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AS “WELL KNOWN TO THE APOSTLES”:  

FURTHER DEFENSE AND NEW EVIDENCE 

MICHAEL BURER* 

I. INTRODUCTION 

In 2001 Daniel B. Wallace and I published an article on the person of Junia in 

Rom 16:7.1 There we argued that the more likely meaning of the adjective ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË 
with the prepositional phrase ëÅ ÌÇėË ÒÈÇÊÌŦÂÇÀË is “well known to the apostles” 

instead of the more commonly accepted “notable among the apostles.” In other 

words, we argued that Paul identifies Junia as an exceptional person in the opinion 

of the apostles, not that he recognizes her as an outstanding apostle.2 Three sub-

stantive rejoinders to our work were soon published by Richard Bauckham, Eldon 

Jay Epp, and Linda L. Belleville.3 In the present article I respond to the objections 

raised in these rejoinders and offer new evidence to prove that our original hypoth-

esis still stands as a reasonable interpretation of Paul’s statement. In short, this arti-

cle demonstrates three things. (1) The argument and evidence from our original 

article withstands critique. (2) Seventy-one new texts demonstrate that Paul could 

have readily used ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË plus the genitive to show that Andronicus and Junia 

were “notable among the apostles.” (3) Thirty-six new texts, all but one of which 

parallel Rom 16:7 exactly in grammatical structure, provide further evidence that 

Paul intended ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇÀ ëÅ ÌÇėË ÒÈÇÊÌŦÂÇÀË to mean that Andronicus and Junia were 

“well known to the apostles.” 

                                                 
* Michael Burer is associate professor of NT at Dallas Theological Seminary, 3909 Swiss Ave., Dal-

las, TX 75204. 
1 Michael H. Burer and Daniel B. Wallace, “Was Junia Really an Apostle? A Re-examination of 

Rom 16.7,” NTS 47 (2001) 76–91. Thanks are due to Dr. Wallace and Dr. Wayne Grudem for reviewing 

a draft of this article and making numerous suggestions for improvement. 
2 Although there is general consensus that `ÇÍÅÀ¸Å should be accented as `ÇÍÅţ¸Å and regarded as 

feminine, there is no unanimity on this issue. Al Wolters argues the name is likely a masculine first de-

clension form of a Hebrew name (“������� (Romans 16:7) and the Hebrew Name Yeͥunnč,” JBL 127 

[2008] 397–408). 
3 Richard Bauckham, Gospel Women: Studies of the Named Women in the Gospels (Grand Rapids: Eerd-

mans, 2002) 172–80; Eldon Jay Epp, “Text-Critical, Exegetical, and Socio-Cultural Factors Affecting the 

Junia/Junias Variation in Romans 16,7,” in NT Textual Criticism and Exegesis: Festschrift J. Delobel (ed. A. 

Denaux; BETL 161; Leuven: Leuven University/Peeters, 2002) 227–91; Linda L. Belleville, 

“`ÇÍÅÀ¸Å … ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇÀ ëÅ ÌÇėË ÒÈÇÊÌŦÂÇÀË: A Re-examination of Romans 16.7 in Light of Primary Source 

Materials,” NTS 51 (2005) 231–49. Subsequently Epp published his arguments anew but essentially 

unchanged from his 2002 work (Junia: The First Woman Apostle [Minneapolis: Fortress, 2005] 72–78). 
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II. RESTATEMENT OF CENTRAL THESIS 

Our central argument viewed the adjective and the prepositional phrase as a 
semantic unit. “The thesis of this article is that the expression ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇÀ ëÅ ÌÇėË 
ÒÈÇÊÌŦÂÇÀË is more naturally taken with an exclusive force rather than an inclusive 
one.”4 By exclusive we meant that the person described by the adjective was not 
considered part of the group referred to by the prepositional phrase; this is the 
interpretation we advanced for Rom 16:7. By inclusive we meant that the person 
described by the adjective was part of the group referred to by the prepositional 
phrase; this is the more traditional interpretation of “notable among the apostles.” 
After noting that the lexical data for the meaning of ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË could support either 
the inclusive or exclusive view,5 we then stated our thesis: 

As a working hypothesis, we would suggest the following. Since a noun in the 
genitive is typically used with comparative adjectives, we might expect such with 
an implied comparison too. Thus, if in Rom 16.7 Paul meant to say that An-
dronicus and Junia were outstanding among the apostles, we might have expected 
him to use the genitive (ÌľÅ) ÒÈÇÊÌŦÂÑÅ. On the other hand, if an elative force 
is suggested—i.e. where no comparison is even hinted at—we might expect ëÅ 
+ dative.6 

III. RESPONSE TO CRITICISMS 

The criticisms of our work among the rejoinders can be reduced to four basic 
arguments: (1) Our view cannot be sustained lexically or (2) grammatically. (3) The 
paucity of evidence cited does not support the sweeping nature of the conclusion 
we drew. (4) The particular texts cited do not support the meaning for which we 
argued. I will respond to each of these arguments in turn. 

1. Response to lexical arguments. Belleville offered a lexical argument against our 
conclusion that was short and crisp. She first reviewed glosses for ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË given 
by standard lexica. Then she simply stated that we were wrong: “Junia then is a 
‘distinguished’ or ‘remarkable’ member of (and not simply known to) the apostles (LSJ 
s.v.).”7 Her point is that ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË must be understood to have inclusive force from 
a lexical standpoint. In response, the thesis we advanced cannot be disproven with 
a simple recitation of the lexical possibilities for this adjective, as it was not solely a 
lexical argument. Many of the definitions Belleville cites, which are simply glosses 
for ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË, could be exclusive or inclusive. A closer examination of the lexical 
entries she cites in support shows that her contention does not hold; examples giv-
en in these lexica can be understood as exclusive even when they do not have a 
genitive or dative following. 

                                                 
4 Burer and Wallace, “Junia” 84. 
5 Ibid. 
6 Ibid. The elative function of the adjective conveys an intensification of the positive notion, similar 

in English to the use of the word “very” with an adjective. See Daniel B. Wallace, Greek Grammar Beyond 
the Basics: An Exegetical Syntax of the NT (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1996) 296. 

7 Belleville, “Re-examination” 243. 
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The LSJ entry for ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË is a case in point against Belleville’s argument. 
This lexicon lists the relevant categories of meaning for the adjective as follows: I. 1. 
serving to distinguish; II. 1. having a mark, inscription or device on it, esp. of money, stamped, 
coined; 2. of epileptic patients, bearing the marks of the disease; of cattle, spotted or striped; 
3. notable, remarkable; of garments, fine; and of persons, notable; in bad sense, conspicu-
ous, notorious; 4. significant; 5. conspicuous (with reference to a place).8 To refute Belle-
ville’s contention, we can examine entry II. 3, which appears to be the one to which 
she refers when she uses the words “notable” and “remarkable” to defend her ar-
gument. The first citation in LSJ following this definition is Sophocles, Ant. 1258, 
which is part of a short response from the Chorus when Creon enters carrying the 
dead body of Haemon: Á¸Ė ÄüÅ Ğ»’ ÓÅ¸Æ ¸ĤÌġË ëÎŢÁ¼À // ÄÅýÄ’ ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇÅ »ÀÛ 
Ï¼ÀÉġË ìÏÑÅ, // ¼Ċ ¿šÄÀË ¼ĊÈ¼ėÅ, ÇĤÁ ÒÂÂÇÌÉţ¸Å // ÓÌ¾Å, ÒÂÂ’ ¸ĤÌġË ÖÄ¸ÉÌŪÅ, “And 
look here, the master himself arrives // having in his hands a remarkable memorial, 
// if it is right to say, not of another’s // ruin, but of his own wrong.” The mean-
ing of “remarkable” for ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË is not in question. The question is, to whom or how 
is this remarkable? The context requires that ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË be taken as exclusive. The 
presence of the body is something that is remarkable to the chorus, who are separate 
from the action. For Belleville to argue that ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË means “remarkable” does not 
support an inclusive use any more than it supports an exclusive use. That question 
must be decided from the context. 

More to the point, we argued that the appropriate meaning for ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË in 
Rom 16:7 must consider its adjuncts as well, especially if it is an implicit compara-
tive adjective. Definitions listed alone in a dictionary without context cannot be 
trump cards to play in this passage because lexical tools do not often address the 
meaning of words in collocation with other words. In addition, the judgments of lexi-
cographers must occasionally be evaluated. In this instance, because we have raised 
a question about the traditional interpretation of ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË in Rom 16:7, the lexica 
should not be marshaled as primary evidence for any one interpretation of ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË; 
we need to evaluate that interpretation on other grounds. Belleville’s argument that 
the exclusive view of ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË in Rom 16:7 cannot be supported from the standard 
lexica demonstrates a misunderstanding of our original thesis and an unwillingness 
to examine the evidence anew. As Belleville and others point out, for many years 
standard lexica identified Junia as a man. Belleville does not accept that as correct 
simply because the lexica said so. Why would she do that here regarding the mean-
ing of ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË? 

2. Response to grammatical arguments. Belleville also offered grammatical argu-
ments against our thesis; they were weightier than her arguments regarding the lexi-
ca, but she still did not deal with the main point of our work. Belleville’s basic point 
is that ëÅ plus a plural dative almost always means an inclusive idea: “Primary usage 
of ëÅ and the plural dative (personal or otherwise) inside and outside the NT (with 
rare exception) is inclusive ‘in/among’ and not exclusive ‘to’ (as claimed by Burer and 

                                                 
8 LSJ 656. The entry also includes categories I.2 and III, but these do not deal with adjectival uses. 
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Wallace).”9 And again, “While dative personal nouns are typically used to show the 
recipients (‘to’/‘for’), this is not the case for the preposition ëÅ plus the dative.”10 

As I argued above regarding the lexical matter, Belleville has missed our point 
that the collocation of the adjective plus the prepositional phrase is in view. The 
major failing of her argument is that she regards any translation of ëÅ plus plural 
dative as “among” to be inclusive, regardless of other words associated with the 
prepositional phrase. But our point was that the adjective and prepositional phrase 
must be viewed in tandem. My point here is that the inclusive/exclusive distinction 
is not in play every time ëÅ plus dative is used, so it is inappropriate to state as she 
does that the “primary usage of ëÅ and the plural dative (personal or otherwise) 
inside and outside the NT (with rare exception) is inclusive ‘in/among’ and not exclu-
sive ‘to.’” Further, when it is in play, the exclusive sense is sometimes quite appro-
priate. 

To help make my case, we can examine her use of Robertson’s grammar. 
Belleville references Robertson’s grammar as containing “a substantial list of NT 
examples of an adjective followed by ëÅ plus the personal plural dative as ‘inclu-
sive.’”11 Here is the passage to which she refers: 

5. ‘Among.’ With plural nouns ëÅ may have the resultant idea of ‘among,’ though, 
of course, in itself it is still ‘in,’ ‘within.’ Thus we note ëÅ º¼ÅÅ¾ÌÇėË ºÍÅ¸ÀÁľÅ 
(Mt. 11:11), ìÊÌÀÅ ëÅ ÷ÄėÅ (Ac. 2:29), öÅ ëÅ ¸ĤÌÇėË (4:34), ëÅ ĨÄėÅ (1 Pet. 5:1), ëÅ 
ÌÇėË óº¼ÄŦÊÀÅ `Çŧ»¸ (Mt. 2:6). This is a common idiom in the ancient Greek. 
Not very different from this idea (cf. Latin apud) is the use ëÅ ĚÎ¿¸ÂÄÇėË ÷ÄľÅ 
(Mt. 21:42), like Latin coram. One may note also ëÅ ĨÄėÅ in 1 Cor. 6:2. Cf. ëÅ ÌÇėË 
ì¿Å¼ÊÀÅ (Gal. 1:16). See also 2 Cor. 4:3; 8:1.12 

This passage illustrates a number of problems with Belleville’s argument about the 
uniform meaning of ëÅ plus plural dative. First, Belleville says this paragraph deals 
with adjective plus ëÅ plus plural dative. Not considering the idiom Robertson dis-
cusses in the latter part of the paragraph, this is only the case in one of the passages 
cited (Matt 2:6); the others are simply locative (Matt 11:11; Acts 2:29; 4:34; 1 Pet 
5:1). Second, Belleville has apparently equated “among” with “inclusive,” but that is 
not a necessary connection, as Robertson’s discussion of the idiom in the latter part 
of the paragraph shows. Simply put, the inclusive/exclusive distinction is not in 
play every time ëÅ plus dative is used, so therefore a blanket statement about the 
meaning of ëÅ plus dative cannot hold when an adjective is part of the collocation. 
Third, the idiom ëÅ ĚÎ¿¸ÂÄÇėË ÷ÄľÅ, “in our eyes,” from Matt 21:42 which Robert-
son mentions at the end of this paragraph, is certainly exclusive and provides ready 
evidence against Belleville’s assertion. In the phrase Á¸Ė ìÊÌÀÅ ¿¸ÍÄ¸ÊÌü ëÅ 
ĚÎ¿¸ÂÄÇėË ÷ÄľÅ, “and it is marvellous in our eyes,” ëÅ plus dative cannot be taken 

                                                 
9 Belleville, “Re-examination” 243. 
10 Ibid. 
11 Ibid. 243 n. 52. 
12 A. T. Robertson, A Grammar of the Greek NT in the Light of Historical Research (4th ed.; Nashville: 

Broadman, 1934) 587. 
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as inclusive; otherwise “our eyes” are equated with the chief stone. Instead this 

phrase highlights whose opinion is in view with a necessary distinction between the 

thing being considered and the entity engaged in the act of mental assessment. The 

preposition ëÅ plus dative, which Belleville wants always to be inclusive, cannot 

mean that in Matt 21:42. 

