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Does Ke@paAny Mean “Source” Or

“Authority Over” in Greek Literature?
A Rebuttal

RICHARD S. CERVIN, PHD

In this paper I shall discuss the meaning of one of the Greek words which is at the center
of the debate over women’s roles in the Church: keqpaAr “head.” This paper is a rebuttal
of Wayne Grudem’s article on the meaning of keqaArn. Grudem’s article has obviously
had some influence because it is often appealed to by traditionalists in support of an
interpretation of 1 Corinthians 11 that men have authority over women.

INTRODUCTION

In his article “Does kephale-(‘head’) Mean ‘Source’ or ‘Authority Over’ in Greek
Literature? A Survey of 2,336 Examples,”! Wayne Grudem claims to have analyzed 2,336
occurrences of the word in Greek literature in order to determine whether ke@aAn can

7

mean “source” or “authority over.” His findings are directly relevant for our
understanding of Paul’s use of this word in the New Testament. Grudem concludes that
(1) xe@aAr) never means “source,” and (2) “authority over” is a “common and readily
understood” meaning of the word, and that the latter meaning “best suits the New

Testament” (p. 80).

Is Grudem correct in his assessment of the meaning of kepaAn? My answer is “no.”
Grudem’s article includes some questionable assumptions. I will expose Grudem’s
assumptions, and I will further demonstrate that many of the 49 passages which Grudem
cites as evidence for “authority over” do not mean what Grudem claims they mean, and
that Grudem has misrepresented the evidence. The first part of this paper will contain a
summary and critique of Grudem’s assumptions and methodology. In Part Two I will
discuss Grudem’s treatment of the argument for the meaning of “source.” in Part Three I
will discuss each of Grudem’s examples at length, and I will demonstrate that most of the

1 As an appendix in The Role Relationship of Men and Women, by George W. Knight III (revised ed.,
Chicago: Moody, 1985). All quotations from Grudem’s article are taken from the appendix in this book.
The article also appeared in Trin] 6 (1985) 38-59.
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examples Grudem cites do not support his claim. All translations of original texts are my
own unless otherwise specified.

I. METHODOLOGY

There are several problems in the methodology of Grudem’s argument. First, he invokes
evidence from various lexica. Grudem seems to take a rather disparaging view of Liddell-
Scott-Jones’s Greek-English Lexicon? (henceforth LSJ). He says: “Liddell-Scott is the tool
one would use when studying Plato or Aristotle, for example; but it is not the standard
lexicon that scholars use for the study of the New Testament” (p. 62). Grudem has a great
deal of praise for Bauer-Arndt-Gingrich® (henceforth BAG) as the “standard” New
Testament lexicon. In making these statements regarding LS] and BAG, Grudem has
demonstrated that he does not really understand the significance of LSJ. Grudem
wrongly claims that LS] “emphasizes Classical Greek” (ibid.). This is not so. LS]J is the
only comprehensive Greek-English lexicon of Ancient Greek currently available. While
LS]J was originally planned to cover only Classical Greek,* it currently covers Homer and
other pre-Classical authors, the Classical period, the Hellenistic period, and the Graeco-
Roman period, including the New Testament and the Septuagint (this amounts to a time
span of roughly 1400 years, 800 B.C. to A.D. 600). In order to deal expressly with the New
Testament and the Septuagint, the contributors and editors of LS] included a team of
theologians, Milligan among them.> The value of BAG lies more in its citations of
literature and its bibliography than in the definitions per se. I do not wish to undermine
the value of BAG, but it is deficient in certain respects (e.g., it does not treat the idiomatic
expressions of prepositions while LS] does). Insofar as theologians use only BAG, they
automatically restrict their understanding of the Greek language, which in turn seriously
affects their exegesis.

Just as numerous NT lexica have been produced over the years, so also are there lexica
for very many individual Greek authors. I have checked the following for any definition
of “authority over, leader” for ~c£0aX~: H. Stephanus, Thesaurus Graecae Linguae (8 vols.;
revised by K. Hase, W. and L. Dindorf; Paris: A. Firmin Didot, 1831-1865); F. W. Sturz,
Lexicon Xenophonteum (4 vols.; Leipzig; 1801-1804); D. F. Ast, Lexicon Platonicurn sive
vocum Platonicarum (3 vols.; Leipzig: Weidmann, 1835-1838); E.-A. Bétant, Lexicon
Thucydideum (2 vols.; Geneva, 1843-1847); W. Dindorf, Lexicon Sophocleum (Leipzig:
Teubner, 1870); F. Ellendt, Lexicon Sophocleum (2nd ed.; corrected by Hermann Genthe;

2 9th edition, with Supplement (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1968).

