῆς,” it would 

be difficult to accept unquestioningly this form of designation as the original name.  

The testimony from the manuscripts of 1 Corinthians is obviously about an “Ἀπολλῶς” 

who worked apart from Paul in Corinth and was well known to Prisca and Aquila and 

the Pauline circle (cf. 1 Cor 16:12ff; Acts 18:26-28). 

 

6.3.1. Name and Naming: (Narratological Import) 

In narrative character-reconstruction, as in any logical reconstruction, the identification 

of the subject is essential, since everything that is predicated receives its value and 

meaning in an attributive sense (i.e., in relation to) the subject. For this reason, such 

a reconstruction may take the form of an “attributive proposition.” Applying this to 

character reconstruction, J. Garvey listed the essential components of such an 

attributive sentence as follows: (a) the name of a character, (b) the predicate, and (c) 

the modalizer.484 This modern reconstructive approach to character draws on the 

importance given to announcing and naming a character in both ancient historical 

narratives and ancient narratives with a biographical focus.485  

Cicero, as we have already discussed, held that the naming of a character is an 

important “τόπος” in narrative characterization. The name (nomen) as a τόπος, he 

said, “is that which is given to each person, by which he is addressed by his own 

                                      
482 In his elaborate treatment of the reason behind the variant reading of the names, R.I. Pervo 
notes particularly on the appellation “Ἀπελλῆς”, with the following words: “Later tradition knew 
an Apelles as a disciple of Marcion, but it is more likely that this was an attempt to identify 
Apollos with this person named in Rom 16:10”. See: R. I. Pervo, Acts, 2009, 459. 
483 A contrary opinion exists in the views like those of Blass &co., who opine that the Apollos 
of I Corinthians was a different person, whose name was intrusively forced upon the person 
of Ἀπελλῆς of Acts. See: Blass &co., 2001, § 29 n6. 
484 J. Garvey, Characterization, 1978, 73. 
485 See: C. G. Müller, Prophet, 2000, 100-01, see esp. section. B.I and B.II. for further detail 
on the significance of name and naming as a topoi. See as well: J. Garvey, Characterization, 
1978, 73; see also: G. Gennete, Erzählung, 1994, 283; Sh. Rimmon-Kenan, Fiction, 1983, 29-
30, 39-40, 68-69; A. Billault, Characterization, 1996, 123. 
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proper and distinct designation.”486 He acknowledged that in reconstructing character 

in a text, attention is primarily focused on the actions or natural or socially acquired 

qualities (attributes) of the character. The intention, of course, is to highlight or critically 

reflect on the person portrayed through his or her actions. Nevertheless, the 

importance of the proper name should not be downplayed, as the proper name 

provides the nominal marker and individualizing designation that helps distinguish one 

character from another.487 As Aurelius Augustinus puts it in relation to characterization: 

proper names, in conjunction with “qualitas”, constitute the “significantia” of a 

person.488  

 

6.3.2. Biblical Significance of Name and Naming 

Both the Old Testament and New Testament texts are familiar with the use of names 

in character representation in the sense described above. Often the announcement of 

such proper names may indicate the theophoric function they carry. It may also 

indicate the pre-emptive (prophetic) function underlying such a naming process. Thus, 

it is not uncommon to find embedded in the name and in the process of naming the 

reference to God’s plan for the person named or for the people whom the person 

represents.489 In other words, such a name either announces the fulfilment of a divine 

action or anticipates future actions of divine involvement. In this sense, a name in the 

biblical context might simply capture or indicate the events surrounding such a figure. 

This way of identifying persons by their proper names was not lost on Luke in his 

characterization, as is evident in numerous passages in Luke-Acts (Luke 1:31, 60-63; 

2:21; 6:14; Acts 4:36; 13:9, etc.). 

                                      
486 “Nomen est, quod unicuique personae attribuitur, quo suo quaeque proprio et certo 
vocabulo appelletur”. See: Cicero, De Inventione, 1.24.34. 
487 This importance attached to the naming of a character as found especially among the 
Greco-Roman writers has been much dealt with by Barthes. See: R. Barthes, S/Z, 1970. 
488 Aurelius Augustinus quoted in De Temmerman, Rhetoric, 2010, 30; see also: Anon. 
Excerpta rhetorica, 586, (persona constat duobus modis, nomine et qualitate). Cicero, along 
with his recognizing such narrative functions of proper names, notes the relevance of the 
rhetorical trope of antonomasia, whereby proper names are conversely substituted through 
the employ of another word or are simply paraphrased. See: Ps.-Cicero, Rhetorica ad 
Herenium, 4.31.42; for further discussion see as well: K. De Temmerman, Rhetoric, 2010, 30. 
489 On the theophoric significance of the name of some biblical character, see: C.G. Müller, 
Prophet, 2001, 100-01, 127-29.  
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It must be said, however, that names do not in all cases carry this theophoric meaning 

as well as the prophetic sense of foretelling. What does not escape the reader’s sense 

of judgment, however, is that proper names remove the anonymity that surrounds a 

character. Given this function that the proper name plays in character reconstruction, 

it would be understandable, and probably could have been anticipated by the author’s 

readership, that Luke in his “διήγησις” would allow his new character to emerge (from 

anonymity) by making him known through his personal name. 

It is undisputed, however, that all three variants of the name in question could be 

associated with a theophoric name of Egyptian origin.490 It is unlikely, however, that 

Luke attached much importance to this theophoric sense in his references here. More 

likely is the fact that Luke emphasized the name as being associated with someone 

from the Diaspora (Alexandria) who had Jewish roots and represented a particular 

type of Christ-belief, especially among Jewish believers in Christ outside of Palestine. 

As V. Tcherikover rightly notes, “[i]n the Diaspora, as in Palestine, Hellenization found 

its first external expression in the changing of personal names”.491  The way Luke 

juxtaposes the name of Apollos with the name of Paul (Luke’s hero of the Gentile 

mission) is significant for understanding the author’s syncritical intent in the present 

text.  

 

6.4. Origin (γένος): Apollos as Ἰουδαῖος 

In the continuing course of this well-crafted description of Apollos, Luke uses another 

substantive to make the person he is describing vivid.492 In this case, Luke gives clues 

to the ethnic identity of the “newcomer”. Apollos, as he states, was a Jew (“Ἰουδαῖος”). 

With this direct-designating attribute, “Ἰουδαῖος,” Luke inserts one of the many other 

biographical data into the profile of Apollos, of which one finds remarkably absent in 

                                      
490 See: R. I. Pervo, Acts, 2009, 459; see as well for further discussion: B. M. Metzger, 
Commentary, 1994, 412-13.  
491 V. Tcherikover, Civilization, 1999, 346. 
492 Sh. Rimmon-Kenan points out in detail the use of adjectives, abstract nouns or other types 
of nouns for the direct-definition of a character. The so-called direct-definition is self-referential 
because it is a direct, unmediated inference, as opposed to the other textual indicators of the 
character - an indirect representation - which can be inferred indirectly from other factors such 
as speeches or actions, appearance, and environment. See Sh. Rimmon-Kenan, Fiction, 
1983, 59. 



[Apollos in the Eyes of Paul and Luke] 

 

 
169 

Paul’s portrait of Apollos discussed much earlier (esp. 1 Cor 1:12-17; 3:1-17).493 Even 

given the obvious hints of Lukan redaction in this pericope, it is unlikely that the 

information about Apollos’ origin comes from Luke’s own conjecture. Rather, it is very 

likely that Luke must have relied on these other, older but unspecified sources.494 

 

6.4.1. Origin (“γένος”) as “τόπος” of Characterization: Rhetorical-Narrative Significance 

From a narratological point of view, and in line with our previous observation about the 

authorial audience’s expectations of “γένος” (“origin”) as a constituent “τόπος” of 

narrative characterization, we assume that this attribute “Ἰουδαῖος” in conjunction with 

the subsequent statement “Ἀλεξανδρεὺς τῷ γένει” clearly indicates the origin and by 

extension the birthplace of this narrative character. More specifically, being “Ἰουδαῖος” 

underscores the ethno-taxonomic status of the character - Apollos.495 That this term, 

“γένος” was understandably a given authorial expectation in a diegetic enterprise of 

Luke’s time is well expressed by Josephus - another contemporary Jewish historian. 

Josephus points out the importance of this convention by citing an alleged dialogue 

between Aristotle and an interlocutor. In this very dialogue, Aristotle emphasizes: “For 

this cause it will be the best way to imitate that rule of the Rhetoricians, which requires 

us first to give an account of the man, and of what nation he was: that so we may not 

contradict our master’s directions.”496 To highlight this further, Josephus also quotes 

here the interlocutor “Hyperochides” who, in affirmation of such rhetorical 

                                      
493 It is nearly impossible to conjecture exactly from which source Luke based his biographical 
data about Apollos. Pervo suggests that Luke’s source of information in this regard must have 
been from the local Ephesian source. See: Pervo, Acts, 2009, 459; However, it is very likely 
that Luke may have relied on multiple other traditional sources which may include local 
Ephesian sources in sketching his account. See J. Zmijewski, Apostelgeschichte, 1994, 672-
78; H-. S. Kim, Geisttaufe, 1993, 214-22, for a detailed discourse on the questions regarding 
Lukan redaction and use of traditions in this case. 
494 „Lukas hat mit hoher Wahrscheinlichkeit eine entsprechende ältere Quelle redaktionell 
überarbeitet.“ – C. G. Müller, Prophet, 2001, 280. Most importantly, while there is evidence of 
data in Luke that is consistent with what is known about him from the Pauline account, it is 
fairer to assume that he may have had available sources other than the Pauline tradition. See: 
W. Thiessen, Christen,1995, 29. 
495 The significance of the term “γένος” in biographical works can be attested in its frequent 

occurrence in the works Plutarch: Alcibiades 1; Cicero 1; 17; Cimon 1; Lycurgus 1; 31; Brutus 

1 passim; Plutarch’s use of cognates like "γένεσις" and “εὐγένεια” attests to this as well. See 

for instance: Alexander 3; Theseus, 6 (for genesis); Theseus 7; Tiberius Gracchus 4; Aratus 
4; comp. Mor.1b. For a further detail see C.G. Müller, Prophet, 2001, 37; F. Albini, Family, 
1997, 64.    
496 Josephus, Apion, I.179. 
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presupposition, asked Aristotle to “...proceed, if it please thee so”. Thereupon Aristotle, 

in fulfilment of the expectations (rendered above as “our master’s instruction”), 

expressed himself on the subject: “So this man was a Jew by birth and came from 

Celesyria”.497 

 

6.4.2. More than mere Ethno-Classification 

M. Lowe, in analysing the meaning of the term “Ἰουδαῖος,” has long noted that 

“Ἰουδαῖος” thus has primarily a geographical meaning, referring to the inhabitants of 

“ή 'Ιουδαία” or to people who originated from there, i.e., “Judeans” as inhabitants of 

or emigrants from “Judea”.498 By analogy, Lowe described the term as paralleling other 

ethno-geographical collective self-designations such as “Greek,” “Egyptian,” 

“Persian,” etc., each of which primarily refers to a people living in a particular 

geographical area.499 Lowe notes, however, that in addition to this primary use, the 

term also has a secondary meaning: religious. In his own words, “only secondarily did 

it have a religious significance as denoting individuals of any nation who had adopted 

the religion of Judea”.500 It is with this secondary sense that we connect the Lukan use 

of the term for Apollos, without diminishing the associated primary connotation of 

ethnic identity. 