3. Response to the charge of paucity. Because the rejoinders objected to the number 

of texts we discussed and how we sifted them, I decided to redo the search within 

the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae (TLG) database so that a fuller accounting of the 

evidence could be offered.13 To make sure that all possible parallels were found, I 

searched for all forms of the adjective ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË.14 This yielded 62 distinct forms 

found a total of 3,387 times.15 To avoid anachronism I excluded any texts from the 

5th century AD or later; this removed 1,719 texts from consideration.16 I then ex-

amined the remaining 1,668 texts to find relevant parallels for discussion. I will 

discuss new evidence below, but this resumption of the search allows me to make 

some statements about the breadth of the evidence here. 

As anyone who has done searches of this kind in TLG can attest, the pool of 

relevant texts can vary widely in size. Simple lexical searches tend to yield large 

numbers of hits, as is the case with ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË. However, when additional words are 

added to the search or the search is refined to isolate a particular grammatical con-

struction, often the pool of pertinent texts becomes quite small. The adjective 

ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË occurs thousands of times, but rarely does it occur with adjuncts; most 

often it occurs as a nominal form or as an attributive adjective. When ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË 
does appear with adjuncts, rarely is the entire construction exactly like what is 

found in Rom 16:7. So the pool of texts for comparison to Rom 16:7 is quite 

small.17 We emphasized originally that within the pool of texts that are reasonably 

parallel, there are certain trends that can be identified. In addition, our review of 

the scholarly literature on this passage showed that rarely, if ever, does anyone 

wrestle with the exclusive meaning as an option. If we can bring to the table any 
examples that support the exclusive view, then those who assume that the inclusive 

view is the only possible option in this text must at least acknowledge that another 

meaning is possible. In our original piece we brought forth a number of examples 

to support our thesis and below I list 108 new passages for consideration. Seventy-

one support our assertion that ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË plus the genitive as inclusive is normative. 

                                                 
13 TLG is available online at http://www.tlg.uci.edu. Many thanks are due to the University of Cali-

fornia Irvine for this helpful tool. 
14 In our original research we considered only the positive form because we wanted to focus on im-

plied comparative meanings, not explicit ones. 
15 These results include all forms of the adjective plus the related adverb and forms resulting from 

crasis. 
16 The exceptions to this rule were 238 texts whose date TLG listed as varia (but not the nine texts 

marked incertum). To ensure that I was examining all pertinent texts from the relevant time period, I 

included these unless it was clear from the title or other data in the TLG citation that they were 5th 

century AD or later. 
17 That is one of the reasons that in our original article we discussed several passages that we 

deemed as unlikely parallels. 
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Thirty-six support our assertion that ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË plus the dative as exclusive is norma-
tive. Only one new text runs counter to our thesis, but it is not an exact parallel to 
Rom 16:7. The pool of texts is not overly large, but it is valuable and does validate 
our original conclusions. One final point on this score: No author who wrote con-
trary to our thesis offered any new evidence to bolster their own claims. They 
simply rehearsed and reassessed what Dr. Wallace and I offered originally. If the 
authors critiqued us because we did not offer enough evidence, one would think 
that part of their response would be to offer more evidence to the contrary, but 
that was not done. 

4. Review of original evidence. In response to the fourth basic charge against our 
original thesis, in this section I will defend our interpretation of particular passages 
we discussed in the original article. Contrary to the tone of the rejoinders, there 
actually is a fair amount of agreement on the meaning of the passages we cited, 
even on several that we argued had an exclusive meaning. Implicitly, then, the re-
joinders acknowledge that ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇÀ ëÅ ÌÇėË ÒÈÇÊÌŦÂÇÀË in Rom 16:7 could mean 
“well known to the apostles.” Here I will review the passages we discussed and 
then highlight issues of agreement or disagreement with the rejoinders. 

a. Biblical and patristic Greek. Our citation of passages from biblical and patristic 
Greek for the most part did not engender much discussion. On 3 Macc 6:1 we not-
ed that the genitive is used with the inclusive sense.18 Belleville does not discuss this 
passage. Bauckham and Epp agreed with our assessment.19 On Pss. Sol. 17:30 we 
noted that the genitive is used with the inclusive sense.20 Neither Belleville nor Epp 
discuss this passage. Bauckham agrees with our assessment.21 On Mart. Pol. 14:1 we 
noted that ëÁ plus genitive is used with the inclusive nuance.22 No one discussed 
this passage in response. On Add Esth 16:22 we noted that ëÅ plus dative is inclu-
sive, but the parallel is inexact because the nouns are impersonal.23 Epp and Belle-
ville both cite this passage as evidence against our thesis but do not acknowledge 
our qualification of the inexact parallel.24 Bauckham agrees with our assessment.25 

The discussion gets more intense concerning Pss. Sol. 2:6, which reads ÇĎ ÍĎÇĖ 
Á¸Ė ¸Ď ¿Íº¸ÌñÉ¼Ë ëÅ ¸ĊÏÄ¸ÂÑÊĕß ÈÇÅ¾Éê, ëÅ ÊÎÉ¸ºė»À ĝ ÌÉÚÏ¾ÂÇË ¸ĤÌľÅ, ëÅ 
ëÈÀÊûÄĿ ëÅ ÌÇėË ì¿Å¼ÊÀÅ, “Your sons and daughters in evil captivity, their neck in a 
seal, in [a place] conspicuous to the nations.”26 Here we argued that ëÅ plus dative 
has an exclusive nuance. Belleville argues that we have not cited Pss. Sol. 2:6 cor-
rectly.27 Epp agrees with our assessment.28 Bauckham argues that this text should 

                                                 
18 Burer and Wallace, “Junia” 86. 
19 Bauckham, Gospel Women 177; Epp, “Junia/Junias” 286. 
20 Burer and Wallace, “Junia” 86. 
21 Bauckham, Gospel Women 177. 
22 Burer and Wallace, “Junia” 86. 
23 Ibid. 
24 Epp, “Junia/Junias” 286; Belleville, “Re-examination” 245. 
25 Bauckham, Gospel Women 177. 
26 This Greek text and the next are taken from A. Rahlfs, ed., Septuaginta (rev. Robert Hanhart; 

Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2006). 
27 Belleville, “Re-examination” 246–47. 
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be dropped from consideration.29 At issue here is whether ëÈÀÊûÄĿ in this passage 
should be taken as an adjective or as a noun. In our initial analysis we took it to be 
an adjective, but both Bauckham and Belleville argue the word should be construed 
as a noun, which they think would invalidate the parallel.30 But there are legitimate 
reasons to consider this word to be functioning adjectivally in this text. At first 
blush ëÈÀÊûÄĿ appears to be a substantive because it is preceded by the preposition 
ëÅ. However, comparison of this construction with the only other occurrence of 
ëÈĕÊ¾ÄÇË in this book leads to the conclusion that the noun form is not used here. 
The other occurrence is in Pss. Sol. 17:30: Á¸Ė ïÆ¼À Â¸ÇİË ë¿ÅľÅ »ÇÍÂ¼į¼ÀÅ ¸ĤÌŊ ĨÈġ 
ÌġÅ ½ÍºġÅ ¸ĤÌÇı Á¸Ė ÌġÅ ÁįÉÀÇÅ »ÇÆÚÊ¼À ëÅ ëÈÀÊûÄĿ ÈÚÊ¾Ë ÌýË ºýË Á¸Ė Á¸¿¸ÉÀ¼ė 
�¼ÉÇÍÊ¸Â¾Ä ëÅ ÖºÀ¸ÊÄŊ ĸË Á¸Ė Ìġ ÒÈ’ ÒÉÏýË, “And he will have the peoples of the 
nations serve him under his yoke, and he will glorify the Lord in a prominent [place] 
of all the earth, and he will cleanse Jerusalem in holiness as even at the beginning.” 
If the logic of arguing for ëÈÀÊûÄĿ as a noun in 2:6 is valid because it is preceded 
by ëÅ, then the same ought to be true in 17:30, but that leads to an unclear meaning: 
“he will glorify the Lord with a mark of all the earth.” A more natural way to take 
this construction is as a reference to a place with the noun ÌĠÈÇË elided: “he will 
glorify the Lord in a prominent [place] of the earth,” that is, Jerusalem, which is 
clarified by the following clause. This is the way one accepted scholarly translation 
has rendered Pss. Sol. 17:30.31 This use finds a parallel in P. Oxy. 1408 where ÌÇėË 
ëÈÀÊ¾ÄÇÌŠÌÇÀË is governed by ëÅ, and the word ÌĠÈÇÀË is not in the text of the papy-
rus (although the editors do suggest that its omission was a mistake on the part of 
the original author of the papyrus).32  Understanding the noun ÌĠÈÇË as elided 
makes a great deal of sense when applied to Pss. Sol. 2:6: “their neck with a seal in a 
[place] well known to the nations.” Thus ëÈÀÊûÄĿ would be an adjective, even 
though it is preceded by ëÅ. 

In light of this subsequent analysis, our initial assessment of Pss. Sol. 2:6 
would require some modification, but not wholesale revision. Regarding this pas-
sage we stated initially: 

In Pss. Sol. 2:6, where the Jewish captives are in view, the writer indicates that 
‘they were a spectacle among the gentiles (ëÈÀÊûÄĿ ëÅ ÌÇėË ì¿Å¼ÊÀÅ). This construc-
tion comes as close to Rom 16:7 as any we have yet seen. The parallels include 
(a) people as the referent of the adjective ëÈĕÊ¾ÄÇË, (b) followed by ëÅ plus the 
dative plural, (c) the dative plural referring to people as well. All the key ele-
ments are here. Semantically, what is significant is that (a) the first group is not a 

                                                                                                             
28 Epp, “Junia/Junias” 286. 
29 Bauckham, Gospel Women 175–76. 
30 Ibid.; Belleville, “Re-examination” 246–47. 
31 R. B. Wright, Psalms of Solomon: A New Translation and Introduction, in The OT Pseudepigrapha (ed. J. H. 

Charlesworth; ABRL; New York: Doubleday, 1985) 2:667. NETS translates differently: “and he shall 
glorify the Lord in the mark of all the earth”; here a note on the word “mark” reads “Perhaps sight,” 
offering an alternate translation in keeping with what I argue above. See Albert Pietersma and Benjamin 
G. Wright, eds., A New English Translation of the Septuagint (New York: Oxford University, 2007) 775. 

32 Burer and Wallace, “Junia” 87. See Bernard P. Grenfell and Arthur S. Hunt, eds., The Oxyrhynchus 
Papyri: Part XII (London: Egypt Exploration Fund, 1916) 13. 
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part of the second—that is, the Jewish captives were not gentiles; and (b) what 
was ‘among’ the gentiles was the Jews’ notoriety. This is precisely how we are 
suggesting that Rom 16:7 should be taken.33  

At this juncture, we would offer the following revisions to this statement.34 We 
should have included more of the preceding Greek text so that readers could easily 
see the presence of the preposition ëÅ with context and thus understand that there 
was another option for interpretation. We should have changed the statement “The 
parallels include (a) people as the referent of the adjective ëÈĕÊ¾ÄÇË” to reflect that 
here more likely the referent of the adjective ëÈĕÊ¾ÄÇË is a place, not people, based 
on a more thorough analysis of the parallel in 17:30. We should have given a more 
appropriate translation. The translation we gave, “a spectacle among the gentiles,” 
was that of Wright;35 though not incorrect, it is not as accurate as “in (a place) visi-
ble” or “in (a place) notorious” to the Gentiles. We would not change, however, 
the basic conclusion that this passage confirms our hypothesis that ëÈĕÊ¾ÄÇË plus 
(ëÅ plus) a dative personal adjunct should be best understood as exclusive.36  

b. Papyri. The four examples in the papyri we discussed all used ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË plus 
genitive to convey an inclusive meaning.37 Belleville does not discuss these passages. 
Epp mentions them, presumably in agreement with our assessment.38 Bauckham 
discusses three of the four passages we cited.39 He lists one of our four passages in 
his chart, agreeing with our assessment.40 However, Bauckham argues that P. Oxy. 
1408 and P. Oxy. 2108 should be dismissed from consideration. Both of these texts 
use the superlative form of ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË with a geographical referent: P. Oxy 1408 
speaks of “the most important [places] of the nomes” with the phrase ÌÇėË 
ëÈÀÊ¾ÄÇÌŠÌÇÀË ÌľÅ ÅÇÄľÅ, while P. Oxy. 2108 mentions “the most conspicuous 
places in the villages” with the phrase ÌÇėË ëÈÀÊ¾ÄÇÌŠÌÇÀË ÌŦÈÇÀË Ì[ľ]Å ÁÑÄ[ľÅ]. 
Concerning these texts Bauckham states, “There can be no question that the super-
lative should be followed by the genitive but this is not evidence for the meaning of 
constructions with ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË itself.”41 Bauckham’s desire to dismiss these as evi-
dence is only valid on the assumption that the inclusive meaning is in view, which 
would naturally then use the genitive. From the standpoint of proving the hypothe-
sis, however, these should not be dismissed because the question of which meaning 
is in view should remain open. His statement assumes that the superlative form of 
                                                 

33 Burer and Wallace, “Junia” 86–87. 
34 In reflecting on this error and the few others that I note, neither Dr. Wallace nor I could remem-

ber who was responsible for them. Given that I was the junior member of our team, most likely I was 
the culprit in each case! 