3 A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early Christian Literature (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1957).

4 Preface to LS]J, p. 10.

5 Ibid., p. 9.
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Berlin, 1872); W. Dindorf, Lexicon Aeschyleum (Leipzig: Teubner, 1876); ]. Rumpel, Lexicon
Theocriteum (Leipzig: Teubner, 1879); R. J. Cunliffe, A Lexicon of the Homeric Dialect (1924;
new edition, Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1963); J. E. Powell, A Lexicon to
Herodotus (2nd ed.; 1938; reprinted by Georg Olms Verlag, 1977); A. Mau-ersberger,
Polybios-Lexicon (4 parts; Berlin: Acadamie-Verlag, 1956-1975); J. H. Sleeman and G.
Pollet, Lexicon Plotinianum (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1980); J. I. McDougall, Lexicon in Diodorum
Siculum (2 vols.; Georg Olms Verlag, 1983). None of these has any such listing; in fact, the
only lexicon I have found which defines kepaAr] as “leader” is D. Dhimitrakou, Méya
Ae&ucov g 'EAANviknc F'Awoong (9 vols.; Athens, privately published, 1933-1950), and
he explicitly states that the meaning of “leader” is medieval (vol. 5, p. 3880). The seventh
edition of Liddell and Scott also notes that keqpaAn denoting chief is Byzantine (seventh
edition, revised and augmented throughout [New York: Harper and Bros., 1889] 801), but
this reference was deleted from the ninth edition along with all other references to
Byzantine Greek (see Preface to ninth ed., pp. 10-11).

Apparently, the only other lexica to include such a definition are the NT lexica. Why is
this so? The soil of Greek lexicography has been amply tilled and ploughed over the
centuries, and if “leader” is a common understanding of ke@aAr), as Grudem claims, then
why is it apparently never so listed in any Greek lexicon outside the purview of the NT?
I offer several possible reasons, not the least of which is tradition and a male-dominant
world-view. The expertise of theologians is the NT, not Classical, or even Hellenistic,
Greek, per se. While it may be true that some theologians have had a grounding in
Classical Greek (especially those of the 19th century), they spend their time pondering
the NT, not Plato, Herodotus, or Plutarch. And it must never be forgotten that it was
philologists like Moulton and Deissmann who exploded the myth that the language of
the NT was “special” or “unique,” rather than the colloquial Koiné. Another reason stems
from Latin — a very unlikely source. In the West, Latin has always been more popular
than Greek, and until the last century Latin was the lingua franca of the scholarly world.
Now the Latin word for “head,” caput, does have the metaphorical meaning of “leader”
(see the Oxford Latin Dictionary, p. 274f). Thus, for English-speaking theologians, at least,
English, Hebrew, and Latin all share “leader” as a common metaphor for head. Thus, the
forces of tradition, a male-dominant culture, the identical metaphor in three languages,
and a less than familiar understanding of the Greek language as a whole, could, in my
mind, very easily lead theologians to assume that the metaphor of “leader” for head must
be appropriate for Greek as well.

Grudem assumes that if “leader” is a common metaphor for kegpaAn, then there should
be several examples of such a usage in Greek authors of the Classical, Hellenistic, and
Graeco-Roman periods. Grudem is correct in this assumption. He therefore set about to
collect a sampling of the occurrences of the word in several Greek authors ranging from
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Homer (8th c. B.C.) to Libanius (4th c. A.D.) in order to see if and how often the metaphor
of “leader” is used by native Greeks. This is a proper methodological first step. Grudem
says that he took a collection of about 2000 occurrences from the Thesaurus Linguae
Graecae (TLG). The authors checked and the number of occurrences in each author are
listed by Grudem on pp. 66—67 of his article. With respect to the authors listed by Grudem,
he claims that “all the extant writings of an author were searched and every instance of
kephale was examined and tabulated with the exception of fragmentary texts and a few
other minor works that were unavailable to me” (p. 65, emphasis mine). I myself have
access to the TLG here at the University of Illinois, and I have checked several of the
authors in Grudem’s list as to the frequencies. I have found some rather different figures
for the same authors in Grudem’s list: Grudem claims that ke@aAr) occurs 114 times in
Herodotus — I found 121 occurrences; Grudem found 56 in Aristophanes — I found 59;
Grudem found 97 in Plato — I found 90; Grudem found 1 in Theocritus — I found 15.
The discrepancy may be due to our using different “editions” of the TLG database; but
his assertion that he has checked every instance may be overstated.®