Accordingly, in this context, Luke may have intended the term “Ἰουδαῖος” for Apollos 

to mean more than, or rather in addition to, the racial or ethno-geographical 

classification of Apollos.501 This is highly suggestive, since the term “Ἰουδαῖος” in the 

Lukan sense contains in its constitutive elements not only an ethnic but also a religious 

undertone, which cannot be disregarded when considering the narrative function of 

the term “Ἰουδαῖος”. Therefore, one may suggest here that the term should be 

                                      
497 See: Josephus, Apion, I.179.  
498 M. Lowe, ΙΟΥΔΑΙΟΙ, 1981, 56. 
499 M. Lowe, as above. 
500 M. Lowe, as above. 
501 P. F. Beatrice, Apollos, in Aufstieg, 1995, 1236. P.F. Beatrice opines in this regard that 
Luke’s effort, to connect the Alexandrian Jewish root of this learned figure, may have been 
intended to link him with other prominent Jewish figures in Alexandria like Philo. Much as this 
sounds appealing, it has been always a difficult task to justify a direct connection of this figure 
to Philonian school in Alexandria.  
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considered not only as an ethnonymic “identity marker”,502 but also as a “status 

indicator”.503  

Commenting on this religious undertone, J. Jervell similarly stresses that both ethnicity 

and religion played a role in the Lukan designation of a person as a “Jew.” Regarding 

Apollos per se, he notes that the terminology, Ἰουδαῖος, can mean both Jew and 

Jewish Christian.504 That is, Apollos was someone who believed in and practiced 

Jewish religious beliefs, and this includes in particular the emphasis on the coming of 

the Messiah. Along with the other attributes that follow in Luke’s description of Apollos, 

therefore, it would be difficult not to acknowledge that Luke in this case would have 

his reader appreciate Apollos’ self-identity as a Jew, and thus his adeptness in the 

Jewish way of life, which of course includes the Jewish way of worship, namely 

religious belief.  

That Luke intended to portray Apollos as such – as a practicing, believing Jew – as he 

did Paul (Acts 18:18; 19:8; 22: 1-3),505 can be inferred from the other Lukan attributes 

about him, such as “δυνατὸς ὢν ἐν ταῖς γραφαῖς,” namely, one who is competent or 

quite powerful in the Scriptures, and in this case in the Jewish Scriptures. This intention 

is also reflected in Luke’s emphasis on Apollos’ ability to speak boldly in the Jewish 

synagogue (18:26a) and to debate persuasively there among his fellow Jews, 

especially in defence of the belief that Jesus is the Christ (18:27d-28). Taken together, 

these attributes attest to and underscore Apollos’ respected status as an experienced 

Jewish scholar, one who was recognized by his listeners and contemporaries for his 

                                      
502 P. Trebilco takes an in-depth look at the social significance of ethnonyms as self-names. 
By analogy with the social impact of personal names on an individual, Trebilco argues that the 
same could be true of the impact of ethnonyms on a social group. Ethnonyms, which 
emphasize the collective nature of designations, have a social function of determining social 
identity. See: P. Trebilco, Self-designation, 2012, 5-9; as well as: B. Mullen and co., Study, 
2007, 613. 
503 See: M. H. Williams, Jews, 2013, 272, for further explanations of the term “Ἰουδαῖος” as 

status indicator. 
504 J. Jervell, Apostelgeschichte, 1998, 469: „Ἰουδαῖος kann sowohl Jude als auch Judenchrist 

bedeuten“. 
505 See M.C. Parsons, Acts, 2008, 261, - Parsons notes, among other things that, “despite the 
historical difficulties and the complexities involved in this account…, Luke’s purpose in 
reporting the vow is clear: Paul continues to be a practising Jew despite charges to the 
contrary (see Acts 18:13; 21:21).” 
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mastery of discourse on their religious expression of faith and, in particular, for his 

persuasive advocacy of belief in the coming of the Messiah.  

Correspondingly, this synagogal ambience, that is, his participation in synagogal 

gatherings and his aforementioned engaged interactions with his fellow Jews in these 

synagogal gatherings, which provide the contextual setting for Apollos’ appearance in 

Acts, speak to this religious emphasis that underpins Luke’s portrayal of him as a Jew 

(Acts 18:26a). In this socio-religious context of description, then, one must not lose 

sight of the fact that his Jewishness, in Luke’s sense, could be more than an ethno-

geographical connotation.506  

 

6.4.3. Plurality of Jewish-Religious Self-Expression 

The religious connotation of identifying as a Jew is, of course, not to be understood in 

a rigid, monolithic, and uniform sense of self-understanding. Josephus makes this 

clear in his own self-characterization. In his autobiography, writing about his learning 

and youthful religious upbringing during which he tested and tried out the various sects 

within the Jewish religious environment, Josephus states: “…and when I was about 

sixteen years old, I had a mind to make trial of the several sects that were among us. 

These sects are: … first … that of the Pharisees, the second that of the Sadducees, 

and the third that of the Essenes….”507 Even in this very context of Luke’s narratives, 

there were hints of the possibility that there might be more than the three sects 

mentioned (implied for example in the trials and defence of Paul: Acts 22-24, 

especially 24:5,14). As commentators and interpreters such as M. Tiwald have noted 

in this context, Christianity itself, or a "Christ-believing" group, emerged within this 

pluralistic Jewish religious self-understanding and therein strove for legitimacy;508 and 

not to be forgotten is the fact that John the Baptist himself was no less a formative 

                                      
506 We are aware of the never-ending debate on Jewish identity. On the recent discourse on 

the meaning of the Ἰουδαῖος, two contributions, among others, that I think offer a broadly 

satisfying spectrum, as opposed to a minimalist perspective on the debate, are: M. H. Williams, 

Jews, 2013, 24-28, 267-286; D. Sänger, Ἰουδαϊσμός, 2017, 150-85. Both authors have 

addressed the contrasting views on the religious connotation of the term "Ἰουδαῖος." While 

Williams takes issue with the views of P. J. Tomson and R. S. Kraemer, Sänger, for his part, 
took issue with the position of Mason and W. Stegemann. To elucidate these views is within 
the scope of the present work. 
507 Josephus, Vita, 2.10. 
508 M. Tiwald, Pluralität, 2016, 132-43. 
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force among the Jews of his time, especially in their socio-religious self-definition, 

since he himself also had a large following.509   

That the question of one’s own identity was also of great consequence within the 

Jewish milieu for the beginnings of Christianity and that it may have triggered no less 

conflicts within and outside the Jewish communities of believers in Christ can be 

demonstrated in various places in the Lukan accounts of the Acts of the Apostles. This 

is evident not only in the aforementioned case of Paul’s trial and defence, but also in 

the accounts of other socio-religious conflicts related to Jewish practices such as 

circumcisions or food prohibitions (Acts 15:1-35). Some of these practices were seen 

as an indispensable part of a genuine Jewish identity not only by non-Christian Jews 

but also by a considerable number of “believers”. The question of how to broaden the 

understanding of such religious identification and form from it an appropriate Christian 

identity was no less than a strategic goal for Luke. In light of the above, J. Rius-Camp 

and others note that: 

“throughout his work, Luke uses representative characters to 

paint a broad picture and to infer general lessons from the 

particular examples he selects. Comparison may be made with 

the Jewish characters Bar-Iesoua (13.6) and Lydia (16.14) in the 

first two phases of the mission. Their purpose, like that of 

Apollo(niu)s here in the third phase, is to demonstrate how the 

response of Jews to the gospel message was deficient or 

inadequate in different ways. How Paul dealt with the 

shortcomings is seen as the story unfolds in each case.”510  

In summary, the mention of Apollos’ Jewish identity in conjunction with the 

specification of an ethnic category presupposes this religious self-definition. The 

mention that Apollos is a Jew (“Ἰουδαῖος”) could therefore be an anticipation of what 

Luke wants to address in this regard with the portrait of this figure. In other words, this 

reference at this point could be preparing the ground for addressing a particular aspect 

of Apollos’ Jewish identity - an aspect of his identity that Luke feels is worth 

                                      
509 Both the NT gospels and Josephus gives testimony about John the Baptist and the 
significance of his fame among his contemporaries. John was more than a passing figure in 
terms of shaping the religious self-understanding of his time. 
510 J. Rius-Camps &co., Message, 2009, 25. 
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mentioning, especially in his narrative effort to acquaint the audience with the figure of 

Apollos and his place in the economy of the emergent Christian movement. We will 

see this portrait more clearly as we continue our analysis of the narrative, especially 

in terms of its connection to John’s baptism and “the way of the Lord”.  

 

6.5. An Alexandrian by Birth: Nobility of Birthplace (“εὐγένεια”) 

Having already mentioned the new entrant’s proper name (= Apollo[niu]s) and his 

Jewish origin (= “Ἰουδαῖος”), Luke added another direct-descriptive attribute that 

makes even clearer the gradually unfolding shape of the portrait of the man he was 

sketching. The authorial audience thus gets informed not only of the general 

classification of his race as Jewish (with its attendant religious connotation), but also 

that the newly arrived Apollos was Ἀλεξανδρεὺς τῷ γένει. That is: he was “an 

Alexandrian by birth”.  