35 Wright, “Psalms of Solomon” 652. 
36 This becomes even clearer when 2:6, which uses ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË plus ëÅ plus dative, is compared with 

17:30, which uses ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË plus genitive as inclusive. 
37 Burer and Wallace, “Junia” 87. 
38 Epp, “Junia/Junias” 286. Epp mentions that we discuss three passages from the papyri. I assume 

that he did not count P. Oxy 3364, line 22, which contains the adjective plus genitive entirely in recon-
structed text. 

39 I assume here, as I did with Epp, that Bauckham ignored the passage with reconstructed text. 
40 Bauckham, Gospel Women 177. 
41 Ibid. 176 n. 287. 
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the adjective would never use ëÅ plus dative with an exclusive meaning, but my 
subsequent research found places where that is indeed the case. These are shown 
below in the listing of new evidence.  

c. Inscriptions. In our original piece we discussed four inscriptions parallel to 
Rom 16:7. The parallels are strong because all use ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË with ëÅ plus dative with 
personal nouns. Bauckham did not discuss these passages in depth, but his presen-
tation of the evidence in chart form indicates agreement with our assessment.42 
Belleville disagreed with our handling of all these passages, citing each as having an 
inclusive meaning.43 Epp disagreed with our assessment of the four by arguing 
against our interpretation of the one example we handled in depth.44 

I wish to argue more carefully here that these passages support our thesis and 
cannot be considered inclusive. Here is what we said originally about the inscrip-
tions: 

In TAM 2.905.1 west wall. coll. 2.5.18 we read the description of a man who is 
‘not only foremost in his own country, but also well known to the outside popu-
lation’ (ÇĤ ÄŦÅÇÅ ëÅ Ìĉ È¸ÌÉţ»À ÈÉŪÌÇÍ, ÒÂÂÛ Á¸Ė ëÅ ÌŊ ì¿Å¼À ëÈÀÊŢÄÇÍ). Here 
the person who is ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË is called such only in relation to outsiders (ÈÉľÌÇË is 
used in relation to his own countrymen). It is not insignificant that ëÅ plus the 
dative personal noun is used: the man is well known to a group of which he is 
not a member. Similar idioms are found in Asia Minor TAM 2.1–3.838; TAM 
2.1–3. 905 west wall. coll. 3.12; and Fd Xanth 7.76.1.1.1.1.4. In each instance the 
group that the individual is well known to but is not a part of is mentioned with 
ëÅ plus the dative.45 

Here is Belleville’s citation of Asia Minor TAM II 838 defg.3–4:46 

TAM II, 1–3 838 (Asia Minor): ĝ Á¸Ė 
Ì¸ÊÚЪ» Ъ̧Ë ¹Ъй, ĝ ÈÇÂ¼ĕÌ¾Ë ÷ÄľÅ, ÒÅüÉ ºñÅ¼À 
Á¸Ė ÒÆĕß ÈÉľÌÇË ÌýË ÈĠÂ¼ÇË (sic) ÷ÄľÅ, ëÈĕÊ¾ÄÇË »ò Á¸Ė ëÅ ÌŊ ì¿Å¼À, … (… 
foremost in our city but also prominent in the nation [i.e. prominent among the na-
tionals] …)47 

Here is the relevant citation with a few more lines of context: 

ëÈЪ¼ЪĖЪ [
Ì] ¾ЪÊЪ ÀÁЪÂЪýЪËЪÁ¸Ė 
Ì¸ÊÚЪ» Ъ̧Ë ¹Ъй, ĝÈÇÂ¼ĕÌ¾Ë ÷ÄľÅ, ÒÅüÉ ºñÅ¼À Á¸Ė ÒÆĕß 
ÈÉľÌÇË ÌýË ÈĠÂ¼ÇË (sic) ÷ÄľÅ, ëÈĕÊ¾ÄÇË »ò Á¸Ė ëÅ ÌŊ ì¿Å¼À, ºñÅÇÍË Â¸ÄÈÉÇı Á¸Ė 
ëÈÀÊûÄÇÍ Á¸Ė ÈÉļÌÇÍ ÌýË ÈĠÂ¼ÑË ÷ÄľÅ {ëÈĕÊ¾ÄÇË »ò Á Ъ̧Ė ëÅ ÌŊ ì¿Å¼À,} 

Important to note is the implicit contrast between the relationship of the individual 
mentioned to his city and to the larger entity of the nation. In the beginning of the 

                                                 
42 Ibid. 177. 
43 Belleville, “Re-examination” 245. 
44 Epp, “Junia/Junias” 286–87. 
45 Burer and Wallace, “Junia” 88. 
46 Based upon the current implementation of the Packard Humanities Institute “Searchable Greek 

Inscriptions” website, available at http://epigraphy.packhum.org/inscriptions, I have changed the cita-
tion forms slightly from our original article and from Belleville’s to make them easier for the reader to 
locate in that database. 

47 Belleville, “Re-examination” 245. 
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citation, this man is called ÈÇÂ¼ţÌ¾Ë, which identifies him as a citizen of the particu-

lar ÈŦÂÀË. This phrase could be translated, “our citizen, a man by nature and worth 

first over our city.” Similar to what we noted originally in our footnote 53, there is a 

contrast made in the next phrase, the »š invoking the slight contrast and the ascen-

sive Á¸ţ adding additional focus: “and also well known to the nation.” There is a 

sense of separation, as the city is the locale of which the man is most naturally con-

strued as a part, but the nation is on a different, broader level. Note that the pos-

sessive pronoun is used with ÈÇÂ¼ţÌ¾Ë and ÈŦÂ¼ÇË but not with ì¿Å¼À. More to the 

point of our thesis note the construction ÈÉľÌÇË plus genitive to indicate “first over 

our city” of which the man is a part, and then note ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË plus ëÅ plus dative to 

indicate “well known to the nation,” which is not the primary relationship the au-

thor wishes to address. Of course the man is part of the nation, but his member-

ship within that entity is not the focus of the language; his citizenship of the city is. 

Unless the genitive and dative expressions mean the same thing, the first has to be 

inclusive while the second has to be exclusive. To make the argument stronger, 

note the following words that continue the description: “of a race/clan that is 

bright and notable and first among our city.” Here we see ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË plus genitive to 

indicate “notable among,” strengthened by the presence of two other superlative 

adjectives plus the possessive pronoun. In this one example, both parts of our the-

sis are seen and validated, so this passage does not support the inclusive view as 

Belleville asserts, nor is it the point of focus that Epp wishes to adopt in his discus-

sion.48 Note as well that Belleville’s clarification of the phrase under consideration 

as “among the nationals” is invalid, as the text has the singular noun ì¿Å¼À following 

the dative.49 

Here is Belleville’s citation of Asia Minor TAM II 905 W. wall.col. II.16–18: 

TAM II west wall. coll. 2.5 (Asia Minor): — — — — — —, È¸ÌÉġË 
�ÈÇÂÂÑÅ]ĕÇÍ [»Ė]Ë ÌÇıЪ 
¸Â[ÂÀÚ»ÇÍ ÇĤ ÄĠÅÇÅ ë]Å ЪÌЪĉÈ] Ъ̧ÌÉĕ»À ÈÉļÌÇÍ, ÒÂЪÂÛ [Á¸Ė 
ëÅ ÌŊ ì¿]Å¼À ëÈÀÊûЪÄÇÍ {Ë} (--------, not only foremost in his native town but also 

prominent in the nation [i.e. among the nationals] …)50 

In my opinion our original assessment of this text stands, but there is an addi-

tional piece of data from the citation we should have discussed to strengthen our 

argument. Following ëÈÀÊŢÄÇÍ in this citation is the phrase Á¸Ė »À¸ÈÉ¼ÈÇıË. This is 

synonymous to ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË; »À¸ÈÉšÈÑ means “appear prominent or conspicuous, 

strike the eye,”51 which might on its own support the exclusive view, but LSJ also 

offers the meaning “to be eminent,” which might support the inclusive view. The 

prepositional modifiers listed for this latter meaning in LSJ are key: ìÅ ÌÀÅÀ and ëÈţ 
ÌÀÅÀ. The likely difference in meaning between these two phrases would be “to be 

eminent” to someone, that is, in their opinion, when used with the preposition ëÅ, 

                                                 
48 Epp, “Junia/Junias” 286–87. 

49 Belleville offers this same translation for the next two inscriptions, but it is invalid in those texts 

for the same reason. 

50 Belleville, “Re-examination” 245. 

51 LSJ 409. 
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or over someone when used with the preposition ëÈţ. These coincide well with the 

exclusive and inclusive uses. Here »À¸ÈÉ¼ÈÇıË is used in parallel with ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË, 
both of which are connected to ëÅ plus dative; their synonymous lexical meanings 

imply that their collocations are also synonymous, that is, »À¸ÈÉ¼ÈÇıË plus ëÅ plus 

dative is similar in meaning to ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË plus ëÅ plus dative. In this passage the re-

sultant meaning would be “well known, eminent to/in the opinion of” someone, 

which is the exclusive view. 

The third passage is similar to the other inscriptions we cited. Here is Belle-

ville’s citation of Asia Minor TAM II 905 W. wall.col. III.12.60–62: 

TAM II west wall. coll. 3.12 (Asia Minor): ÈÉÇºŦÅÑÅ �ÍÁÀ¸[ÉÏľÅ Á¸Ė ë]Å ÄòÅ 
Ì¸ėË È¸ÌÉţÊÀÅ ÈÉÑÌ¼ÍŦÅÌÑÅ, [ëÅ »ò ÌŊ ì¿]ÅЪ¼ЪÀ ЪëЪÈÀÊŢÄÑÅ Á¸Ė Â¸ÄÈÉľÅ Á¸Ė Á¸¿’ 
î[ÁŠÊÌ¾]ÅЪÒÉÏü[Å] (… president of the Lycians and not only foremost in our na-

tive towns but also esteemed and illustrious in the nation [i.e. among the nation-

als] …).52 

Here is the passage with some important prior context: 

ĝ ÈÉÇ¼ÆÀĽÅ ÒÉÏÀÎŧÂ¸Æ �ÍÁţÑ[Å, ÒÅüÉ Á¸]ĖЪ ºЪšÅ¼À Á¸Ė ÒÆţß Á¸Ė ÎÉÇÅŢÄ¸ÌÀ Á¸Ė 
Ä¼ÌÉЪÀŦÌ¾ÌÀ ¹ţ]ÇÍ ÁÇÊÄÇŧÄ¼ÅÇË, ÈÉÇºŦÅÑÅ �ÍÁÀ¸[ÉÏľÅ Á¸Ė ë]Å ÄòÅ Ì¸ėË È¸ÌÉţÊÀÅ 
ÈÉÑÌ¼ÍŦÅÌÑÅ, [ëÅ »ò ÌŊ ì¿]ÅЪ¼ЪÀ ЪëЪÈÀÊŢÄÑÅ Á¸Ė Â¸ÄÈÉľÅ Á¸Ė Á¸¿’ î[ÁŠÊÌ¾] 
ÅЪÒÉÏü[Å] 

The preceding context refers to a single individual, one Opramoas of Apollonius. 

This passage includes the same idiom as above, namely, that the individual is ex-

tolled relative to his own group and then relative to those outside his group. This is 

the best way to understand the ÄšÅ … »š construction and the juxtaposition of 
È¸ÌÉĕÊÀÅ and ì¿Å¼À. 

Belleville argues that we have misrepresented the meaning of the inscription 

Asia Minor FdXanth VII 76.6. She states, “the subject matter has to do with a 

prominent ally among Rome’s alliances: ëÅ Ì¸ėË ĨÈòÉ tÑÄЪ¸ĕÑÅ] ÊÍÄÄ¸Ïĕ¸ÀË 
ëÈĕЪÊ¾ÄÇÅ?] º¼ÅĠÄ¼ÅÇÅ.”53 But this is not a correct interpretation of the passage. 

Prior context, specifically in section 75, illuminates the topic: a man named 


¸ÂÂĕ¸Å who is praised because of his excellent service to the Lycian League. His 

connection to Rome is strong because he served as priest to the goddess of Rome 

and as an ambassador to leaders. If allies are mentioned, the most natural way to 

understand this discussion is Callias vis-à-vis the allies, not as part of them. This is 

strengthened further by the fact that he is an individual, and the entity in the dative 

case connected to ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË is an ally to Rome; this also explains the difference in 

gender between ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇÅ and ÊÍÄÄ¸Ïĕ¸ÀË. The most natural way then to take this 

passage is exclusive. Callias is either “distinguished in the estimation of” or “well 

known to” the allies of Rome, of which he is not a part. 

d. Classical literary texts. In our original article we discussed three classical liter-

ary texts relative to our thesis. We argued that Lycurgus, Ag. Leo. 129 uses ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË 

                                                 
52 Belleville, “Re-examination” 245. 
53 Ibid. 246. 



742 JOURNAL OF THE EVANGELICAL THEOLOGICAL SOCIETY 

plus dative in an exclusive sense. Belleville does not discuss this passage. Epp and 
Bauckham agree with our assessment.54 We argued that Euripides, Bacch. 967 uses 
ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË plus dative in an exclusive sense. Belleville does not discuss this passage. 
Bauckham agrees with our assessment.55 Epp states, “I would question whether 
[this passage] is so clearly exclusive—when it refers to Pentheus as ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇÅ ěÅÌ¸ 
ÈÜÊÀÅ,” but he gives no reason against our assessment.56 We argued that Euripides, 
Hipp. 103 uses ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË plus ëÅ plus dative with an exclusive sense. Bauckham and 
Epp agree with our assessment.57 Belleville agrees with our assessment, although 
she dismisses its weight: “Of all the examples listed by Burer and Wallace as exclu-
sive, only Euripides Hippolytus 103 is truly so. But it is also five centuries earlier than 
the other examples and at a time when ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË had not yet acquired a compara-
tive sense.”58 Based upon the research I have done, I see no evidence that the 
meaning of ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË changed with the centuries as to whether it could carry a 
comparative sense. It would have helped Belleville’s case if she had listed some 
evidence for her claim, but none was given. Note that the rejoinders were practical-
ly unanimous in their agreement with our assessment of these texts as exclusive. 

e. Hellenistic literary texts. We discussed a number of Hellenistic literary texts in 
our original article. The first group of passages we discussed as mixed evidence for 
our thesis, but this was mitigated by the fact that they were impersonal. We first 
mentioned Lucian, Dial. meretr. 1.2 as a passage that uses ëÅ plus dative with an in-
clusive sense against our thesis. Belleville does not discuss this passage. Epp and 
Bauckham agree with our assessment.59 We argued that Philo, Fug. 10 uses ëÅ plus 
dative with an inclusive sense against our thesis. Bauckham, Epp, and Belleville all 
agree with our assessment.60 We argued that Galen, De Meth. Med. 14.10.242 uses 
the genitive with an inclusive sense, which actually fits our thesis. Belleville does 
not discuss this passage. Epp agrees with our assessment.61 Bauckham agrees with 
our assessment but incorrectly places the passage under the heading of ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË 
plus ëÅ plus dative, not ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË plus genitive.62 

Next we discussed examples from Hellenistic texts that were personal. We ar-
gued that Lucian, Harm. 1.17 uses ëÅ plus dative in an exclusive sense. This passage 
generated some discussion. Bauckham agreed with our assessment.63 Epp agreed, 
but he inexplicably argues that ëÅ is not present in this text.64 Belleville argued that 
this should be considered inclusive. The phrase in question is Á¸Ė Ìġ ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇÅ ¼čÅ¸À 

                                                 
54 Bauckham, Gospel Women 177; Epp, “Junia/Junias” 287. 
55 Bauckham, Gospel Women 177. 
56 Epp, “Junia/Junias” 287. 
57 Ibid.; Bauckham, Gospel Women 177. 
58 Belleville, “Re-examination” 247. 
59 Bauckham, Gospel Women 177; Epp, “Junia/Junias” 287. 
60 Bauckham, Gospel Women 177; Epp, “Junia/Junias” 287; Belleville, “Re-examination” 245. 
61 Epp, “Junia/Junias” 287. 
62 Bauckham, Gospel Women 177. 
63 Ibid. 
64 Epp, “Junia/Junias” 287. 
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ëÅ ÈÂŢ¿¼ÊÀ. Belleville translates this as “and to be the conspicuous one in a crowd,”65 but 
this translation is not defensible. In this piece Harmonides the flute player discusses 
with his teacher Timotheus how to gain fame and notoriety for his artistic ability. 
He is not seeking to distinguish himself among other flautists or musicians; rather 
he seeks fame among the population at large. Here is the passage with some addi-
tional context: 

ÌÛ ÄšºÀÊÌ¸ »ò Á¸Ė ĻÅ ïÅ¼Á¸ ëÈ¼¿ŧÄ¾Ê¸ ÌýË ¸ĤÂ¾ÌÀÁýË, ÇĤÏ ĝÉľ ÈľË ÔÅ ÒÈ’ 
¸ĤÌýË ÄÇÀ ÈÉÇÊºšÅÇÀÌÇ, ÷ »ŦÆ¸ ÷ È¸ÉÛ ÌľÅ ÈÇÂÂľÅ Á¸Ė Ìġ ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇÅ ¼čÅ¸À ëÅ 
ÈÂŢ¿¼ÊÀ Á¸Ė »¼ţÁÅÍÊ¿¸À ÌŊ »¸ÁÌŧÂĿ, Á¸Ė ôÅ ÈÇÍ Î¸Åľ, ¼Ĥ¿İË ëÈÀÊÌÉšÎ¼Ê¿¸À 
ÈŠÅÌ¸Ë ¼ĊË ëÄò Á¸Ė Âšº¼ÀÅ ÌÇĥÅÇÄ¸, ÇīÌÇË "ÉÄÇÅţ»¾Ë ëÁ¼ėÅŦË ëÊÌÀÅ ĝ ÓÉÀÊÌÇË 
¸ĤÂ¾ÌŢË. 

But the most important thing, even for which I set my heart upon flute playing, 
I do not see how it will come to me from playing—glory from many, to be the 
one noticed by the crowd and to be pointed at by the finger, and wherever I ap-
pear immediately all to turn around towards me and say my name, “This is 
Harmonides; he is the best flautist.”  

The whole tenor of this passage points to an exclusive meaning for ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË: Har-
monides seeks to be an exceptional flautist and thus be recognized and pointed out 
by all. Even if he is in the midst of a crowd, he will be separated from them by the 
recognition that he is the best flute player, thus implicitly different from and not a 
part of them. 

The next passage we discussed was Lucian, Dial. mort. 6.1, but we mistakenly 
cited it as Peregr. 6.1. We identified this passage as using the genitive with an inclu-
sive idea. Belleville does not discuss this passage. Epp agrees with our assessment.66 
Bauckham agrees with our assessment by its placement on his chart, but also notes 
our citation error, for which we are thankful.67 

The next passage we discussed was Lucian, Merc. cond. 28,68 which generated a 
bit of discussion. In our original piece we stated that this was one text that offered 
a true grammatical parallel to Rom 16:7 with an inclusive idea and thus offered 
evidence against our thesis. All three rejoinders agreed with our assessment.69 In 
response to this assertion of an inclusive view in this passage, Heath R. Curtis has 
subsequently argued that in fact we were wrong and that this passage does in fact 
have an exclusive nuance.70 He asserts that we were misled by the Loeb Classical 
Library translation to treat this as inclusive; a proper understanding of this passage 
sees the slave as seeking to be so different from the others that he in fact becomes 
the director of their (metaphorical) chorus. Curtis states, “Lucian is warning his 

                                                 
65 Belleville, “Re-examination” 246. 
66 Epp, “Junia/Junias” 287. 
67 Bauckham, Gospel Women 177 n. 291. Bauckham notes that he was not able to find the citation. 

On the hunch that it was within Lucian, I was able to use the TLG advanced lemma search to find it.  
68 We originally cited this reference as 2.8, which was an error. 
69 Bauckham, Gospel Women 177; Epp, “Junia/Junias” 287; Belleville, “Re-examination” 245. 
70 Heath R. Curtis, “A Female Apostle? A Note Re-examining the Work of Burer and Wallace Con-

cerning ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË with ëÅ and the Dative,” ConJ 28 (2002) 437–40. 
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reader of the importance of what the other slaves will think because it is they who 
might report one’s behavior to higher authority. Therefore, one must ‘take pains to 
be conspicuous to the folks [slaves] who are praising and to be the chorus director [not 
a member of the claque].’”71 This idea of separation and difference between the 
larger group who praises and the one who becomes their leader supports the exclu-
sive view in this passage. Curtis is correct; thus we were incorrect in our original 
assessment: We should have argued that this passage from Lucian was exclusive and 
fit our pattern. Curtis’s work has strengthened our thesis. 

Here we also discussed Josephus, J.W. 2.418 as having an inclusive force for 
ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË with ëÅ plus the dative. Belleville agrees with our assessment, as do Epp 
and Bauckham.72 At present, however, I do not think that we properly assessed this 
passage in our original article. The text reads ÇĪË »ò ÈÉġË �ºÉţÈÈ¸Å ëÅ ÇđË öÊ¸Å 
ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇÀ �¸ıÂŦË Ì¼ Á¸Ė �ÅÌţÈ¸Ë Á¸Ė 
ÇÊÌŦ¹¸ÉÇË ÈÉÇÊŢÁÇÅÌ¼Ë ÌŊ ¹¸ÊÀÂ¼ė Á¸ÌÛ 
ºšÅÇË, “[The leaders sent] some to Agrippa, among whom were nobility: Saul and 
Antipas and Constobarus, who were related to the King.” We stated a hunch re-
garding a specialized use for ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇÀ in our original analysis: “But even this text is 
not a clean parallel: the relative clause is expected to consist of ëÅ plus the dative, 
and the adjective is almost functioning as a technical term, without any notion of 
comparative force.”73 Further research has led me to the conclusion that when used 
as a substantive ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË often has the meaning of “nobility, elite, upper class.” 
Take, for example, this passage: 

Joannes Chrysostomus Scr. Eccl. (AD 4–5), In Acta apostolorum (homiliae 1–55). 
Vol. 60 pg. 167 line 2.74 

pÉ¸ Ìġ ÓÌÍÎÇÅ ÌÇı �šÌÉÇÍ Á¸Ė Ìġ ëÈÀ¼ÀÁòË, ÈľË ÇĤ È¸ÉÛ Ì¸ŧÌþ ÄšÅ¼À, ÇĤ»ò 
È¸ÉÛ ÓÂÂĿ ÌÀÅĖ ÌľÅ ëÈÀÊŢÄÑÅ, ÒÂÂÛ È¸ÉÛ ¹ÍÉÊ¼ė· 

This passage illustrates this meaning well, as ÌÀÅĖ ÌľÅ ëÈÀÊŢÄÑÅ (“someone from 
the nobility”) is contrasted with a common laborer, È¸ÉÛ ¹ÍÉÊ¼ė (“with a tanner”). 
The reason this is important for the present discussion is that as a substantive with 
this meaning, the word loses comparative force and serves only to identify, not to 
compare. This meaning makes sense in Josephus, J.W. 2.418. Strong evidence that 
ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇÀ means “nobility” here is that Josephus describes the individuals men-
tioned as related to the king. Thus the sense of the phrase in question would lose 
comparative force and simply identify the individuals as among the nobility. The 
same issue would be in play in Lucian, Dial. mort. 438, which we originally identified 
as similar to this passage from Josephus.75 This passage reads 
¸Ė ÓÂÂÇÀ ÄòÅ ÈÇÂÂÇĖ 
                                                 

71 Ibid. 439. 
72 Bauckham, Gospel Women 177; Epp, “Junia/Junias” 288; Belleville, “Re-examination” 245. 
73 Burer and Wallace, “Junia” 89–90. 
74 This citation form is based on that given in the TLG database. Because I relied so heavily upon it 

for this research, I have decided to retain their naming conventions for authors and works, as well as 
their reference citation form, but I have removed the TLG canon numbers, used abbreviations to con-
serve space and changed the order slightly. 

75 Burer and Wallace, “Junia” 90 n. 65. Subsequent authors have pointed out that our original cita-
tion of Peregr. 22.2 was an error, for which we are thankful. 
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ÊÍºÁ¸Ìš¹¸ÀÅÇÅ ÷ÄėÅ, ëÅ ¸ĤÌÇėË »ò ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇÀ `ÊÄ¾ÅŦ»ÑÉŦË Ì¼ ĝ ÈÂÇŧÊÀÇË ĝ ÷ÄšÌ¼ÉÇË 
Á¸Ė �ÉÊŠÁ¾Ë ĝ �¾»ţ¸Ë ĩÈ¸ÉÏÇË Á¸Ė lÉÇţÌ¾Ë ĝ �ÉÄšÅÀÇË, “Now on the one hand 
many others were going down with us, but among them the nobility were 
Ismenodorus, a rich man from our town, Arsaces, the ruler of Media, and Oroites 
the Armenian.” Here the context reinforces the meaning of “nobility” for ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇÀ, 
as one of the individuals is specifically identified as rich and another is identified as 
a ruler. No comparative force would be meant here, so the issue of inclusive or 
exclusive would be off the table.76 So these two texts which we originally regarded 
as counter to our thesis actually should be removed from consideration as not par-
allel to Rom 16:7. 

5. A word about Chrysostom. One critique of our work concerns the evidence 
from Chrysostom. In his commentary on Romans he states essentially that Junia 
was a woman and had the title of apostle.77 Based upon this passage, many argue 
that the issue is essentially settled: If Chrysostom, who spoke Greek, thought that 
Junia was a woman and an apostle, who are we to argue differently?78 This argu-
ment is appropriate to a point, but it is not weighty enough to end all debate. I 
would agree that we should give credence to ancient commentators who were clos-
er linguistically to Paul than we are. This does not mean, however, that we are to 
accept their assessments and arguments without critical examination. As an exam-
ple, in our original article we discussed Epiphanius, Index discipulorum 125, who 
takes Junia to be a man, but he does the same with Prisca!79 We must value Chrys-
ostom’s place as a native speaker of Greek, but we cannot allow that estimation to 
prematurely end discussion of grammatical nuances that he himself theoretically 
could have misunderstood.80 If enough evidence can be given to counterbalance his 
interpretation, then one could reasonably conclude that Chrysostom misunder-
stood the Greek text he was reading. I would argue that we have given enough 
evidence to call Chrysostom’s interpretation here into question. Perhaps some will 
not be swayed, but we must still have the discussion. 