As we have already noted, birth, gender, city, and nationality, as well as ethnicity, were 

common but important character-defining attributes that emphasized “γένος” (heritage 

and origin). Consistent with Theon's view, these were components of the conventions 

(topoi) found in ancient Greco-Roman rhetorical manuals and Progymnasmata.511 In 

this particular case of Apollos, however, the intellectual significance of the Egyptian 

city of Alexandria undoubtedly comes into play, and the emphasis on this character’s 

association with such a city, known for its academic exploits, says more about the 

character than the mere mention of his birthplace. In this regard, K. De Temmerman 

notes that by associating a character with a group (i.e., “characterization by group 

affiliation” - be it a micro- or macro-social group reflecting family, gender, ethnicity, 

nationality, religious or intellectual affiliation) the narrative portrait of the character 

often becomes a metonymic representation indicating that a character possesses the 

hallmarks of that very group.512 Applied to Apollos, one might infer that there was 

something about or from Alexandria that Apollos possessed within himself. 

                                      
511 See: Theon, Progymnasmata, 110; See: C. Bennema, Theory, 2014, 111; Encountering, 
2009, 19; see also: L. Alexander, 1993, 40-43, on the eleven elements or motifs characterizing 
that aspect of biographical genre called “Intellectual-biography”. At the very onset stands the 
mention of the family-background and/or place of origin.  
512See: K. De Temmerman & co, Characterization, 2018, xiii, 22; C. Gill, Ethos, 1984, 149-66. 
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Although it may seem a minor point, it would also be enriching here to point out that 

the phrase “Ἀλεξανδρεὺς τῷ γένει” used here by Luke seems to echo something 

already familiar to his intended audience from the previous pericope. It is thus an echo 

of an earlier phrase-construction, “Ποντικὸν τῷ γένει” (Acts 18:2), which in turn was 

used to describe the earlier-mentioned Jewish associate of Paul from Pontus, Aquila, 

the husband of Priscilla. As with Aquila, who was Jew from the Diaspora, Luke’s 

emphasis on Apollos’ Alexandrian birthplace clearly refers to his Diaspora status.513 

He makes it clear that Apollos, though a Jew, was born and raised in Alexandria. The 

significance of this allusion is further underscored by the variant reading of the same 

text in Codex D(05), which emphasizes that Alexandria was Apollos’ “fatherland” – his 

hometown where he was raised and educated (cf. 18:25: ος ην κατηχημενος εν τη 

πατριδι τον λογον).514  

Such additional identification of Jews who were born or lived outside Judea by 

indicating their adopted country is not uncommon among biographers and definitely 

not in Luke (e.g., Acts 6:9; 22:3). Another striking Lukan reminiscence in this regard is 

found in the Lukan account of Barnabas, a Levite who was a native of Cyprus (Κύπριος 

τῷ γένει - Acts 4:36). In such a mode of presentation, the place of birth comes clearly 

to the fore, while the geographical emphasis on Jewishness recedes into the 

background. However, it cannot be completely dismissed, especially since the 

attachment to Jerusalem and its socio-religious significance was maintained even in 

the Diaspora. For the Jews in the Diaspora, Jerusalem (and its temple) remained the 

strong factor that consolidated their Jewish affiliation wherever they were. In this 

context, Philo of Alexandria recognized Jerusalem’s famous status as the “mother city” 

of all Jews in all parts of the world.515  

 

                                      
513 J. Rius-Camps and J. Read-Heimerdinger are of the view that there is an obvious narrative 
intent in these similar phrasal constructs. They observed that similarity as well in relation to 
the characterization of Barnabas. They surmised (though I take it with a caveat) that, from the 
point of view in Codex Bezae, these characters could have been merely proselytes, rather 
than Jews with foreign births. See: J. Rius-Camps and co., Message, 2009, 24. 
514 See: J. Rius-Camps and co., Message, 2009, 24. 
515 Philo, Leg.281-82. 
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6.5.1. The Jewish Way of Life in the Diaspora  

Nevertheless, the Jews in the Diaspora were never people who stood idly by and were 

uninvolved in the affairs of life in the various regions and cities of their birth. Being 

scattered all over the Mediterranean world, they assumed and embraced their double 

self-identity - they became Jews through and through, but at the same time true natives 

of the area in which they lived. Thus, they maintained their Jewish identity, especially 

through their synagogal gatherings, while also engaging in the socio-cultural and 

political life of their birthplace. With regard to Alexandrian Jews in particular, G. 

Sterling emphasizes that it was common for Jews of this period to see themselves as 

both Jews and Hellenes in a less conflictual way. Hence, he writes:  

While it is a commonplace to point to Jewish observance of Torah 

requirements as a central component of Jewish identity, I would like to 

suggest that in Alexandria the right to participate in Hellenism was 

intellectually just as important and historically of greater consequence. 

As the community looked northward out across the Mediterranean, it not 

only looked east to Palestine, but west to Greece. Both horizons played 

critical roles in the shaping of the community’s self-understanding, but 

from different perspectives.516 

Thus, when Luke portrays Apollos as a genuine member of this segment of Diaspora-

Jews living in Alexandria, he obviously characterizes him as possessing the unique 

Hellenistic self-understanding of his Jewishness. It cannot be said with certainty that 

Apollos received his teaching about Jesus in his hometown of Alexandria, but it could 

be assumed, as already indicated in the Lukan account.517 Likewise, it cannot be said 

with certainty whether he might have moved directly from his hometown of Alexandria 

to Ephesus in his travels, or whether he might have made a detour somewhere and 

for how long. One thing is clear, however: that Luke’s mention of Apollos’ Alexandrian 

origins in the text is meant to imply more about his personality than it appears. In this 

respect, one can agree with the suggestion of J. Wehnert that, regarding the reference 

                                      
516 G. Sterling, Israel, 1995, 18. 
517 As we have previously noted, such is implied in the variant representation found in the D 
(05), which assumes that Apollos’ basic ‘christian instruction’ happened “εν τη πατριδι”, in 
Alexandria. This signals that there was already such an assumption, quite early in the history 
of reception. 
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to the famous city of learning in Egypt, Luke emphasizes the intellectual abilities of 

Apollos, which he acquired there518 Perhaps a closer look at the significance of this 

city in relation to the Jews is worthwhile here, since both the narrative settings and the 

indications of belongingness have an illustrative character that might give greater 

prominence to the portrait of a narrative figure than it appears at first glance.519 

 

6.5.2. Alexandria and its Jewish Settlers  

Alexandria, the Egyptian city of intellectual excellence520 on the Mediterranean coast, 

founded in 331 BC and named after its founder Alexander the Great,521 was a 

significant settlement for many Jews from the earliest times.522 As early as the 

Ptolemaic era, the Jewish settlers of Alexandria apparently became so numerous that 

they gained dominance over one portion of the five territories, the “Delta,” in the 

northeast. In the subsequent Roman period, they are said to have grown so large that 

they were assigned another residential district, becoming predominant in two of the 

five city-territories of Alexandria. 

As C. Claußen notes, the Jewish settlements in Alexandria were by no means 

regarded as ghettos; rather, they were well-established neighbourhoods in which a 

certain percentage of non-Jewish inhabitants also lived.523 On top of that, around the 

second century BCE, the Jews of Alexandria were said to have enjoyed a special kind 

                                      
518 Association of narrative characters to prominent cities has always been a way of boosting 
the profile of the figures been narrated, and vice versa. See: J. Wehnert, Apollos, 2013, 404: 
“Durch den Hinweis auf die berühmte Bildungsmetropole Ägyptens unterstreicht Lukas die 
intellektuellen Fähigkeiten des Apollos, die er dort erwarb…“.  
519 “Group-membership anchors characters in their social context”. See K. De Temmerman & 
co., Characterization, 2018, 22. 
520 Alexandria as the second largest city of the Roman Empire was among other things known 
for its status as a centre for cultural and literary greatness. Surpassing Athens in its depth of 
intellectual outlook, its famous library was inimitably magnificent, with vast collections of books 
and writings of great peoples of all persuasions and cultures. See for detailed description: 
M.C. Parsons, Alexandria, 1989, 30-34. 
521 "Papyri from Elephantine show an established Jewish community there as early as 495 
BCE. After Alexander's conquest of the Persian Empire, Alexandria became the home to a 
large Greek-speaking Jewish population." See: K. H. Jobes and M. Silva, Invitation, 2000, 34; 
see also: S. Vollenweider, Apollos, 2021, 325 n1. 
522Dio. Siculus, Bibliotheca historica, 1.31.8; 17.52.6. Josephus. Bellum, 2.385; F.F. Bruce, 
Acts, 1990, 401; C. Claußen, Versammlung, 2002, 90-91. See also such similar in: P. M. 
Fraser, Alexandria 1, 1972, 54-56; E. M. Smallwood, Jews, 1981, 224-55; J. M. G. Barclay, 
Jews, 1996, 27-81. 
523 C. Claußen, Versammlung, 2002, 91. 
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of citizenship that granted them their own legal powers and other privileges. By the 

time of Augustus and probably beyond, the Jews of Alexandria were organized under 

the leadership of an ethnarch or genarch.524  Emperor Claudius then recognized their 

distinctiveness as an organized entity and seemed willing to restore to them their 

unique national identity and collective consciousness, which were being trampled 

upon at the time.525 

The legacy of Alexandria and its influence on the rest of the Jews throughout the world 

are recognized, not only for its flourishing synagogues, but also for the emergence of 

some important Jewish literatures and especially for the creation of the Septuagint in 

its environment. Indeed, Alexandria boasted of being the centre that advanced the 

Hellenization of the Jewish religion. Jewish scholars of distinction such as Philo and 

others were proud residents of Alexandria, and they were never shy about adopting a 

Hellenistic view of their religion. Perhaps, following Luke’s reporting, Apollos was not 

only born but also raised in this Hellenistic environment. In other words, he may have 

received his early education by absorbing both the Hellenistic culture and the Jewish 

way of life.526 

Many have speculated about an alleged influence of Philo of Alexandria on him. 

However, it is uncertain to what extent Apollos was a follower of Philo, if at all he had 

an intellectual connection to this Jewish sage.527 C.K. Barrett noted in this regard that 

“little can be made of the reference to Alexandria”528 by Luke. In his view, Philo was 

not an exclusive representative of Alexandrian Judaism, nor should we assume that 

“Apollos must have been a philosopher and allegorist”.529 

 

                                      
524 See: Josephus. Antiquitates, 14.117; Strabo in M. Stern, Authors, no.105. 
525 Josephus. Antiquitates, 19.281-85. 
526 This assumption is at least a clearer accent which 05 (Codex Bezae) tried to portray by 
amplifying and stressing his being educated in “homeland [fatherland]”. 
527 On the contra-position to the view above, see: O. Bauernfeind, Apostelgeschichte, 1939; 
G. Schille, Apostelgeschichte, 1983. 
528 C. K. Barrett, Commentary, 1998, 887. 
529 C. K. Barrett, Commentary, 1998, 887; D. Ker, Paul, 2000, 77; P. Trebilco, Christians, 2004, 
115. 
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6.5.3. The Narrative Significance of his Alexandrian Root 

So we could summarize as follows: Based on the general picture Luke paints of 

Apollos, it seems reasonable to assume that Apollos, who (as we shall see in a 

moment) is described as both eloquent and learned (Acts 18:24d), may have benefited 

from his city’s propensity for intellectual acquisition. As we will see below with regard 

to his upbringing and education, it is very likely that he came into contact early enough 

with the intellectual heritage that his hometown and environment could offer him. A 

heritage that is both Hellenistic and Jewish.  