                                                 
76 This would be the case as well in a passage we did not discuss before: Cyrillus Alexandrinus The-

ol. (AD 4–5), Commentarius in Isaiam prophetam. Vol. 70 pg. 744 line 37. This passage reads pÌÀ »ò ÇĤÏĖ ëÅ 
ÄŦÅþ Ìĉ `»ÇÍÄ¸ţß »¸È¸Å¾¿ŢÊ¼Ì¸À ÈÂ¾¿İË, ÒÂÂÛ ºÛÉ Á¸Ė ÌľÅ ëÈÀÊŢÄÑÅ ëÅ ¸ĤÌÇėË, ÈÂ¼ţÊÌ¾ Ì¼ ĞÊ¾ Á¸Ė 
ëÂ¼¼ÀÅü º¼ÅŢÊ¼Ì¸À ÈÌľÊÀË, “And because not in only Idumea will the throng be consumed, for indeed 
even from the nobility among them; both the greatest and the pitied will experience calamity.” The best 
sense of the passage is that ÌľÅ ëÈÀÊŢÄÑÅ is substantival with ëÅ ¸ĤÌÇėË identifying the larger group, “the 
nobility among them.”  

77 Hom. Rom. 31. 
78 See, e.g., Epp, “Junia/Junias” 289–90. 
79 Burer and Wallace, “Junia” 77. 
80 Moisés Silva presents a balanced discussion of how Chrysostom can be appropriately evaluated 

on this score (Interpreting Galatians: Explorations in Exegetical Method [2d ed.; Grand Rapids: Baker, 2001] 
29–31). 
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IV. REVIEW OF NEW EVIDENCE 

In my new search of the TLG database, I examined each of the 1,668 relevant 

texts for five data points:81 (1) the form of the adjective ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË, whether it was 

positive, comparative, or superlative; (2) its grammatical use in context; (3) the 

presence of any adjuncts; (4) whether the adjuncts were personal or impersonal; 

and (5) whether the sense was inclusive or exclusive. Then I assessed whether the 

text was evidence for or against either part of our thesis. Of these 1,668 texts, 108 

are appropriate for consideration, and all but one of these support our thesis, 

namely, that ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË plus genitive carries an inclusive meaning while ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË 
plus (ëÅ plus) dative carries an exclusive meaning. The one text that does not sup-

port our thesis is not an exact parallel to Rom 16:7 because it involves impersonal 

nouns. I found no new texts to support the arguments of the rejoinders, namely, 

that ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË plus a personal dative has an inclusive meaning. 

1. Evidence that supports ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË plus genitive as inclusive, e.g. “notable among.” Be-

cause there is not much debate concerning our assertions regarding ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË plus 

genitive as inclusive, as this nuance is in keeping with expected grammatical usage, 

for space considerations I simply list citations grouped by author which support 

this part of our thesis. Each of these passages uses ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË plus genitive with an 

inclusive idea. These seventy-one texts show that Paul had this grammatical struc-

ture as a legitimate option for an inclusive meaning in Rom 16:7 had that been his 

intention regarding Junia and her relationship to the apostles, but instead he used 

ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË plus ëÅ plus dative. 

x Aelius Aristides Rhet. (AD 2), `Ê¿ÄÀÁġË ¼ĊË �ÇÊ¼À»ľÅ¸. Jebb pg. 25 line 2. 

x Aelius Herodianus et Pseudo–Herodianus Gramm. et Rhet. (AD 2), De 
prosodia catholica. Part+volume 3,1 pg. 326 line 18. 

x Aesopus et Aesopica Scr. Fab. (6 BC), Fabulae. Fable 174 version 1 line 4. 

x Agathemerus Geogr. (post 1 BC), Geographiae informatio. Sec. 23 line 3. 

x Astrologica (date varia), �¼ÉĖ ÅÇÊÇŧÅÌÑÅ (e cod. Laur. plut. 28, 34, fol. 18). 
Vol. 1 pg. 127 line 8. 

x Basilius Caesariensis Theol. (AD 4), Epistulae. Epistle 252 sec. 1 line 7. 

x Claudius Ptolemaeus Math. (AD 2), Geographia (lib. 4–8). Bk. 4 chp. 5 sec. 

38 line 2; Bk. 5 chp. 1 sec. 10 line 1. 

x Clemens Romanus et Clementina Theol. (AD 1), Homiliae [Sp.]. Homily 12 

chp. 2 sec. 3 line 1. 

x Ctesias Hist. et Med. (5–4 BC), Fragmenta. Volume-Jacoby-F 3c,688,F frg. 

1b line 39;82 frg. 1b line 708;83 frg. 45 line 535. 

x Cyrillus Alexandrinus Theol. (AD 4–5), Commentarii in Joannem. Vol. 1 pg. 

238 line 27; Commentarius in Isaiam prophetam. Vol. 70 pg. 228 line 57; Com-
mentarius in xii prophetas minores. Vol. 1 pg. 186 line 17; Vol. 2 pg. 357 line 

                                                 
81 As a reminder to the reader, these texts contain the word ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË and occur before the 5th cen-

tury AD. 
82 Similarly Diodorus Siculus Hist. (1 BC), Bibliotheca historica (lib. 1–20). Bk. 2 chp. 2 sec. 2 line 4. 
83 Similarly Diodorus Siculus Hist. (1 BC), Bibliotheca historica (lib. 1–20). Bk. 2 chp. 24 sec. 2 line 2. 
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18; De adoratione et cultu in spiritu et veritate. Vol. 68 pg. 281 line 24; Epistulae 
paschales sive Homiliae paschales (epist. 1–6). Homily 5 sec. 1 line 39; Epistulae 
paschales sive Homiliae paschales (epist. 1–30). Vol. 77 pg. 500 line 51; Vol. 77 

pg. 472 line 42;84 Expositio in Psalmos. Vol. 69 pg. 1060 line 36; Vol. 69 pg. 

1068 line 2; Glaphyra in Pentateuchum. Vol. 69 pg. 244 line 36; Vol. 69 pg. 

380 line 56. 

x Demetrius Gramm. (3–2 BC), Fragmenta. Frg. 23b line 6. 

x Diodorus Siculus Hist. (1 BC), Bibliotheca historica (lib. 1–20). Bk. 2 chp. 11 

sec. 1 line 6; Bk. 11 chp. 84 sec. 7 line 7; Bk. 13 chp. 27 sec. 5 line 3; Bk. 

14 chp. 41 sec. 4 line 4; Bk. 14 chp. 77 sec. 5 line 2; Bk. 16 chp. 27 sec. 3 

line 5; Bk. 19 chp. 19 sec. 4 line 4; Bk. 27 chp. 17 sec. 1 line 1. 

x Diogenes Phil. Babylonius (2 BC), Testimonia et fragmenta. Frg. 104 line 2. 

x Eusebius Theol. et Scr. Eccl. (AD 4), Historia ecclesiastica. Bk. 2 chp. 10 sec. 

1 line 5; Bk. 4 chp. 18 sec. 6 line 2; Bk. 5 chp. 1 sec. 1 line 2; Bk. 6 chp. 30 

sec. 1 line 4; Bk. 8 chp. 13 sec. 3 line 2; Bk. 8 chp. 14 sec. 15 line 2; Ono-
masticon. Pg. 22 line 15.  

x Eutropius Hist. (AD 4), Breviarium ab urbe condita (Paeanii translatio). Bk. 3 

chp. 14 line 17; Bk. 6 chp. 8 line 16; Bk. 7 chp. 16 line 2. 

x Flavius Josephus Hist. (AD 1), Antiquitates Judaicae. Bk. 4 chp. 174 line 3; 

Bk. 13 chp. 129 line 1; Bk. 16 chp. 16 line 2; De bello Judaico libri vii. Bk. 6 

sec. 381 line 1. 

x Heliodorus Scr. Erot. (AD 3), Aethiopica. Bk. 10 chp. 3 sec. 2 line 4. 

x Hephaestion Gramm. (AD 2), Enchiridion de metris. Pg. 36 line 6; Pg. 38 

line 6. 

x Herodianus Hist. (AD 2–3), Ab excessu divi Marci. Bk. 1 chp. 7 sec. 4 line 5. 

x Joannes Chrysostomus Scr. Eccl. (AD 4–5), Adversus oppugnatores vitae mo-
nasticae (lib. 1–3). Vol. 47 pg. 340 line 7; In epistulam i ad Corinthios (homiliae 
1–44). Vol. 61 pg. 169 line 17; In illud: Vidi dominum (homiliae 1–6). Homily 

6 sec. 2 line 27. 

x Lucianus Soph. (AD 2), Nigrinus. Sec. 24 line 8. 

x Marcianus Geogr. (AD 3–5), Periplus maris exteri. Bk. 2 sec. A line 26. 

x Menander Rhet. (AD 3–4), �¼ÉĖ ëÈÀ»¼ÀÁÌÀÁľÅ. Spengel pg. 393 line 6. 

x Palladius Scr. Eccl. (AD 4–5), Dialogus de vita Joannis Chrysostomi. Pg. 108 

line 20. 

x Philostorgius Scr. Eccl. (AD 4–5), Historia ecclesiastica (fragmenta e passione 
Artemii). Bk. 7 frg. 3a line 4; Historia ecclesiastica (fragmenta ap. Photium). Bk. 

10 frg. 8 line 7. 

x Porphyrius Phil. (AD 3), Introductio in tetrabiblum Ptolemaei. Vol. 54 pg. 195 

line 6. 

x <Pythagoras> Phil. (6–5 BC), Testimonia. Frg. 18 line 2.85 

                                                 
84 Similarly Cyrillus Alexandrinus Theol. (AD 4–5), Epistulae paschales sive Homiliae paschales (epist. 1–6). 

Homily 4 sec. 1 line 11. 

85 Similarly Hermippus Hist. et Gramm. (3 BC), Fragmenta. Frg. 22 line 3; and Flavius Josephus Hist. 

(AD 1), Contra Apionem (= De Judaeorum vetustate). Bk. 1 sec. 163 line 2. 
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x Scholia in Aristophanem, Scholia in plutum (scholia vetera et fort. recentiora sub auc-

tore Moschopulo) (date varia). Argumentum-scholion sch plut verse 179 line 
39. 

x Scholia in Aristophanem, Commentarium in plutum (recensio 1) (scholia recentiora 

Tzetzae) (date varia). Argumentum-dramatis personae-scholion sch plut 
verse 179 line 22. 

x Scholia in Homerum, Scholia in Iliadem (scholia vetera) (= D scholia) (date varia). 
Book of Iliad 20 verse 3 line of scholion 8. 

x Scholia in Homerum, Scholia in Iliadem (scholia vetera) (date varia). Book of Iliad 
11 verse 110–1 line of scholion 2. 

x Strabo Geogr. (1 BC–AD 1), Geographica. Bk. 10 chp. 1 sec. 7 line 6. 
x Theodoretus Theol. et Scr. Eccl. (AD 4–5), Interpretatio in Danielem. Vol. 81 

pg. 1356 line 49. 
x Theodorus Mopsuestenus Theol. (AD 4–5), Expositio in psalmos (in catenis). 

Psalm 44 verse 14a line 9. 
x Theon Math. (AD 4), uÈŦÄÅ¾Ä¸ ¼ĊË ÌÇİË ÈÉÇÏ¼ţÉÇÍË �ÌÇÂ¼Ä¸ţÇÍ Á¸ÅŦÅ¸Ë 

(commentarium magnum) (lib. 1–3). ST number 315 pg. 95 line 14. 
2. Evidence that supports ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË plus (ëÅ plus) dative as exclusive, e.g. “well known 

to.” Because this aspect of our thesis is the most debated, I will present this evi-
dence more explicitly. First I list with translation and comment ten illustrative texts. 
Then I list twenty-six other passages, including Greek text, translation, and their 
five data points. All of these passages use ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË plus (ëÅ plus) dative with an 
exclusive sense; thirty-five are personal, and one is impersonal. They confirm an 
exclusive meaning as much more likely than inclusive for Rom 16:7, which involves 
ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË plus ëÅ plus dative with personal nouns. 

a. Texts with translation and comment. Cyrillus Alexandrinus Theol. (AD 4–5), 
Expositio in Psalmos. Vol. 69 pg. 1057 line 30. pÌÀ »ò º¼ºŦÅ¸ÊÀÅ ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇÀ Á¸Ė 
ÒÈŦ¹Â¼ÈÌÇÀ ÌÇėË ÖÈ¸ÅÌ¸ÏÇı. “And because they had become notable to and ad-
mired by those everywhere.” (1) positive, (2) positive, (3) dative, (4) personal, (5) 
exclusive. Two factors reinforce the exclusive sense here: First, ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇÀ is parallel 
to ÒÈŦ¹Â¼ÈÌÇÀ, the latter of which means “to be gazed upon, admired.” This has to 
be taken in an exclusive sense, which means ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇÀ more likely carries that sense 
as well. Second, the adverb ÖÈ¸ÅÌ¸ÏÇı, here a substantive, points to others around 
them who hold them in high regard. 

Diodorus Siculus Hist. (1 BC), Bibliotheca historica (lib. 21–40). Bk. 37 chp. 2 sec. 
4 line 3. <ÈÇÂšÄÇÍÅ »ò tÑÄ¸ţÇÀË �¸ÍÅėÌ¸À, �ÊÁÇÂ¸ÅÇţ, �¼ÍÁ¸ÅÇţ, �ÀÁ¼ÅÌėÅÇÀ, 
�ÑÂ¸ÅÇţ, Á¸Ė ïÌ¼É¸À ÈŦÂ¼ÀË Á¸Ė ì¿Å¾· ëÅ ÇđË ëÈÀÊ¾ÄÇÌŠÌ¾ Á¸Ė Ä¼ºţÊÌ¾ Á¸Ė ÁÇÀÅü 
ÈŦÂÀË ÓÉÌÀ ÊÍÅÌ¼Ì¼Â¼ÊÄšÅ¾ ÌÇėË `Ì¸ÂÀŪÌ¸ÀË Ìġ 
ÇÉÎţÅÀÇÅ öÅ.86 “Now at war with 
the Romans were the Samnites, the Askolonites, the Leukanites, the Pikentinites, 
the Nolanites, and other cities and nations, among whom the most esteemed and 
greatest and common city at present counted by the Italians was Korphinios.” (1) 
superlative, (2) superlative, (3) dative, (4) personal, (5) exclusive. The relevant clause 

                                                 
86 This wording is repeated in Posidonius Phil., Fragmenta (Theiler) (2–1 BC). Frg. 223 line 2. 
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begins with ëÅ ÇđË, which itself is inclusive, as it refers to Korphinios among the 

entities at war with Rome. The pertinent phrase in question, however, is not ëÅ ÇđË 
but ÌÇėË `Ì¸ÂÀŪÌ¸ÀË. This should be considered exclusive, as the phrase 

ÊÍÅÌ¼Ì¼Â¼ÊÄšÅ¾ ÌÇėË `Ì¸ÂÀŪÌ¸ÀË indicates the assessment of Korphinios, a city, by 

the Italians, a group of people. To call this inclusive would create an odd relation-

ship between the two entities. 

Ephraem Syrus Theol. (AD 4), Ad imitationem proverbiorum. Pg. 187 line 6. 

�ÀÊÌ¼ŧ¼ÀÅ »ò »¼ė ĞÌÀ, ëÛÅ ĨÈÇÄ¼ţÅÑÄ¼Å ¸ĤÌŦÅ, ìÊÌÀ Á¸ÉÈġË Ìĉ ëÉº¸Êţß ÷ÄľÅ. �šÂÑ 
ÈÉ¸ÁÌÀÁġË ¼čÅ¸À Á¸Ė ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË ëÅ ÌÇėË Ò»¼ÂÎÇėË õ ¸É¸¹¸ţÅ¼ÀÅ ëÅÌÇÂÛË Á¸Ė ¼čÅ¸À 
¸ĤÌÇėË ¹»¼ÂÍÁÌŦË. “And it is necessary to believe that, if we wait for him, there is 

fruit in our work. I want to be practical and well known to the brothers or to trans-

gress commandments and to be abominable to them.” (1) positive, (2) positive, (3) 

 ƭ plus dative, (4) personal, (5) exclusive. The parallel phrase ¼čÅ¸À ¸ĤÌÇėËۂ
¹»¼ÂÍÁÌŦË logically is exclusive in force, which reinforces the exclusive sense for 

ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË ëÅ ÌÇėË Ò»¼ÂÎÇėË. 
Gregorius Nyssenus Theol. (AD 4), In inscriptiones Psalmorum. Vol. 5 pg. 142 

line 15. Á¸ÌÛ ÌġÅ ¸ĤÌġÅ ÌÉŦÈÇÅ Á¸Ė ĝ »ÀÛ ÌÇÊÇŧÌÑÅ <ÒºŪÅÑÅ> Ì¸ėË Á¸ÌÛ ÌľÅ 
ëÏ¿ÉľÅ ÅţÁ¸ÀË ëººÍÄÅ¸Ê¿¼ĖË ëÈÀÊ¾ÄÇÌšÉ¸Ë ÌÛË ÅţÁ¸Ë î¸ÍÌŊ ÈÇÀ¼ė. “In the same way 

through such struggles, being practiced relative to victories over the enemies, even 

he makes the victories better known to himself.” (1) comparative, (2) comparative, 

(3) dative, (4) personal, (5) exclusive. The fact that the dative adjunct is the reflexive 

pronoun î¸ÍÌŊ implies a strong distinction between the person who receives the 

information and the thing esteemed as ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË. 
Historia Alexandri Magni, Recensio ơ sive Recensio vetusta (date varia). Bk. 2 chp. 21 

sec. 26 line 2. ĵÄÇÊ¸ ºÛÉ È¼ÉÀÎ¸Å¼ėË Á¸Ė ëÈÀÊŢÄÇÍË ĨÄÜË ÈÇÀýÊ¸À ÈÜÊÀÅ ÒÅ¿ÉŪÈÇÀË. 
“For I swear to make you evident and notable to all men.” (1) positive, (2) positive, 

(3) dative, (4) personal, (5) exclusive. The collocation with È¼ÉÀÎ¸Å¼ėË, which means 

“seen all around, conspicuous, evident,” has to be taken as exclusive and thus rein-

forces the exclusive nuance for the parallel use of ëÈÀÊŢÄÇÍË. 
Lucianus Soph. (AD 2), Apologia. Sec. 4 line 21. ĞÊĿ ºÇıÅ ÈÜÊÀÅ ëÈÀÊ¾ÄŦÌ¼ÉÇË 

¼čÅ¸À »ÇÁ¼ėË, ÌÇÊÇŧÌĿ Á¸Ì¸º¼Â¸ÊÌŦÌ¼ÉÇË ÔÅ »ŦÆ¼À¸Ë ¼čÅ¸À ÒÅÌÀÎÑÅÇıÅÌÇË ÌÇı ÅıÅ 
¹ţÇÍ ÌŊ ¹À¹ÂţĿ. “At any rate how greatly you seem to be more eminent to all, you 

might seem to be so much the more ridiculous when you answer from the present 

life in the book.” (1) comparative, (2) comparative, (3) dative, (4) personal, (5) ex-

clusive. The use of the verb »ÇÁšÑ in the context supports the idea that the dative 

shows those who have the mental perception about the entity identified as 

ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË. 
Lucianus Soph. (AD 2), Hermotimus. Sec. 44 line 11. ÌŊ »ò ëÅŠÌĿ ÂšÑÅ ìÊÌÑ 

ÌÇĤÈţÊ¾ÄÇÅ [crasis of Ìġ ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇÅ]. “Let a lion be the mark to the ninth [competi-

tor].” (1) positive, (2) substantival, (3) dative, (4) personal, (5) exclusive. The con-

text of this passage is how one might choose arrangements for an athletic match 

among an uneven number of competitors. Beads with drawings are placed in a jar, 

and the competitors draw the beads. Competitors are paired based upon matching 

beads. The bead with no match indicates the bye for the round; in this case that 

bead is marked with a lion. The mark on the bead is to be the distinguishing sign to 
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the competitor that he has the bye for that round. This reinforces the possibility 
that the dative can be used to indicate the receiver of information, much like in 
Rom 16:7. 

Prolegomena de Comoedia, De comoedia (date varia). Line 22. ĝ ÄšÅÌÇÀ º¼ 
�ÉÀÊÌÇÎŠÅ¾Ë Ä¼¿Ç»¼ŧÊ¸Ë Ì¼ÏÅÀÁŪÌ¼ÉÇÅ ÌľÅ Ä¼¿’ î¸ÍÌÇı ÌüÅ ÁÑÄĿ»ţ¸Å ëÅšÂ¸ÄÐ¼Å 
ëÅ ×È¸ÊÀÅ ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË ĚÎ¿¼ĖË ÇĩÌÑË Á¸Ė ÇĩÌÑË ÈÜÊ¸Å ÁÑÄĿ»ţ¸Å ëÄ¼ÂšÌ¾Ê¼. “Indeed 
at any rate Aristophanes after having dealt with the more skilled of those with him 
gained glory with the comedy thusly appearing prominent to all and thusly pursuing 
every comedy.” (1) positive, (2) elative, (3) ëÅ plus dative, (4) personal, (5) exclusive. 
The presence of the verb ĚÎ¿¼ţË reinforces the exclusive sense here for ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË 
because it focuses upon the mental perception of those who regard Aristophanes. 
Aristophanes is different than all the others because he gained more glory than 
them with comedy. 

Theodoretus Theol. et Scr. Eccl. (AD 4–5), Commentaria in Isaiam. Sec. 9 line 
121. ¼Ċ »š ÈÇÍ ëÅ ěÉÇÍË ÁÇÉÍÎĉ Äţ¸ ÈţÌÍË õ ÁÍÈŠÉÀÌÌÇË Á¸Ì¸Â¼ÀÎ¿¼ţ¾, (Âţ¸Å ëÊÌĖ) 
Ì(Çė)Ë È¸ÉÀÇıÊÀÅ ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË. “And if one pine anywhere on the mountain might be 
butted or a cypress left behind, it is exceedingly notable to those who are present.” 
(1) positive, (2) positive, (3) dative, (4) personal, (5) exclusive. Since trees are 
ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË and people the ones who notice it, this use is most likely exclusive. An 
inclusive sense here would be nonsensical. 

Scholia in Pindarum, Scholia in Pindarum (scholia vetera) (date varia). Ode O 1 
scholion 184a line 4. ¼ċ¾ Êò ÄòÅ ÌġÅ ÏÉŦÅÇÅ ÌÇıÌÇÅ ğÅ ½ľÄ¼Å ëÅ ĩÐ¼À Á¸Ė ¼Ĥ»¸ÀÄÇÅţß 
»À¸½ýÅ, ëÄò »ò ÌÇÊ¸ıÌ¸ ÌÇėË ÅÀÁ¾ÎŦÉÇÀË ÈÉÇÊ»À¸Âšº¼Ê¿¸À ÌÇėË ëºÁÑÄţÇÀË, ÈÉÇÎ¸Åý 
Á¸Ė ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇÅ ěÅÌ¸ »ÀÛ ÌüÅ ÊÇÎţ¸Å ëÅ ÌÇėË @ÂÂ¾ÊÀÅ. “Indeed it might be with refer-
ence to you [that] I was living in this time which we live in grandeur and prosperity, 
but with reference to me such things to the things which bring victory holding 
conversation to the laudatory odes, being manifest and notable because of wisdom 
to all the Greeks.” (1) positive, (2) positive, (3) ëÅ plus dative, (4) personal, (5) ex-
clusive. The use of ÈÉÇÎ¸Åý, which means “conspicuous, plain, clear,” has to be 
taken in an exclusive sense. This reinforces the exclusive sense for ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇÅ. 

b. Texts with Greek, translation, and data points only. Apophthegmata, Apophthegmata 
(collectio anonyma) (e cod. Coislin. 126) (date varia). Apophthegm 175 line 78. Á¸Ė ÇĩÌÑË 
ÈŠÂÀÅ Ìġ ¿¼ėÇÅ ÈÅ¼ıÄ¸ ëÅňÁ¾Ê¼Å ëÅ ¸ĤÌŊ, Á¸Ė ëºšÅ¼ÌÇ ÈÜÊÀÅ ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË, 
Ì¸È¼ÀÅÇÎÉÇÅľÅ, Á¸Ė Ìĉ ëÆÇÄÇÂÇºŢÊ¼À Á¸Ė Ìĉ ¼ĤÏ¸ÉÀÊÌţß ÈÉġË ÁŧÉÀÇÅ ¼ĤÎÉ¸ÅÌÀÁŦË.87 
“And thus again the divinity inhabited the spirit within him, and he became re-
markable to all, humble, and cheery to the confession and thankfulness to the 
Lord.” (1) positive, (2) positive, (3) dative, (4) personal, (5) exclusive. 

Cyrillus Alexandrinus Theol. (AD 4–5), Commentarius in Isaiam prophetam. Vol. 
70 pg. 16 line 27. �ÊÈ¼É ÌÇţÅÍÅ ëÈÀÊ¾ÄÇÌŠÌ¾ ºšºÇÅ¼Å ÷ ÈÉŦÊÂ¾ÐÀË ÌÇėË ëÆ `ÊÉ¸üÂ, 
ÇĩÌÑ ¹ÇŧÂ¼Ì¸À Á¸Ė ÌġÅ ÌýË ÒÈÇ¹ÇÂýË Äü ÒºÅÇ¼ėÊ¿¸À ÌÉŦÈÇÅ. “Therefore just as this 
assumption has become most well known to those from Israel, thus he [God] de-

                                                 
87 Similarly Apophthegmata, Apophthegmata patrum (collectio systematica) (cap. 1–9) (date varia). Chp. 5 par-

agraph 46 line 97. 
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sires even not to be ignorant of the life of the lost.” (1) superlative, (2) elative, (3) 
dative, (4) personal, (5) exclusive. 

Cyrillus Alexandrinus Theol. (AD 4–5), Commentarius in Isaiam prophetam. Vol. 
70 pg. 236 line 29. =ÊÇÅÌ¸À ÌÇţÅÍÅ Î¸Å¼ÉÇĖ, Î¾ÊĖ, ÌÇıÌ’ ìÊÌÀÅ, ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇÀ Á¸Ė �¼Ŋ 
ºÅÑÉÀÄŪÌ¸ÌÇÀ, Á¸Ė »À¸ÈÉ¼È¼ėË ëÅ ÁŦÊÄĿ. “Accordingly they will be visible, he says, 
that is, notable and well-known to God, and distinguished in the world.” (1) posi-
tive, (2) positive, (3) dative, (4) personal, (5) exclusive. 

Cyrillus Alexandrinus Theol. (AD 4–5), Commentarius in Isaiam prophetam. Vol. 
70 pg. 377 line 33. GÅ ÄòÅ ºÛÉ ÌŦ º¼ úÁÇÅ ¼ĊË »ŦÆ¸Å, ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË ëÅ ÒººšÂÇÀË, Á¸Ė ëÅ 
Ì¸ėË ÓÅÑ »ÍÅŠÄ¼ÊÀÅ È¼ÉÀÎ¸ÅüË, Á¸¿ŠÈ¼É ÒÄšÂ¼À Á¸Ė ëÅ ÌÇėË ÓÊÌÉÇÀË ?ÑÊÎŦÉÇË. 
“For indeed he was present in glory, prominent to angels, and manifest to all pow-
ers above, just as the morning star also is careless among the stars.” (1) positive, (2) 
positive, (3) ëÅ plus dative, (4) personal, (5) exclusive. 