Knowing that Alexandria was socio-culturally diverse and that the city was open to 

learning, the author’s audience can immediately assess the likely persona of the 

typical average resident. In this sense, it would not be far-fetched for the author’s 

audience to imagine that a typical resident from an average social class would most 

likely have been exposed to the intellectual wealth of the city. Thus, the Lukan portrait 

of Apollos contains an implicit indication that, as a genuine resident of Alexandria and 

of the Jewish part of that city, he benefited from the opportunities that the city offered. 

 

6.6. παιδεία: Apollos’ Education 

The above discussion has already laid the foundation for a critical understanding of 

the subsequent attributes Luke used to portray the intellectual competence of his 

narrative figure Apollos. As mentioned above, there is no lack of ancient historical 

evidence testifying to Alexandria’s fame. The city’s famous library, its collections of 

intellectual treasures housed in the Μουσεῖον τῆς Ἀλεξανδρείας,530 and its pride in the 

Diaspora as the birthplace of the Septuagint are attested to in numerous other 

historical writings.531 It is therefore understandable that Luke and the presumed Lukan 

                                      
530 See: Strabo, Geography, 17.1.8; Suetonius, Claudius, 42, for classical description of this 
ancient but famous institution. For further reading, see as well: E. J. Watts, City, 2008, 147. 
531 The Hellenistic pseudo-epigraphic work of the 2nd century BCE, the Letter of Aristeas, 
contains an elaborate account of the emergence of the Septuagint in Alexandria. Although 
most of the tales of this letter leave critical readers with doubt about the historical veracity 
therein, there is nevertheless a consensus of history about the Alexandrian birth of this Greek-
translation of the Hebrew Bible. See also Josephus, Ant. 12. 2; Philo of Alexandria himself 
proudly noted that the Septuagint was ‘a good gift’ from Jews to the (Greek) world. See his 
account in Philo, De Vit. Mos. 2.25-44. 
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authorial audience must have taken note of such references while envisioning the 

figure of Apollos. 

Mindful of the assumption that this understanding persisted in the history of reception, 

J. Wehnert highlights its saliency, which is reflected primarily in a parallel (albeit 

fictional) account in “Pseudo-Clementine”.532 Notwithstanding its status as a fictional 

biographical account, dated as late as the 3rd century CE, the narrative significance 

of “Pseudo-Clementine” lies in the fact that it somewhat hints at a reception-critical 

perception of Lukan representation that should not be underestimated. In this context, 

Pseudo-Clementine, in supposed imitation of Luke, takes up the narrative account of 

a well-known Lukan figure, Simon the Magician (Acts 8:9-24), and highlights the 

latter’s intellectual fame in the context of fame tied to the city by associating him with 

Alexandria. Pseudo-Clementine records therein that Simon Magus (Σίμων ὁ μάγος) 

received Greek literary schooling in Alexandria.533 In the case of Luke’s portrait of 

Apollos, however, Wehnert notes that it may be difficult to delineate what information 

relating to the ‘Alexandria connection’ can be traced to earlier traditions and what can 

be attributed to Luke’s own redactional (or rhetorical) accentuation.534  

All in all, one is inclined to assume that Luke here actually anticipated that other well-

known rhetorical narrative-descriptive concept (τόπος), “παιδεία,” which he will later 

specify. Luke seems to have taken this into account when selecting the noble 

attributes of the character in question, as it is a convention expected by the authorial 

sphere with regard to the characterization of Greco-Roman narratives, aimed at 

portraying the upbringing and education of the narrated characters.535 In a biographical 

portrait of this kind, therefore, it would be natural for the author’s audience to eagerly 

anticipate such an implicit ‘question and answer’ about Apollos, namely, how excellent 

was his education and how sound was his approach to learning?536  

                                      
532 Ps.-Clem. Rom., Hom. II 22, 2-3; see also J. Wehnert, Apollos, 2013, 404, esp. footnote 6. 
533 Ps.-Clem. Rom., Hom. II 22, 2: The Vatican Ms. goes on to append: "which is in Egypt (or 
on the Nile), in the Greek culture." 
534 J. Wehnert, Apollos, 2013, 404. Other scholars agree that the information about his 
Alexandrian root came from Tradition, however, Luke has always had he his strategy in 
applying such traditional sources to suit his narrative as well as theological goals. See also: 
H-S.K. Geisttaufe, 1993, 216. 
535 Hermogenes, Progymnasmata, 16; Aphthonius, Progymnasmata, 37. 
536 Aphthonius notes in the same manner as Theon and Hermogenes that underlying the 
construct of encomium are those topical headings which together with the topic of origin would 
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The picture Luke paints of Apollos in this regard could not be more brilliant, as 

evidenced by the numerous instances in the present text that directly and indirectly 

portray his erudition in this regard. Among other things, Luke portrays Apollos as 

follows: 

a) An eloquent, learned man (ἀνὴρ λόγιος) – 18, 24c 

b) A competent scholar in the Scriptures (δυνατὸς ὢν ἐν ταῖς γραφαῖς) -18, 24e 

c) One instructed in ‘the way’ (ἦν κατηχημένος τὴν ὁδὸν) - 18, 25a 

d) A thorough-going speaker and teacher (ἐλάλει καὶ ἐδίδασκεν ἀκριβῶς) - 18, 25c 

e) A bold speaker/preacher (ἤρξατο παρρησιάζεσθαι ἐν τῇ συναγωγῇ) - 18, 26a 

f) And a formidable Public debater and apologist (εὐτόνως γὰρ τοῖς Ἰουδαίοις 

διακατηλέγχετο δημοσίᾳ) - 18, 28a. 

 

Although Luke leaves his audience with little or no elaboration in the above lists, these 

succinct references paint a picture of a solidly grounded intellectual. They reflect the 

image of someone who was well educated, perhaps not only in the rhetorical or 

philosophical learning of his day537 but also in the religious traditions of his people and 

culture.  

Moreover, these references aim to demonstrate Apollos’ epistemic readiness as a 

Christ-believing teacher - a portrayal that is not without some puzzling considerations, 

however, especially when considered in conjunction with other subsequent 

designations that tend to pale the outstanding qualities already mentioned. How 

epistemically adept Apollos might have been portrayed in this context by Luke as a 

itinerant teacher within the new movement of Christ-believers and in relation to Paul 

is the subject of differing interpretive approaches. Even within these different 

interpretive approaches, however, there is a broad consensus that Luke’s recourse to 

earlier surviving sources and subsequent reworking of them may be discernible in this 

strategy of providing a narrative reconstruction of the portrait of Apollos.538  

                                      
include his upbringing, “which you divide into habits and acquired skill (tekhne) and principles 
of conduct”. See Aphthonius, Progymnasmata, 36. 
537 P. F. Beatrice, Apollos, 1995, in Aufstieg, 1236, who thinks that the term Logos in reference 
to Apollos’ knowledge must have bearing with Greek philosophical knowledge. In my opinion, 
it could be assumed, however, it does not exclude the import of rhetorical training as well.  
538 One instance is J. Jeremias, Sprache, 1980, 315, who argues that the use of “δυνατὸς ἐν” 
in describing Apollos as an informed scholar was typically Lukan, having occurred three times 
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A major challenge, however, is the question of where to draw the line between tradition 

and redaction.539 This is beyond the scope here, however, as our primary concern is 

to critically consider the narrative significance of the portrait with which the author 

confronts his audience in the final form of the text. In this context, we believe that the 

author’s audience could not avoid seeing the portrait of an educated religious figure 

with a Hellenistic Jewish background.  

Clearly, then, Luke is attempting to portray this Jewish Christ-believing missionary as 

a teacher of high repute whose activities he (Luke) could not simply avoid mentioning 

even in his main narrative task of portraying Paul’s prominence. As C.G. Müller rightly 

summarized, in Lukan character portrayal, like the figure of Paul, Apollos is a classic 

example of a Jewish Christian from the Diaspora.540 The comparative aspects 

probably did not go unnoticed. Such a sophisticated but juxtaposed portrayal of 

another prominent figure alongside Paul thus suggests some significant narratological 

implications. Müller puts it more clearly by noting that the broad portrayal of Apollos in 

Acts 18 suggests the possibility of discovering syncrisis as a literary figurative device 

at work in the underlying juxtaposition and comparison of the two early Christian 

missionaries.541 Perhaps it is necessary to mention this possibility again, especially as 

we make progress in interpreting the underlying narratological and theological 

implications contained in these terse but interconnecting components of the portrait. 

 

6.6.1. Apollos: An Eloquent-Learned Man 

What we have tried to show above about Apollos' intellectual excellence is expressed 

further in Luke's direct designation of Apollos, calling him “ἀνὴρ λόγιος” (Acts 18:24c), 

                                      
altogether in Luke’s double work. There have been, however, some obvious objections to 
Jeremias’ line of interpretation on the subject and many scholars are not unanimous as to 
where and how to draw the line between traditions and redactions. Our focus here goes 
beyond such interests, as much as we acknowledge the problematic. For further readings 
regarding redaction-critical deciphering of traditional sources within Lukan materials, see inter 
alia: H-S. Kim, Geisttaufe, 1993, 216-20; H. Preisker, Apollos, 301-04. 
539 Apart from H-S. Kim, Geisttaufe, 1993, 216-20, see also Wolter’s attempt in M. Wolter, 
Apollos, 1987, 49-51. 
540 See C. G. Müller, Prophet, 2001, 281: “Apollos ist in der Charakterzeichnung des Lukas 
ein geradezu klassisch zu nennendes Beispiel für einen Judenchristen aus der Diaspora“.   
541 C. G. Müller, Prophet, 2001, 281: “Die breite Einführung des Apollos in Apg 18 legt die 
Möglichkeit nahe, im Nebeneinander und Gegenüber der beiden urchristlichen Missionare das 
literarische Gestaltungsmittel der Synkrisis zu entdecken”. 
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i.e., a man of eloquence, a man distinguished by the good use of words. In this context, 

the adjective “λόγιος,” which in this case is a hapax legomenon,542 is intended to mark 

Apollos as a learned, wise, and eloquent man. He could be described as a scholar, or 

as someone knowledgeable in literature and the arts, especially history and 

antiquities.543 With this description, Luke apparently wants to alert his audience to the 

fact that Apollos was a man with an excellent literary education (“παιδεία”).  