Cyrillus Alexandrinus Theol. (AD 4–5), Commentarius in Isaiam prophetam. Vol. 
70 pg. 521 line 52. <ÎÉŦÅÇÍÅ Ì¼ Ä¼ºŠÂÑË ìÏÇÅÌ¼Ë Ä¾ÌšÉ¸ ÌüÅ �ŧÉÇÅ, ëÈÀÊ¾ÄÇÌŠÌ¾Å 
Ì¼ ĝÄÇı Á¸Ė ÒÂÁÀÄÑÌŠÌ¾Å ëÅ ÅŢÊÇÀË, Ì¸ėË Á¸ÌŠ º¼ Î¾ÄĖ ÌüÅ îň¸Å. “They [i.e. the 
Carthaginians] thought greatly [of themselves] because they had Tyre as their 
mother, which was at the same time the most excellent and most valiant to the 
islands which were, as I said, in the east.” (1) superlative, (2) superlative, (3) ëÅ plus 
dative, (4) impersonal, (5) exclusive. 

Cyrillus Alexandrinus Theol. (AD 4–5), Commentarius in xii prophetas minores. 
Vol. 1 pg. 61 line 2. Á¸Ì¸Ä¸ÉÌÍÉŢÊ¼À ºÛÉ ĹÊÈ¼É ÌýË ÌÇı `ÊÉ¸üÂ ÄÇÏ¿¾Éţ¸Ë 
ÒÎþÉ¾ÄšÅ¸ Ì¸ÍÌĖ, Á¸Ė ÌüÅ »ţÁ¾Å ¸ĤÌÇėË ëÈÀÊ¾ÄÇÌšÉ¸Å ëÉºŠÊ¼Ì¸À, Á¸Ė Á¸Ì¸Î¸Åý 
ÈÇÀŢÊ¼À ÌüÅ ĚÉºŢÅ. “For just as he will bear witness against the depravity of Israel, 
which has been taken from them, he also will make judgment more known to them, 
and he will make wrath manifest.” (1) comparative, (2) comparative, (3) dative, (4) 
personal, (5) exclusive. 

Cyrillus Alexandrinus Theol. (AD 4–5), Commentarius in xii prophetas minores. 
Vol. 2 pg. 278 line 13. ÈÂüÅ Ê¼ţÊÑ Á¸Ė ìÌÀ, ÌÇÍÌšÊÌÀÅ, ëÈţÊ¾ÄŦÅ ÌÀ Á¸Ė »À¸¹Ŧ¾ÌÇÅ 
ÌÇėË ÒÅÛ ÈÜÊ¸Å ÌüÅ ºýÅ ëÉºŠÊÇÄ¸À ÈŠÂÀÅ, ÄÇÅÇÅÇÍÏĖ Á¸Ì¸Ê¼ţÑÅ ÌÛ ÈŠÅÌ¸. “Never-
theless I will shake even still, that is, I will again make the entire earth something 
prominent and famous to those all around by throwing down all things in a single 
night.” (1) positive, (2) positive, (3) dative, (4) personal, (5) exclusive. 

Eunapius Hist. et Soph. (AD 4–5), Fragmenta historica. Vol. 1 pg. 236 line 18. 
�ÀÄÑÅţ»¾Ë· ÇīÌÇË öÅ ëÈĖ `Ç¹À¸ÅÇı ÌÇı ¹¸ÊÀÂšÑË »ÀÛ ÎÀÂÇÊÇÎţ¸Å ÈÜÊÀÅ 
ëÈÀÊ¾ÄŦÌ¸ÌÇË. “Simonides: He was during the time of Jovian the king through phi-
losophy most remarkable to all.” (1) superlative, (2) elative, (3) dative, (4) personal, 
(5) exclusive. 

Euripides Trag. (5 BC), Bacchae. Line 967. �À. ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇÅ ěÅÌ¸ ÈÜÊÀÅ. “Diony-
sus: Becoming remarkable to all.” (1) positive, (2) positive, (3) dative, (4) personal, 
(5) exclusive. 

Eusebius Theol. et Scr. Eccl. (AD 4), Commentarius in Isaiam. Bk. 1 sec. 80 line 
48. ÇĤ»ò ºÛÉ ĞÂÇË ëÅÀ¸ÍÌġË È¸É¼Â¼ŧÊ¼Ì¸À, Ä¼¿’ ğÅ ÷ ÈŠÂ¸À ëÈ¾ÉÄšÅ¾ Á¸Ė ÌÇėË ÈÜÊÀÅ 
ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË Á¸Ė »À¸Î¸ÅüË ÌľÅ ÍĎľÅ 
¾»ÛÉ ÈŦÂÀË ÒÎ¸ÅÀÊ¿ŢÊ¼Ì¸À. “For a year will not 
pass after which the city of the sons of Kedar raised long ago, prominent and visi-
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ble to all, will be hidden.” (1) positive, (2) elative, (3) dative, (4) personal, (5) exclu-

sive. 

Eusebius Theol. et Scr. Eccl. (AD 4), Praeparatio evangelica. Bk. 10 chp. 14 sec. 

11 line 1. ëºšÅ¼ÌÇ »’ ĝ ÒÅüÉ ëÈÀÊ¾ÄŦÌ¸ÌÇË ëÅ ÌÇėË @ÂÂ¾ÊÀ. “Now this man [Thales 

of Miletus] became most well known among the Greeks.” (1) superlative, (2) elative, 

(3) ëÅ plus dative, (4) personal, (5) exclusive. 

Flavius Josephus Hist. (AD 1), Antiquitates Judaicae. Bk. 10 chp. 240 line 4. 

ÌÇıÌÇ ºÛÉ ÈÇÀŢÊ¸ÅÌÀ ÈÇÉÎŧÉ¸Å »ŪÊ¼ÀÅ ëÅ»¼»ŧÊ¿¸À Á¸Ė ÏÉŧÊ¼ÇÅ È¼ÉĖ ¸ĤÏšÅ¸ 
ÊÌÉ¼ÈÌġÅ Á¸Ė Ìġ ÌÉţÌÇÅ ÌýË ÒÉÏýË ¸ĤÌÇı ÄšÉÇË ÌÀÄüÅ Á¸Ė ºšÉ¸Ë ÌýË ÊÇÎţ¸Ë, ĸË ÔÅ 
ëÆ ¸ĤÌľÅ ëÈÀÊ¾ÄŦÌ¸ÌÇË ºšÅÇÀÌÇ ÌÇėË ĝÉľÊÀ. “For by doing this, to give him [i.e. 

Daniel] purple to wear and a chain of gold about his neck and a third of his rule as 

a portion as honor and gift for his wisdom, so from them he might become most 

distinguished to those who saw.” (1) superlative, (2) elative, (3) dative, (4) personal, 

(5) exclusive. 

Historia Alexandri Magni, Recensio Byzantina poetica (cod. Marcianus 408) (date var-

ia). Line 2460. �Éß Á¸Âĉ ÈÉġË ÌüÅ �¼ŠÅ, �ÂšÆ¸Å»É¼, ÈÉÇÊýÂ¿¼Ë. <ÈţÊ¾ÄÇÅ 
º¼ÅšÊ¿¸À Ê¼ »¼ė Á¸ÌÛ ÈÜÊ¸Å ÈŦÂÀÅ Á¸Ė ÈÜÊÀ »ŢÄÇÀË ĸË ÒÊÌüÉ Á¸ÂġË ĨÈ¼É¼ÁÂŠÄÐ¼ÀË. 
“At this good hour you came to the goddess, Alexander. It is necessary for you to 

become famous among every city and to all districts; as a beautiful star you will be 

bright.” (1) positive, (2) positive, (3) dative, (4) personal, (5) exclusive. 

Historia Alexandri Magni, Recensio Byzantina poetica (cod. Marcianus 408) (date var-

ia). Line 3997. ěÄÅÍÄÀ ºÛÉ ÌüÅ �ÉŦÅÇÀ¸Å Á¸ĤÌüÅ ÌüÅ ÊÑÌ¾Éţ¸Å Ä¾ÌÉġË lÂÍÄÈÀŠ»ÇË 
ÄÇÍ, È¼ÉÀÎ¸Å¼ėË ÈÇÀŢÊÑ ĸË ëÈÀÊŢÄÇÍË ÌÇİË ¸ĤÌÇİË ÈÜÊÀÅ ÒÅ¿ÉŪÈÇÀË ÌŠÏ¼À.88 “For I 

swear even by Forethought [i.e. Athena] herself, the savior of my mother Olympia, 

I will quickly make them evident as well known to all men.” (1) positive, (2) posi-

tive, (3) dative, (4) personal, (5) exclusive. 

Historia Alexandri Magni, Recensio Ƣ (date varia). Bk. 2 sec. 21 line 57. ĵÄÇÊ¸ 
ºÛÉ È¼ÉÀÎ¸Å¼ėË Á¸Ė ëÈÀÊŢÄÇÍË ĨÄÜË ÈÇÀýÊ¸À ÈÜÊÀÅ, ÌÇÍÌšÊÌÀÅ ÒÅ¸ÊÌ¸ÍÉÑ¿ýÅ¸À, ďÅ¸ 
ÈŠÅÌ¼Ë ĨÄÜË ¿¼ÑÉľÊÀÅ. “For I swore to make you evident and well known to all, 

that is, to be crucified anew, so that all might see you.” (1) positive, (2) positive, (3) 

dative, (4) personal, (5) exclusive. 

Joannes Chrysostomus Scr. Eccl. (AD 4–5), In diem natalem. Vol. 49 pg. 352 

line 12. Á¸Ė ÈÇÂİË È¼ÉĖ ÌýË ÷ÄšÉ¸Ë Ì¸ŧÌ¾Ë È¸ÅÌ¸ÏÇı ºţÅ¼Ì¸À ÂŦºÇË, ÌľÅ ÄòÅ 
¸ĊÌÀÑÄšÅÑÅ, ĞÌÀ Åš¸ ÌţË ëÊÌÀ Á¸Ė ÈÉŦÊÎ¸ÌÇË, Á¸Ė ÅıÅ ¼ĊÊ¼ÅŢÅ¼ÁÌ¸À, ÌľÅ »ò 
ÒÈÇÂÇºÇÍÄšÅÑÅ, ĞÌÀ È¸Â¸ÀÛ Á¸Ė ÒÉÏ¸ţ¸ ëÊÌĖ, ÌľÅ ÈÉÇÎ¾ÌľÅ ô»¾ ÈÉÇ¼ÀÈŦÅÌÑÅ È¼ÉĖ 
ÌýË º¼ÅÅŢÊ¼ÑË ¸ĤÌÇı, Á¸Ė ÓÅÑ¿¼Å ÌÇėË ÒÈġ �ÉèÁ¾Ë ÄšÏÉÀ �¸»¼ţÉÑÅ ÇĊÁÇıÊÀ 
Á¸ÌŠ»¾ÂÇË Á¸Ė ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË ºšºÇÅ¼. “And a great word concerning this day goes eve-

rywhere, on the one hand by those who accuse, because a certain thing is young 

and fresh, and now has been introduced, and on the other hand by those who 

speak in defense, because it is old and ancient, already spoken beforehand by the 

prophets concerning his birth, and from the beginning it had become visible and 

                                                 
88 Similarly Historia Alexandri Magni, Recensio Ƣ (date varia). Bk. 2 sec. 21 line 42; Historia Alexandri 

Magni, Recensio ƣ (lib. 2) (date varia). Sec. 21 line 55. 
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well known to those who live from Thrace as far as Cadiz.” (1) positive, (2) positive, 
(3) dative, (4) personal, (5) exclusive. 

Joannes Chrysostomus Scr. Eccl. (AD 4–5), In epistulam i ad Corinthios (homiliae 
1–44). Vol. 61 pg. 169 line 16. ÒÂÂÛ Ä¼Éţ½¼Ì¸ţ ÌÀ ÈÉġË Êò Á¸Ė Á¼ÅÇ»ÇÆţ¸ ÈÇÂÂŠÁÀË, 
Á¸Ė Ìġ È¸¿¼ėÅ ¼ħ Á¸Ė ëÈÀÊ¾ÄŦÌ¼ÉÇÅ ÈÇÂÂÇėË »À’ ëÁ¼ėÅÇÅ ºţÅ¼Ê¿¸À. “But something is 
divided to you and this is often vanity, and to be well off becomes even more evi-
dent to many through this.” (1) comparative, (2) comparative, (3) dative, (4) per-
sonal, (5) exclusive. 

Joannes Chrysostomus Scr. Eccl. (AD 4–5), In Genesim (homiliae 1–67). Vol. 53 
pg. 361 line 64. ĞÈÑË ĝ ÎÀÂŠÅ¿ÉÑÈÇË �¼ġË ¹ÇÍÂŦÄ¼ÅÇË ×È¸ÊÀÅ ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇÅ ÈÇÀýÊ¸À 
ÌġÅ È¸ÌÉÀŠÉÏ¾Å, ëÈĖ ÌÇÊÇŧÌÑÅ ëÌľÅ ÒÉÀ¿ÄġÅ ÌüÅ ÇĊÁ¼ţ¸Å ëÈÀ»¼ţÁÅÍÌ¸À Ä¸ÁÉÇ¿ÍÄţ¸Å. 
“Thus the benevolent God, desiring to make the patriarch prominent to all, for a 
number of years showed himself patient to his house.” (1) positive, (2) positive, (3) 
dative, (4) personal, (5) exclusive. 