If we stick to the literal indication alone, this adjectival phrase "ἀνὴρ λόγιος" could 

literally mean a man who possesses words or knowledge, and could refer merely to 

an acquired ability to read and write. More likely, however, it refers to the versatility of 

learning, which, as we have noted, probably included not only philosophical training 

but also mastery of rhetorical skills and thus the oratorical power of speech.544  

Remarkably, however, some argue that the adjective “λόγιος” contains this 

connotative allusion to “eloquence” only in a secondary sense. Thus, they argue that 

the basic meaning of the adjective falls within the realm of Greek philosophical 

wisdom.545  

Such nuanced perceptions of which of these notable connotative meanings of the 

phrase “ἀνὴρ λόγιος” might apply to Apollos in Luke’s eyes are understandable. Be 

that as it may, such interpretive approaches that attempt to determine the priority of 

meanings (i.e., primary or secondary) in this regard cannot provide much more than 

conjecture. Nor is this necessary, for it is more plausible to assume that the various 

meanings here could apply simultaneously to the Lukan sense. The plausibility of such 

an assumption is supported above all by the fact that scholarship in Hellenistic times 

did not exclude an aptitude for the philosophical or religious thought of the time, as 

                                      
542 As a hapax Legomenon in the New Testament, the sense of its usage in Luke may be 
properly approximated by a recourse to its contemporaneous Greek usage, where it stands 
for ‘being wise and eloquent’. More on this opinion, see: P. F. Beatrice, Apollos, in Aufstieg, 
1995, 1236; see also collected texts by G. Kittel, in ThWNT IV, 140; C. Spicq, Notes, in OBO 
22/1, 1978, 500-02. 
543 See Thayer’s definition of the term in Strongs NT 3052. 
544 Thayer’s definition delineates three elements that converge into a comprehensive 
evaluation of the word in the Greco-Roman period of that time, and all the three highlight a 
portrait of an all-round educated figure: 1) man of letters, 2) skilled in speeches (oratory), and 
3) wise in rational thinking. See, Strongs NT 3052. 
545 See such implication in P. F. Beatrice, Apollos, in Aufstieg, 1995, 1236; J. Rius-Camp &co., 
Message, 2009, 24; S. Shauf, Theology, 2005, 137 esp. n60. 
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well as a mastery of (oratorical) rhetoric.546 Without wishing to downplay Apollos’ 

possible acquisition of philosophical knowledge, it is appropriate to point out that 

Apollos’ oratorical skills are impressively portrayed by Luke in the indirect 

characterizations that follow the present designation (see vv. 25c, 26a, and 28a, 

respectively). Accordingly, it would not be unreasonable to assume that this 

“eloquence” could just as easily derive from Apollos' good education and his contact 

with the basic Jewish and Greco-Roman scholarship of his day. 

 

6.6.2. Apollos: Competent in Scriptures 

Luke continues the description of Apollos’ education (παιδεία) with another phrase, 

“δυνατὸς ὢν ἐν ταῖς γραφαῖς” (18:24e), which further clarifies the picture he paints of 

him as a learned religious teacher. Apollos is characterized here in the Lukan portrait 

as “one who was mighty in the written texts” or, more aptly, as “one who was 

profoundly mighty in the Scriptures”.547 On the one hand, this description seems 

consistent with the literary versatility already mentioned, namely that he was “versed” 

in the sense of having formally acquired knowledge. Therefore, this seems to fit well 

with the earlier designation as “ἀνὴρ λόγιος”, a scholar of good repute. In this sense, 

stating “δυνατὸς ὢν ἐν ταῖς γραφαῖς” as an attribute would seem to function here as a 

rhetorical amplification that further emphasizes his excellent learning. 

On the other hand, it seems more appropriate to the Lukan sense not to ignore this 

line of interpretation, in which a traditional Jewish understanding of a skilful or learned 

teacher of the law resonates.  In this sense, the term would aptly mean: one who was 

especially competent in the Jewish scriptures. Other Lukan inflections of the phrase 

                                      
546 See for further clarifications: C. K. Barrett, Commentary, 1994, (1998), 887, where he noted 
that “the adjective may mean eloquent or learned; it is fruitless to inquire which is intended, 
since in the Hellenistic world education was to a great extent training in rhetoric”. 
547 Note the seemingly narrative ambivalence that goes with ἐν ταῖς γραφαῖς’ here. It could 
imply that Apollos was well versed in terms of literarily acquired knowledge. However, it could 
be more specific to refer to his expertise in the Jewish scriptures. Luke’s application of such 
‘ambivalence of meaning’ in his narrative has been argued as having an intended narrative 
goal. In other words, they may not have been inadvertently applied. See, D. Marguerat, 
Historian, 2002, 51-52. Although both senses could apply, I would rather incline to suggest 
that it is most probable that Luke might have been referring more to Apollos’ Scriptural 
knowledge. His eagerness to represent him as one who could conveniently demonstrate from 
the Scriptures that Jesus is Christ (v.28) lends facts to this line of reasoning. 
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“ταῖς γραφαῖς” seem to strongly suggest this: (e.g., Luke 24:27,32,45; Acts 17:2,11; 

18:28).  

In this regard, P. F. Beatrice's suggestion,548 that Apollos may have acquired this 

competence through immersion in the Hellenistic Jewish culture of his time sounds 

convincing. However, his effort to attribute this to a presumed influence of Philo of 

Alexandria seems to me to be a minimalist attempt that limits the possibility of a 

broader view of the Hellenistic-Jewish tradition. To claim that the wisdom of Apollos 

has a Philonic appendage might seem like falsely imposing historical conclusions on 

a text. Despite the importance of Philo and his school, it cannot be assumed with 

certainty that he was the sole source of influence for all Alexandrians of his time and 

thereafter, especially given other (different) influences available to Jewish intellectuals 

in Alexandria.  

Perhaps Luke took his cue from the biblical models for such type of narrative portrayal. 

Such a mode of presentation is found, for example, in the numerous characterizations 

of Jewish biblical figures such as Moses, Solomon (1 Kings 4:30), Daniel (Dan 1:4), 

and Ezra (Ez 7:6, 11, 12, 21; Neh 8:1-3, 13; 12:26, 36). Ezra, in particular, is portrayed 

as a competent teacher of the Law and interpreter of Scripture. Scholars such as J. 

Jeremias, whom we mentioned above in this connection,549 see in this an echo of 

Luke's earlier use of “δυνατὸς ἐν” (Luke 24:19; Acts 7:22) in reference to great figures 

such as Jesus and Moses, especially in reference to their competence in teaching the 

Law.  

As much as these assumed allusions to preceding prominent figures may help in 

approximating the meaning of “δυνατὸς ἐν” in this context, it would be an exaggeration 

to claim that Luke clearly intended such an approximation to equate Apollos’ status 

with such figures as Jesus and Moses. More likely is the assumption that Apollos’ 

abilities in scriptural knowledge are consistent with this tradition, which began with 

Moses and culminated in Jesus the Christ. This way of interpreting the expression is 

consistent with our earlier view that Luke’s characterization in Acts is generally 

intended to show continuity with his portrayal of Jesus. 

                                      
548 P. F. Beatrice, Apollos, in Aufstieg, 1995, 1236.  
549 J. Jeremias, Sprache, 1980, 315. 
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Regardless of how one approaches the account, both meanings of competence (either 

in Hellenistic writings or especially in Jewish writings) could be attributed to Apollos of 

Alexandria. In other words, despite the apparent ambivalence of the meanings, there 

seems to be no contradiction. This is another case where one may wonder if it is an 

unintentional ambivalent representation or if it was intentionally designed that way. 

Although it would be difficult to say with certainty that Luke intentionally allowed such 

an apparent ambivalence of meanings to hover over the portrait he drew, one cannot 

help but observe that such ambivalence sometimes informs his way of representing 

people.550  

 

6.6.3. Narrative-Rhetorical Resonance 

What is undeniable, however, is the rhetorically vivid resonance that such a use of 

“δυνατὸς ὢν” evokes. In this regard, and regardless of the specific meaning of the 

term, the phrase “δυνατὸς ὢν ἐν ταῖς γραφαῖς” exudes a resonance that evokes a 

visual impact on the image of Apollos as a man who “stands high in knowledge.” 

Indeed, most of the subsequent descriptive attributes relating to Apollos’ παιδεία, as 

we have listed above, would still revolve around these first two direct descriptors, 

which highlight him (a) as an eloquent scholar (ἀνὴρ λόγιος) and (b) as one highly  

skilled in scriptural interpretation (δυνατὸς ὢν ἐν ταῖς γραφαῖς). Since Apollos is 

prominently characterized as a respected preacher in Ephesus - a newcomer with a 

new doctrine in a city open to all kinds of scholarship551 - it would be interesting to 

Luke’s audience and would pique their curiosity to learn what an Apollos brings or has 

brought with him when he performs in the missionary arena.  

In this connection, an attentive reader will perhaps not fail to recognize the framework 

of an intensifying narrative climax of the plot. Luke seems to be building to a crescendo 

at this point. By first portraying him as someone born in a prestigious city of learning 

(Acts 18:24b), and then portraying him as someone who was himself exposed to this 

                                      
550 On the ambivalence portrait of Apollos, see: J. D. G. Dunn, Acts, 1996, 249-51. See also: 
D. Marguerat, Historian, 2002, 51-52. 
551 In his flowery praise of the city, Apollonius of Tyana described Ephesus as “filled with 
studious people, both philosophers as well as rhetoricians, thanks to whom the city owes her 
strength, not to her cavalry, but to the tens of thousands of her inhabitants in whom she 
encourages wisdom.” – Philostratus, Vit.Apoll.8.7.8. 
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excellent learning (Acts 18:24c), Luke creates a sequence of imagery that makes the 

overall image of the newcomer loom large. Thus, the reader can mentally picture 

Apollos as an excellent scholar, well versed in the Scriptures (Acts 18:24d, 24e). Along 

the rung of this ascending ladder of positive profiles, which includes subsequent 

descriptive attributes in v.25, such as his acquired “christian” education (ἦν 

κατηχημένος τὴν ὁδὸν), his charisma (ζέων τῷ πνεύματι), and his accuracy in teaching 

about Jesus (ἐδίδασκεν ἀκριβῶς), Luke intends to draw the attention of his authorial 

audience to the preeminent status of the figure he portrays.  

However, the author’s audience is soon to be faced with a sudden anticlimactic caveat 

(vv. 25d, 26b) that somewhat diminishes these supposedly outstanding portrayals. We 

will come to this point shortly. Nevertheless, apart from the inherent historical value of 

the narrative, how the authorial audience was to understand and reconcile the 

resulting narrative paradoxes and their attendant tension is of importance to the critical 

appreciation of the overall Lukan portrait of Apollos. Perhaps it is this aspect that Luke 

uses to invite the author’s audience to critically evaluate the syncritical or comparative 

undertone of the pericope. We have seen this all along and will continue to do so in 

the remainder of our analysis of this characterization process. Next, however, let us 

take a look at Luke’s portrayal of Apollos’ status as a Christ-believer. 
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7. Chapter Seven: Apollos – A Diligent Teacher And Follower “The Way” 

 

7.1. Lukan Apollos’ “Christian” Identity 

For the sake of clarification, it should be pointed out again at this point that it sounds 

somewhat anachronistic to ascribe “Christian status” to Apollos in an unqualified, 

absolute sense, given the stage of development of Christian social identity at that time. 

Therefore, the term, as used here, will only be used cautiously and for simplicity in an 

approximate sense, namely, as a general term for “believers” who claim to be followers 

of Christ. We have noted all along that Apollos’ membership in this group of believers 

has been the focus of interest of various scholars in the past, and has therefore been 

interpreted in various ways.552 Some, as we have already noted, were unwilling to 

ascribe to him the status of belonging to this group of believers, at least before his 

arrival in Ephesus (Schweizer).553 Others concede him this status only in a somewhat 

limited sense (Wolter).554  

However, it is useful to point out again at this point that a contemporary mind-set and 

a clearly defined and structured perception of “Christianity” or “being Christian” is 

somewhat different from the self-understanding of the earliest believers in Christ, 

whose identity at that time was still largely embedded in the matrix of Jewish traditions. 

It is therefore appropriate to note that the term “Christian” as a self-designation, and 

its legitimate adoption as such, seems to have developed with caution even among 

some of the earliest believers in Christ.555 

 

7.2. Apollos’ (Christian) Instruction 

In the light of the above, however, it should be noted that to all appearances the author 

presupposed Apollos’ self-understanding as a believer in Christ. Thus, Luke in more 

than one instance attempts to portray Apollos as such by mentioning his “christian” 

                                      
552 See earlier section above on the History of Research. 
553 See our earlier discourse above, regarding his position on Apollos’ Jewish status as a 
teacher in: E. Schweizer, Bekehrung, 1955, 247-254. 
554 M. Wolter’s view and his critique of other views have been extensively discussed above in 
the section dealing with “History of research”. 
555 See: P. Trebilco, Self-designation, 2012, 272-97; J. Rius-Camps & co., Message, 2009, 
26. 
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upbringing (Acts 18:25a) and also demonstrating his competence and zeal in 

communicating that faith (v.25b).  

In a periphrastic sense556 expressed by the passive use of the verb “κατηχέω” in 

conjunction with a prepositional phrase (“τὴν ὁδὸν τοῦ κυρίου” - v. 25a), Luke indirectly 

alludes to Apollos as an “informed-believer”. Indeed, it is clear from the context that 

Apollos has already received “informative” and thus “formative” (christian) instruction 

when Luke says that this person was “instructed” (“ἦν κατηχημένος”) “in the way of the 

Lord” (“τὴν ὁδὸν τοῦ κυρίου” - v. 25a). In addition to this line of thought, numerous 

commentators agree that Luke’s use of “the way” (of the Lord or of God) in an absolute 

sense, especially in reference to Jesus’ followers in Acts, has a deeper import than a 

mere expression denoting “the way” only in a limited sense of “the Lord’s teaching” or 

the “ethical way” laid out by the Lord.557 In a broader sense, it is used in Acts as a self-

designation referring to “the movement” that characterizes believers in Christ.558  

When applied to Apollos in the above context, there is every indication that this self-

identity as a “believer-in-Christ” is assumed by Luke for Apollos even before his arrival 

in Ephesus. A further explanation of this Lukan sense of meaning underlying his 

absolute use of the term “ἡ ὁδός” (“the way”) may be helpful in understanding its self-

identifying character. This, we think, would be a clarifying prelude to illustrate the 

rhetorical-narrative implications of Apollos being portrayed as “instructed in the 

way….” 

 

7.3. Lukan Epithetical Use of “ἡ ὁδός” 

To classify Luke’s use of the term in his indirect representation of Apollos’ Christ-

following identity, we can draw on a narratological appreciation of the rhetorical trope 

antonomasia (ἀντονομασία). Derived from the Greek infinitive “ἀντονομάζειν” meaning 

“to name differently,” antonomasia is defined as “the substitution of proper names by 

                                      
556 J. Rius-Camps & Co. have variously emphasized the compositional significance of the 
periphrastic construction in Luke-Acts, especially Acts, in terms of substantiating and 
modifying the notion of the verb. See further comments in J. Rius & Co, Message I, 2004, 100-
01; Message II, 2006, 248; Message III, 2007, 280; Message IV, 2009, 25.   
557 E. Haenchen, Acts, 1971, 656; P. Trebilco, Self-designation, 2012, 247. 
558 See: R. I. Pervo, Acts, 2009, 230, 458, 462, 484, 558 590; F. Nötscher, Gotteswege, 1958, 
100-1; P. Trebilco, Self-designation, 2012, 247-49.  
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a word or catchphrase, which may have characterizing effect.”559 How this trope 

relates to the concept of epithet is perceived here with critical interest.  

In both Greek and Greco-Roman rhetoric and literature of antiquity, the use of 

epithets560 in place of proper names was widespread. In the Homeric epics, especially 

in “Odyssey” and “Iliad”, numerous epithets were used, which have not only a stylistic 

but also a character-describing function. In Odyssey, for example, Homer begins the 

description of his main character in this epic poem (namely, Odysseus) with the 

following words: “Sing to me of the man, Muse, the man of twists and turns…” (1.1). 

The phrase, “the man of twists and turns,” has a self-descriptive function in that it 

replaces the proper name Odysseus here.561 Apart from the stylistic variety it 

introduces into the sentence structure, such an epithet, as in this Homeric example 

cited above, minimizes the monotonous use of proper names. But even beyond this 

stylistic significance, epithets can occur as “antonomasia” in narratives and poems and 

thus can bear character-defining significance.562  

Significantly, Luke used the absolute term “ἡ ὁδός” several times in this antonomastic 

sense, that is, as self-designating terminology for “Christian” discipleship in Acts. We 

tend to think that an acquaintance with this antonomastic sense of its use in Acts 

provides an interpretive clue to the indirect characterization of Apollos as a post-

resurrection disciple (of Christ).563  

 

7.4. “ἡ ὁδός” as Character-Attribute in Acts 

It is telling that the word “ὁδός” occurs frequently not only in the biblical and 

philosophical contexts but in many other forms of discourse. Plato, for instance, 

comparatively praises the “way of life” handed down by Pythagoras to his successors. 

Unlike Homer, who, according to Plato, did not pass on a particular Homeric “way of 

                                      
559 K. De Temmerman & co., Characterization, 2018, xii, 20, 23; F. Corblin, Désignateurs, 
1983, 199; see also: A. Luhtala, Grammar, 2005, 64. 
560 Note however the difference between the word “epithet” (e.g. nick-name) and a near-similar 
term “epitaph”, which is a short statement about the deceased, usually carved on tombstones. 
Epithet can however occur in an epitaph. 
561 See Homer, Odyssey, transl. by R. Fagles, 1996. 
562 See: A. Luhtala, Grammar, 2005, 64. 
563 Trebilco’s treatment of this terminology with regards to Apollos is enlightening. See P. 
Trebilco, Self-designation, 2012, 247-71, esp. 248. 
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life” to posterity, Pythagoras and the Pythagoreans distinguished themselves among 

their contemporaries by identifying a particular “way of life”.564 In particular, in the 

biblical application of the term, both in the Old (e.g. Ex 32:8; Dt 5:33; Jeh 7:23)  and 

New Testaments (occurring as many as 101 times), the word “ὁδός” translates as 

“way,” “path,” “journey,” or “movement,” and it was used in both its direct literary and 

figurative meanings.  Both Qumran community (1QM 1.2; 1QS 8.12-14) as well as the 

earliest Christ-believers seemed however to have placed great emphasis on the 

injunction in Isa 40:3: “straighten ‘the path’ of our God.” The same understanding was 

equally much reflected in the teachings of John-the-Baptist and those of the 

Essenes.565 

Luke uses the term twenty times in Acts alone, including eight times as a self-

designation for the early followers of the Christ-belief.566 On each of these occasions, 

it served to describe or categorize the early followers of Jesus as either a community 

of “Christ-believers” within the synagogal life or as a “Christ-believing community” that 

emerged out of the Jewish religious environment.567 

Instances of the Absolute Use of “ἡ ὁδός” as Character-Attribute in Acts 

Acts 9:2 τινας εὕρῃ τῆς ὁδοῦ ὄντας, ἄνδρας 

τε καὶ γυναῖκας 

…Paul set-out to find any 

belonging to the Way, men or 

women…. 

Acts 19:9; 

23 

κακολογοῦντες τὴν ὁδὸν; τάραχος 

οὐκ ὀλίγος περὶ τῆς ὁδοῦ 

…speaking evil of the Way; …no 

small stir concerning the Way 

Acts 22:4 ὃς ταύτην τὴν ὁδὸν ἐδίωξα ἄχρι 

θανάτου 

I persecuted this Way unto the 

death… 

                                      
564 See Plato's use of this concept “ὁδός” in Rep.10, 600a-b; also Isocrates, ad Demonicum 
3; Thucydides, 3.64.4; Xenophon, Memorabilia. 2.1.21; Epictetus, Discourses, 4.1.131; 4.6.9; 
Ench.19:2; Diogenes Laertius, Lives, 6.104; 7.121. 
565 See: S.V. MacCasland, Way, 1958, 228; J. Maier & K. Schubert, Qumran-Essener, 1973, 
33f; H-S. Kim, Geisttaufe, 1993, 222. 
566 J. Jervell, Apostelgeschichte, 1998, 279, C. K. Barrett, Commentary, 1998, 904; E. 
Haenchen, Acts, 1971, 656, P. Trebilco, Self-designation, 2012, 247. 
567 J. Jervell, Apostelgeschichte, 1998, 279: „Die Christen werden hier als „Leute des Weges“ 
beschrieben…Natürlich leben die Christen im Verband der Synagoge. Bislang gibt es nur 
Judenchristen, die keine eigene Gemeinde haben, sie sind keine Sondergemeinde, sondern 
gehören selbstverständlich zu Israel, und Synagoge ist ihre Gemeinde“. In the above cited 
sense, Jervell underscores the earlier self-understanding of Christians as  members of a 
movement within Israel and which for Luke is the legitimate Israel and a continuation of the 
people of God. See also R.I. Pervo, Commentary, 2009, 230, 458, 462 484, 558, 590, esp. on 
his translation of “the way” as “movement”. 
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Acts 24:14 ὁμολογῶ δὲ τοῦτό σοι ὅτι κατὰ τὴν 

ὁδὸν ἣν λέγουσιν αἵρεσιν, οὕτως 

λατρεύω τῷ πατρῴῳ θεῷ 

But this I confess to you, that 

according to the Way, which they 

call a sect, I worship the God of our 

fathers…. 