Lucianus Soph. (AD 2), De domo. Sec. 7 line 6. =ÌÀ »ò ¿¸ÍÄŠÊ¼À¼Å ÓÅ ÌÀË Á¸Ė 
ÌýË ĚÉÇÎýË ëÅ ÌŊ ¼ĤÄŦÉÎĿ Ìġ ÒÈšÉÀÌÌÇÅ ÁÒÅ ÌŊ ¼ĤÁŦÊÄĿ Ìġ ÒÅ¼ÈţÂ¾ÈÌÇÅ Á¸Ė Ìġ 
ÌÇı ÏÉÍÊÇı ëË Ìġ ¼ĤÈÉ¼ÈòË ÊŧÄÄ¼ÌÉÇÅ, ÒÂÂÛ Äü È¸ÉÛ ÌÛË ÏÉ¼ţ¸Ë ëÈţÎ¿ÇÅÇÅ, ÒÂÂ’ 
ĝÈŦÊÇÅ ÔÅ Á¸Ė ºÍÅ¸ÀÁĖ ÊŪÎÉÇÅÀ Á¸Ė Á¸Âĉ ÒÉÁšÊþ ëÈÀÊ¾ÄŦÌ¼ÉÇÅ ëÉºŠÊ¸Ê¿¸À Ìġ 
ÁŠÂÂÇË. “And someone might still even wonder at the simplicity of the ceiling in its 
beauty, and the perfection in its order, and the proportion of gold in its beauty, not 
odious beyond need, but the beauty made so much more evident even to a wise 
woman or a pretty girl.” (1) comparative, (2) comparative, (3) dative, (4) personal, 
(5) exclusive. 

Lucianus Soph. (AD 2), De saltatione. Sec. 8 line 16. ĝ ºÇıÅ pÄ¾ÉÇË ÌġÅ 
�¾ÉÀŦÅ¾Å, ÇĤÁ ¸ĊÊÏıÅ¸À ¹ÇÍÂŦÄ¼ÅÇË ÒÂÂÛ ÁÇÊÄýÊ¸À, ĚÉÏ¾ÊÌüÅ ÈÉÇÊ¼ėÈ¼Å, Á¸Ė 
ÇĩÌÑË ÓÉ¸ ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË öÅ Á¸Ė ºÅŪÉÀÄÇË ×È¸ÊÀÅ ëÈĖ Ìĉ ĚÉÏ¾ÊÌÀÁĉ ĹÊÌ¼ ÇĤÏ ÇĎ 
@ÂÂ¾Å¼Ë ÄŦÅÇÅ Ì¸ıÌ¸ óÈţÊÌ¸ÅÌÇ È¼ÉĖ ¸ĤÌÇı ÒÂÂÛ Á¸Ė ÇĎ �Éľ¼Ë ¸ĤÌÇţ, Á¸ţÌÇÀ 
ÈÇÂšÄÀÇÀ ěÅÌ¼Ë. “So Homer calls Meriones a dancer, not wanting to shame but ra-
ther to honor, and thus he was famous and well known to all because of his danc-
ing, with the result that not only the Greeks knew these things about him but also 
the Trojans themselves, who were his enemies.” (1) positive, (2) positive, (3) dative, 
(4) personal, (5) exclusive. 

Macarius Scr. Eccl. (AD 4–5), Apocriticus seu ƍƯƭƯƣƥƭƞƲ. Bk. 3 Blondel pg. 80 
line 20. �ÊÈ¼É ºÛÉ ÊÌÉ¸ÌÀŪÌ¾Ë ¼ħ Á¸Ė Á¸ÂľË Ìĉ È¸ÅÌ¼ÍÏţß ÏÉŪÄ¼ÅÇË ìÅ»ÇÆÇË »À’ 
¸ĤÌýË Á¸Ė Â¸ÄÈÉġË Á¸Ė ëÈÀÎ¸ÅŢË, {Á¸Ė} »À’ ¸ĤÌýË ¼ĊË ¹¸ÊÀÂš¸ Ê¼ÄÅľË ¼ĊÊÈÇÉ¼ŧ¼Ì¸À, 
»À’ ¸ĤÌýË ¼ċÊÑ ÌľÅ ÒÅ¸ÁÌŦÉÑÅ ÂŠÄÈ¼À, »À’ ¸ĤÌýË ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË ÒÉÏÇÅÌÀÁ¸ėË »ÍÅŠÄ¼ÊÀ, 
»À’ ¸ĤÌýË Ìġ ÓÄ¸ÏÇÅ ëÅ Ì¸ėË ÈŦÂ¼ÊÀÅ ìÏ¼À. “For similarly a soldier is well and good 
in armor when attacked, esteemed because of it and shining and manifest. By it he 
reverently goes to the king, by it he shines inside the king’s dwellings, by it he is 
prominent to the ruling powers, by it he has no battle in the cities.” (1) positive, (2) 
positive, (3) dative, (4) personal, (5) exclusive. 

Prolegomena de Comoedia, De comoedia (Anonymus Crameri i) (date varia). Line 66. ĝ 
ÄšÅÌÇÀ º¼ �ÉÀÊÌÇÎŠÅ¾Ë Ä¼¿Ç»¼ŧÊ¸Ë Ì¼ÏÅÀÁŪÌ¼ÉÇÅ ÌüÅ ÁÑÄĿ»ţ¸Å ëÅ Ì¸ŧÌþ 
ÒÅšÂ¸ÄÐ¼Å ëÅ ×È¸ÊÀÅ ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË Î¸Å¼ţË. “Indeed Aristophanes, after treating come-
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dy more skillfully, shined out in this, appearing prominent to all.” (1) positive, (2) 
elative, (3) ëÅ plus dative, (4) personal, (5) exclusive. 

Scholia in Euripidem, Scholia in Euripidem (scholia vetera) (date varia). Vita-
argumentum-scholion sch Hec sec. 379 line 16. ÷ »ò ÊŧÅÌ¸ÆÀË ÇĩÌÑË· »¼ÀÅġË 
Ï¸É¸ÁÌüÉ Á¸Ė ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË ëÅ ¹ÉÇÌÇėË Ìġ ÒÈġ ëÊ¿ÂľÅ º¼ÅšÊ¿¸À.89 “And thusly the ar-
rangement: a character becoming terrible and notorious to mortals from good.” (1) 
positive, (2) positive, (3) ëÅ plus dative, (4) personal, (5) exclusive. 

Scholia in Euripidem, Scholia in Euripidem (scholia vetera) (date varia). Vita-
argumentum-scholion sch Hipp sec. 5 line 2. ÌÇİË ÄòÅ Êš¹ÇÅÌ¸Ë: Ìġ îÆýË ÌýË 
»À¸ÅÇţ¸Ë· ÈÉÇ¸ÈÇ»¼ÀÏ¿šÅÌÇË ÌÇı Ä¼ºŠÂ¾Å Äš ÌÀÅ¸ ¼čÅ¸À Á¸Ė ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇÅ È¸ÉÛ ÈÜÊÀ. 
“Indeed the worshipers: the sequence of the thought: after proving me to be 
someone great and notable before all.” (1) positive, (2) positive, (3) ëÅ plus dative, 
(4) personal, (5) exclusive. 

Scholia in Euripidem, Scholia in Euripidis Hecubam (scholia vetera et scholia 
recentiora Thomae Magistri, Triclinii, Moschopuli et anonyma) (date varia). Sec. 
Sch hyp-scholion 379 line 30. Á¸Ė ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË, ôºÇÍÅ »ÀŠ»¾ÂÇË, ëÅ ¹ÉÇÌÇėË, Ìġ 
º¼ÅšÊ¿¸À ÌÀÅÛ »¾ÂÇÅŦÌÀ ÒÈġ ëÊ¿ÂľÅ Á¸Ė ¼Ĥº¼ÅľÅ. “And well known, that is to say 
distinguishable, to mortals, being clearly from those good and well-born.” (1) posi-
tive, (2) positive, (3) ëÅ plus dative, (4) personal, (5) exclusive. 

Theodoretus Theol. et Scr. Eccl. (AD 4–5), Historia religiosa (= Philotheus). Vita 
2 sec. 6 line 7. <ÈţÊ¾ÄÇË »ò Á¸Ė È¼Éţ¹Â¼ÈÌÇË öÅ ÇĤ ÌÇėË ¸ĤÌŦ¿À ÄŦÅÇÀË, ÒÂÂÛ Á¸Ė 
ÌÇėË ëÅ Ìĉ �ÍÉţß ÌýË ÎÀÂÇÊÇÎţ¸Ë ÎÉÇÅÌÀÊÌ¾ÉţÇÀË, ëÅ ÇđË Á¸Ė ëÌ¼Â¼ŧÌ¸ ¹ÀŪÊ¸Ë, ĸË 
Âšº¼Ì¸À, ÌšÌÌ¸É¸ Á¸Ė îÁ¸ÌġÅ ìÌ¾. “And he was notable and distinguished not only 
to those there, but also to the schools of philosophy in Syria, in which even he 
passed his life when, as it is said, he lived to 104 years.” (1) positive, (2) positive, (3) 
ëÅ plus dative, (4) personal, (5) exclusive. 

3. Evidence counter to our thesis. In our previous article, we discussed evidence 
which went against our thesis, and in my subsequent research I have found only 
one new passage in that vein: Oribasius Med. (AD 4), Eclogae medicamentorum. Chp. 
149 sec. 2 line 3. Ì¸ıÌ¸ ÄšÅ, ÁÔÅ Ä¾»¼Äţ¸ ÊÍÅ¸ţÊ¿¾ÊÀË È¼ÉĖ ÌüÅ ĨÊÌšÉ¸Å ĨÈŠÉÏþ 
<õ> ÐıÆÀË Â¸Å¿ŠÅÇÍÊ¸, ÈÇÂÂŠÁÀË ¼ċÑ¿¼ È¼ÉÀÑ»ÍÅ¼ėÅ· ëÈÀÊ¾ÄŦÌ¼ÉÇÅ »’ ëÅ Ì¸ėË 
ÎÂ¼ºÄÇÅ¸ėË, ĝÈŦÌ¼ Á¸Ė È¼ÉĖ ¸ĤÌüÅ ÒÂºŢÄ¸Ì¸ ÊÍÅţÊÌ¸Ì¸À ÅÍºÄ¸ÌŪ»¾ ÊÎÍºÄġÅ 
ÈÇÀÇıÅÌ¸ ëÁ »À¸ÊÌ¾ÄŠÌÑÅ. “Indeed with reference to these things, even if no sensa-
tion concerning the womb might exist or cooling escaping notice, often pain is the 
norm. And more evident among inflammations, whenever even concerning it pain 
arises punctuated, making at intervals.” (1) comparative, (2) comparative, (3) ëÅ plus 
dative, (4) impersonal, (5) inclusive. This cannot be personal, of course, but it is 
slightly awkward to think of the pain and inflammation as being in the same group. 
But the point is clear: Pain is more evident among inflammation, so this citation 
goes contrary to our thesis. Important to note is this passage has impersonal nouns, 
thus it is not a complete parallel to Rom 16:7. 

                                                 
89 See identical wording in Scholia in Euripidem, Scholia in Euripidis Hecubam (scholia vetera et scholia recen-

tiora Thomae Magistri, Triclinii, Moschopuli et anonyma) (date varia). Sec. Sch hyp-scholion 379 line 16. 
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V. CONCLUSION 

In this article I have aimed at three things: (1) defend the original presentation 
of our thesis; (2) present new evidence to support ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË plus genitive as inclu-
sive (e.g. “notable among”); and (3) present new evidence to support ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË plus 
(ëÅ plus) dative as exclusive (e.g. “well known to”). A review of our original argu-
ments and evidence shows considerable agreement between us and our interlocu-
tors on the force of many passages; where our interpretation of certain passages 
was challenged, a ready response can be given. A thorough re-examination of the 
occurrences of ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË in ancient Greek literature has brought 107 more passages 
to light that support our thesis, thirty-six of which are parallel to Rom 16:7. In 
short, I believe that our original thesis is still sound, and even more so in light of 
this new evidence. Thus the exegesis of Rom 16:7 which identifies Andronicus and 
Junia as “well known to the apostles” is stronger than before. 

Part of our intent with the original article was to open the door to considera-
tion of an interpretation that had simply been brushed aside by contemporary 
scholarship. Most of the technical discussion about this matter dismisses the exclu-
sive interpretation out of hand. We hoped with our original article to crack the 
door open a bit to the exclusive view, and now with this article the door stands 
wide open. Acknowledgment of any pertinent parallels to an exclusive view for 
ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇË plus (ëÅ plus) dative lends credence to our original thesis and requires that 
it be considered as a possible exegesis of Rom 16:7. As I indicated above, all re-
joinders admit that some passages with ¼ÈţÊ¾ÄÇË plus (ëÅ plus) dative must be taken 
with an exclusive sense. With a defense of our original evidence and the addition of 
new passages to the debate, our thesis that ëÈţÊ¾ÄÇÀ ëÅ ÌÇėË ÒÈÇÊÌŦÂÇÀË should be 
understood to mean “well known to the apostles” is strengthened considerably. 
Any responsible exegetical discussion of Rom 16:7 and the role of Junia vis-à-vis 
the apostles must wrestle with—not dismiss without argument—the view that she 
was not an apostle as such, but regarded as notable by that group. My unchanged 
opinion is that the latter is the proper exegesis of this passage. 

 