Acts 24:22 Ἀνεβάλετο δὲ αὐτοὺς ὁ Φῆλιξ, 

ἀκριβέστερον εἰδὼς τὰ περὶ τῆς 

ὁδοῦ εἴπας· 

But Felix, having more exact 

knowledge concerning the Way, 

deferred them…. 

 

In the case of the absolute use of the term in Acts 9:2, Saul (Paul), then unconverted, 

received a warrant from the high priest to search for persons (men or women) who 

“belonged to the Way” (τῆς ὁδοῦ ὄντας) so that he could arrest them. Paul’s testimony 

to this designation is also reflected in his self-acknowledgment that he himself 

persecuted “this way” with even the threat of death, arresting and imprisoning its 

members (Acts 22:4). His (Paul’s) apologetic defence of “the Way” as a legitimate 

movement, against the charge of being a mere sect (Acts 22:4), shows Luke’s 

consistent use of the epithet to designate the emerging movement of “Christ 

discipleship” within and out of the synagogal sphere. The same antonomastic sense 

can be gleaned from the mentioning of the term by the Roman officer, Felix, whom 

Luke remarkably portrays as a Gentile-outsider who curiously had considerable 

knowledge of “the way” (Acts 24:22), as a distinctively emerging group within or out of 

Jewish religious traditional setting.  

As is clear from these examples, Luke does not present “the Way” only as mere 

collection of doctrines or principles guiding a group; rather, he uses it further as a 

character-designative term for the entire “movement” in which these early Judeo-

Christian believers - men and women - shared their common identity. In such a sense 

of portrayal, of course, belonging to “the Way” would presuppose, among other things, 

acquaintance with those teachings about Jesus handed down orally or otherwise. To 

say that one has been taught or instructed “in the way…” seems to be a more 

extended, descriptive way of acknowledging that one belongs to “the way”.568 In other 

words, it is tantamount to testifying to a reception into (initiation into) the fold of the 

                                      
568 The above sense of interpretation of “the way” motif in Luke-Acts is very much in line with 
the suggestions of many scholars. See esp.: S. Brown, Apostasy, 1969, 138; J.A. Fitzmyer, 
Acts, 1998, 638-9; P. Trebilco, Self-Designation, 2012, 247-8; J.M. Morgan, Encountering, 
2013, 134-39. 
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“people of the Way”. Acts 18:25 is therefore indicative of Luke’s recognition of Apollos’ 

“reception” into and therefore presumptive of his membership of the new movement 

of Christ-believers even prior to his landing in Ephesus 

We will discuss the rhetorical pragmatic implication in more detail in the up-coming 

evaluation. Prior to that, however, let us take a look at two other important but 

somewhat ambivalent attributes that highlight the portrait of the man - namely Apollos. 

 

7.5. Apollos: A Charismatic but Deficient Missionary 

7.5.1. Bubbling in the Spirit 

With the goal of continuing to portray glowingly the person in question, Luke attempts 

to vividly sketch the vibrant charisma that Apollos exudes (v. 25b). He attempts to do 

this by using the present participle “ζέων,” which figuratively expresses the 

“effervescence” or “the bubbling over of the Spirit” that Apollos displayed. Apollos, 

then, was in Luke’s eyes a charismatic and zealous man whose pneumatic enthusiasm 

was manifested in his ability to speak and teach persuasively. It is not clear if the 

employment the term “πνεῦμα” here expresses indirectly its connotative link with the 

spiritual experience of the disciples, as was manifested during Pentecost.569 However, 

in this context, Luke, using the verbs “λαλέω” and “διδάσκω” in the active voice 

(“ἐλάλει καὶ ἐδίδασκεν” - v. 25 c), paints a picture of a diligent (ἀκριβῶς) speaker and 

teacher in things concerning Jesus (“τὰ περὶ τοῦ Ἰησοῦ”). Despite the ambivalence in 

the meaning of the phrase “ζέων τῷ πνεύματι,” the vivacity inherent in Apollos’ 

eloquent skill while speaking boldly (“παρρησιάζεσθαι” v. 26a) is not likely to have 

escaped his listeners, especially the other missionaries who were in Ephesus at the 

time (v. 26b). Such vitality and accuracy of thoughts and teachings, without being 

directly stated, may be an expression of his transformative encounter as a believer in 

Christ. Even if they were also associated with a supposed natural gift or acquired 

                                      
569 The ambiguity therein has been acknowledged and hence variously interpreted. We may 
not repeat all the nuances advanced in interpretation here but it is good to acknowledge that 
inclusively all gifts of the human spirit can always be seen one way or the other as spiritual 
gifts of God. 
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rhetorical skills, Luke might be have been subtle here in connecting the flourishing of 

such talents or abilities as Spirit-empowered. 

 

7.5.2. Deficiency of Knowledge 

Yet despite the dazzling portrait shown above, indeed despite the said diligence or 

accuracy (“ἀκρίβεια”) of his teaching about Jesus and despite the fervency of spirit, 

Apollos figuratively has in Luke’s eye: his own “Achilles heel” - his own inadequacy. 

Figuratively speaking, although he is portrayed as a well-equipped, accomplished 

advocate of the new movement (“the Way”), he nevertheless has a “chink in his 

armour” that Luke sees as needing to be addressed.  

Whether this was done intentionally for the purpose of painting an ambivalent portrait, 

is a question Luke leaves to the discretion of his addressees.570 However, the reader 

cannot help but notice that Luke interjects here that the man he has previously 

described as an accurate teacher in the matters concerning Jesus nevertheless has 

insufficient knowledge about baptism. Luke’s redactional goal of introducing “a shade 

of grey” into the narrative landscape of the portrait of Apollos is obvious.571 

Consequently, he does seem to purposefully leave a shadowy outlook on the portrait 

of Apollos, which not only questions Apollos’ knowledge and competence, but also 

leaves an indelible blemish on the “(christian) identity” of the man he was portraying.  

 

7.5.3. “…Only the Baptism of John” 

The above-mentioned deficiency of knowledge about baptism, which is reflected in the 

Lukan interjection “ἐπιστάμενος μόνον τὸ βάπτισμα Ἰωάννου” (v. 25d), raises not 

only an epistemological concern: “what does he actually know and how deep was that 

to constitute full knowledge of the belief in Jesus as Christ?”. It raises also other 

concerns. In particular, for example, it raises questions about social-self-identity and 

affiliations – a question that may have existed among these first “believers” in Jesus 

                                      
570 Once more on Luke’s rhetorical use of semantic ambivalence, see: D. Marguerat, Historian, 
2002, 66-76. 
571 For a detailed analysis of the redactions involved in this episode, see among others: H-S. 
Kim, Geisttaufe,  1993, 213-29. 
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as Christ, as they interacted with one another while coming from different 

backgrounds. One might imagine some of Luke’s implied audience (who may have 

been believers themselves) asking, “What kind of believer was Apollos or which kind 

of believing community did he (Apollos) emerge from?” A community that was content 

only with John’s baptism and presumably knew nothing of the baptism “in the name of 

the Lord”? If this imagination is right, then this episode might be addressing a 

generated genuine concern about the functions and limits of John’s baptism, 

considering that such a narrow perception of baptismal knowledge also bordered on 

their self-understanding - their self-image in relation to Jesus as Christ!  

The question of John the Baptist and his place in relation to Jesus’ mission and 

mandate was already duly considered by Luke in his first account (esp. Lk 7:18-35). 

In this account, the imprisoned John, nearing the end of his mission - and wallowing 

in his own self-doubt and self-questioning, which implicitly mirror the self-doubt and 

self-questioning of John’s disciples - sends his disciple to Jesus, asking to be 

enlightened about his (Jesus’) identity as Messiah: “Are you the one who was to come, 

or should we look for someone else?” (vv. 19-20). More than any other narrative intent, 

the question raised by John and his disciples begs for clarification that is more than 

an epistemic one. The reader might also recognize in this desire for clarification a 

desire for an answer to the question of one’s identity. It is like asking, “Where do we 

(as the Baptist’s adherents) stand in relation to your Messiahship, if you are one?" 

“Should we turn to follow you or another?” Interestingly, in a dialogic interaction that 

follows, first between Jesus and John’s disciples and then between him and the crowd, 

Luke demonstrates through Jesus’ words (and actions) not only Jesus’ messianic 

identity but also John’s “more than a prophet role” (v. 26).  

The words of reply to John (and his disciples) were not only meant to be instructive to 

this followers of John but indirectly instructive to the reader and other subsequent 

followers about the ramifications of discipleship of John and of Jesus. The affiliation of 

John and his disciples to Jesus and his mandate were clearly expressed in the account 

– aligning the end-goal of their discipleship indirectly to the discipleship of Christ. The 

pragmatics involved here is that the worthy recognition of John and his mission is not 

supposed to be in doubt; however, it ought not stop at that. The reader is led to 

perceive that such recognition should lead to an openness to the discipleship of Christ, 
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since John, great as he was, was in relation to Jesus the sent “…messenger ahead…, 

who will prepare [his] way before [him]” (Lk 7:27).572 

These presumed questions and concerns about John the Baptist (indeed about his 

prominence) seemed to have mattered even in post-Baptist’s era, as can be inferred 

from the reminiscence of John not only in the writings of the earliest believers but also 

in the works of “non-Christian” Jewish authors like Josephus.573 It is perhaps more 

than conjectural (here in this context of Ephesus-episode of Acts), since such 

questions actually played a key role not only in the characterization of Apollos but also 

in the subsequent but parallel episode in Acts 19:1-7. One can see such concerns 

featuring prominently in the interrogative dialogue in vv. 2-4. Indeed, they find 

expression in Paul’s questions to the Ephesian “twelves disciples” themselves. He 

asked inter alia: “...in whom then were you baptized?” They replied, “With John’s 

baptism”(v. 3). In a similar fashion like the episode of Lk 7:18-35, Paul undertook some 

clarification about John’s mission and indirectly John’s identity in relation to Jesus. 

Hence, this subsequent clarification of the question by Paul himself (who is 

characterized as one with a continued mandate of Jesus) and coupled with the new 

baptism he administered to these believers demonstrate the author’s pragmatic 

strategy of presenting the resolution of the remaining “hanging issues” over baptism 

and consequently the possible full integration of a group with presumably divergent 

expression of the common faith in Christ. 

 

 

 

 

                                      
572 The personal pronouns was changed here to adapt to the logic but it does not affect the 
meaning in the original text of Lk 7:27. 
573 Josephus, Ant. 18.116-119; for a comparative assessment of Lukan and Josephus’ portrait 
of Apollos, see: C. Park, Johannes, 1997, 76-77; as well as C.G. Müller, Prophet, 2005, 8, 
153, 169 n124. 
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8. Evaluative Conclusion: 

Lukan Apollos’ (Christian) Portrait in the Scheme of the Luke-Acts 

 

To conclude these considerations appropriately, it might be useful to point out that this 

diegetic endeavour of Luke to present the figure of Apollos with all its artistic narrative 

shadings and colourings has (as we have seen above) certain rhetorical-pragmatic 

aims for the readership or audience of Luke-Acts, which should be reemphasized here, 

following our narratological perspective. Luke, who in one way or another may have 

seen himself in the role of a Greco-Roman narrator or storyteller about past events or 

things (πράγματα) surrounding Jesus and his followers, did not forgo the awareness 

that his narrative is primarily about a message: a message that is not only informative 

but also formative for his audience. Since his story is “constitutively a narrative about 

God”574 in the sense of the Septuagint, Luke, as narrator and portraitist, never lost 

sight of the fact that he was also an evangelist, or more precisely, a kind of witness. 

His work, therefore, seeks in an orderly manner to bear narrative witness to this plan 

and way of God, prefigured according to the promises of the past, and which has come 

to fulfilment ("among us" - Lk 1:1) in and through Jesus as Messiah. How this way of 

God in Christ continues through the discipleship of believers beyond the borders of 

Jerusalem is the focus of the plot of the Acts of the Apostles. 

True to his consistent use of “ὁδός” (“way”, “path”) as an enduring motif not only in the 

pericope under consideration, but in the entire Gospel of Luke and in the Acts of the 

Apostles,575 Luke traces the course of the “movement” (“ὁδός”), which has the 

character of manifesting itself both in a geographical dimension (namely, from place 

to place) and in an experiential dimension (inner process of transformation in people) 

as it encounters peoples and cultures. His narrative of the emergence of this “Christ-

following” (Christ-Movement) or discipleship in Ephesus and far beyond Jerusalem is 

                                      
574 C.G. Müller puts it aptly in the following words (here my paraphrased translation): From the 
perspective of literary studies, the Gospel of Luke as well as the Acts of the Apostles meet the 
readers or listeners as a work of narrative prose, in which narration comprises “the constitutive 
form of speaking about God”. See: C.G. Müller, Ecke, 2012, 57. 
575 J.M. Morgan and many others, as has been noted severally above, have in detail analysed 
the enduring import of “ὁδός” as a motif running through Luke-Acts. Morgan particularly 
emphasises the theological/spiritual transformative significance of its frequent application by 
Luke. See esp.: J. M. Morgan, Encountering, 2013, 3-16. 
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on the same line of global perspective and does not deviate from the original story of 

Jesus and the path (of God) he embarked on and continues to embark on until it 

reaches the end of the world. It is part of the narrative of God’s unfolding way, which 

has a universal significance as it opens up not only to the Jews in Jerusalem and in 

other parts of the world, but also to other kinds of people.  

Applied to the episodes of Acts 18:24-28 and 19:1-7, the narrative tells the audience 

more than the mere chronological transmission of historical facts. Thus, the initial 

glowing description of Apollos' character, culminating in the portrayal of a diligent 

teacher (of the Way) who himself was “instructed in the ways of the Lord” prior to his 

own mission from place to place but who still had to submit to the subsequent didactic 

exposition under the tutelary guidance of the missionary couple – Priscilla and Aquila 

(v. 26), reflects more to the reader or audience of Acts about the dynamics of that 

“movement” that is both external and internal and has a transforming effect upon their 

identity.  

A significant pragmatic highlight in this direction is the reader-oriented, or rather 

reader-targeted, demonstration of Apollos' willing disposition towards reception of the 

instruction – first in his homeland and subsequently in the hands of the Priscilla and 

Aquila. The mimetic (imitative) implication underlying Apollos affirmative (namely, 

positive) disposition toward “Christian” instructions, not once but twice, may have been 

intended for the audience (encapsulated in the figure of Theophilus), whose character 

is shown as a believer who nevertheless still needed clarity. As we have noted 

throughout and will reiterate below, the portrayal of such a disposition may contain an 

“attitude-changing” moral that speaks indirectly to an audience for whom the author 

intends his narrative to be used for the purpose of instructive clarification. Luke’s 

attempt to use the portrayal of the character of Apollos (and the twelve disciples in 

Ephesus) to echo this goal of the author as found in the Proem of Luke’s gospel 

testifies not only to the rhetorical unity of the two works, but also to the transformative 

strategy that underlies the narrative. Both in these episodes and elsewhere, the 

author’s aim remains: “…that you may know the certainty of [the] things you have been 

taught” (LK 1:4). Consequently, although the narrative is not an ideological treatise, it 

is not devoid of allusions to ideological (let us call them theological) orientations 

directed at the reader.  
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The same pragmatic significance (as was argued above to good effect) can be 

perceived in the skilful use of an implicit rhetorical syncritical representation of the two 

protagonists in this pericope - Paul and Apollos. Such implicit syncrisis not only 

underscores an implicit theological thrust, but also promotes a clearer sense of social 

self-identity (i.e., self-understanding) among an audience that can readily be said to 

have been characterized by diversity despite their shared and fundamental beliefs as 

followers of Jesus as Christ. The figure of Apollos is persuasive in helping the Lukan 

audience perceive a clarified ideological or theological assumption, e.g., regarding 

baptism, regarding the Holy Spirit, regarding John’s mission in relation to Jesus as 

Christ; and consequently it leads to a clarified sense of self as a disciple of Jesus the 

Christ. 

In effect, Luke’s portrait of an ‘informed believer’ (Apollos) who subjected himself to a 

‘supplementary tutelage’ therefore could have been rhetorically designed to bode well 

with his audience, since this portrait mirrors back to them, in a self-reflective manner, 

their yearning and need for certainty (ἀσφάλεια); a need which Luke’s account hopes 

and intends to satisfy. Thus, the biographical depiction of Apollos as a recipient of the 

initial as well as the advanced ‘christian instructions’ seems to be geared, not merely 

towards satisfying historical curiosity alone but, rather, towards a rhetorical portrait 

consistent with Luke’s narrative intent of safeguarding the “certainty” of what has been 

received (Lk 1:3-4), despite the challenges “along the way” that the believers have 

encountered or would in the course of “the movement” encounter.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



[Apollos in the Eyes of Paul and Luke] 

 

 
200 

EPILOGUE 

 

Characters and the Evocative Power Of Portraits 

Whether in the art of painting on canvas, sculpting from stones and woods, or in 

modern photography and cinematography; whether in the art of oratory (including oral 

or written speeches), poetry (and songs), drama, or other forms of narrative 

representation of characters and their actions, portraits themselves and the art of 

making a portrait (portraiture) have always had a powerful, far-reaching, evocative, 

and compelling effect on the human psyche. Every portrait, in whatever form, confronts 

the viewer (or audience) with taking a perspective – an affirming perspective or a 

negating one. It could also lead to a questioning stance or a posture of insouciance. 

In this process of perspective-taking, the subject (or viewer) is often made to adjust 

oneself, resulting in an inner change that can be far-reaching not only in terms of one’s 

perception of whatever is being represented, but also in terms of one’s own self-

perception. Thus, by their very nature, portraits do not leave the observer as he or she 

was before. Portraits, generally speaking, have transformative effect. 

In no sphere has this transformation of the audience been more impactful than in 

literary, and especially narrative, forms of representation. How often has human 

attitude toward the other been subjected to changes, simply because a new narrative 

has been presented on that subject? How often does the self-perception change in the 

face of encountering a new portrait of reality, be it the portrait of person or of a 

situation? In terms of the formation of one’s own identity or the perception of the 

identity of others, narrative representation in different cultures, different eras, and 

between generations of peoples thus has a great impact. 

In the present study, we have examined in depth the portrait of Apollos in the writings 

of two New Testament authors - Paul and Luke - in order to highlight or approach the 

rhetorical-pragmatic implications they have for the authorial audience. Historical 

implications aside, or in addition to that, and despite the generational and generic 

(genre) difference between the two works, the effect of these two literary approaches 

on the figure of Apollos seems to have been aimed at bringing about a change in the 

audience’s perception.  
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While Paul, in the case of 1 Corinthians, used the portrait to cause the Corinthians to 

reconsider their perception of themselves in relation to their leaders and in the midst 

of the resulting internal divisions, Luke (in Acts) seems to have employed the figure in 

accordance with his goal of creating “certainty” not only about the teachings but also 

about themselves as believers. The implied reader’s self-understanding as a member 

of the “people of the Way,” for example, is strengthened by the fact that this implied 

audience is subtly led by the portrait of Apollos to a better understanding not only of 

John’s baptism, but in turn of John’s entire mission in relation to Jesus as Christ.  

The portrait of Apollos is not only addressed to Christ-believers in Corinth and 

Ephesus (and elsewhere), who may emphasize their attachment to the personality of 

their respective teachers, to their teachings, and to their stand on issues such as 

baptism, etc. It is also addressed to other believers in Christ who may wonder what 

place these teachers, prophets, and missionaries have in the history of salvation that 

takes its course in and through Christ. This portrait, whether Pauline or Lukan, will still 

be alive to a contemporary audience wrestling with the question of divergence in the 

midst of shared beliefs, for such questions have not ceased to matter, especially in 

shaping the identity one assumes and in drawing boundaries between those identities. 
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