Grudem further states that the Loeb editions were used by him “where available;
otherwise, standard texts and translations were used” (p. 65, emphasis mine). I find the last
phrase of this sentence very disturbing. One cannot conduct a word-study of Greek (or
any foreign language) by using translations! One must have the original text!
Furthermore, how does one know which Loeb editions were available to Grudem and
when he used translations? Nowhere does he identify which text he used for his
examples.

Grudem notes in passing that his study did not turn up any examples of ke@aAn meaning
“source” (p. 68). It must be pointed out, however, that two of his examples (21-22) are
cited by Payne for “source.”” These examples will be dealt with later.

Against those who claim that ke@aAr) may denote “source,” Grudem says that in order
to demonstrate that keqaAn may indeed mean “source,” the examples “ought to be cases
in which the meaning is unambiguous and not easily explained in terms of other known
senses of kephale. (That is consistent with sound lexical research)” (p. 70, emphasis mine).
This is very true in principle, and is equally true of Grudem’s study. Unfortunately for

6 There have been a number of corrections, additions, and deletions to the TLG databank since Grudem
received his printout in 1984. One of the drawbacks to the TLG databank, and it is a serious one, is that
variant readings are not taken into account. Furthermore, the TLG databank is based on standard Greek
texts (Oxford, Teubner, Budé, etc.), and the editors of the TLG have not, as far as I know, practiced textual
criticism as they processed the texts.

7 Response to “What does kephalé Mean in the New Testament?” by B. and A. Mickelsen, in Women,
Authority, and the Bible (ed. B. and A. Mickelson; Downers Grove: Inter-Varsity, 1986) 124f.
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Grudem, two of his examples do not exist, and the vast majority of the rest are either
ambiguous, false, or illegitimate on other grounds. This will become clear by examining
Grudem'’s examples in their context.

II. ON THE MEANING “SOURCE”

Grudem critiques the various arguments which have been put forth in recent years by
those who advocate “source” as the meaning of ke@aAr] in the NT. Grudem condemns,
and rightly so, the

Mickelsens and some NT commentators (e.g., F. F. Bruce and C. K. Burkett, among
others), who have claimed that the meaning of “source” is “common” forkepaAn.
Grudem points out that the alleged “common meaning” of “source” was propounded by
Bedale in the 1950s, and Grudem proceeds briefly to criticize Bedale. I have not seen
Bedale’s article, so I will not comment on it, except to say that some of Grudem’s
criticisms appear valid.

Grudem points out that the actual attestation for the meaning of “source” rests on two
citations from the ancient literature: Herodotus 4.91 and the Orphic Fragment 21A.
Grudem points out, again rightly, that two examples do not constitute “common,”
especially when both examples are from the Classical and pre-Classical periods
(respectively). (However, it must be pointed out that, out of 2,336 occurrences, Grudem
claims to have found 49 examples of head meaning “leader”; that is 2.1%, a figure which
hardly deserves the epithet “common” by anyone’s standards.) Grudem further proceeds
to dismiss the translation of “source” for both of these passages, and in this he is wrong.

Grudem dismisses the Herodotus passage by quoting the several meanings cited in LS]J
for kepaAn denoting “end, top, brim,” etc., and concludes that when Herodotus speaks
of the keaAat of the river, he means “the many “ends’ of a river where tributaries begin
to flow toward the main stream” (p. 58). He goes on to state: “Those who cite Herodotus
or the ‘head of a river’ examples to show that kephalé could have meant “source” at the
time of the New Testament have not been careful enough in their use of Herodotus or
Liddell-Scott” (ibid.). These words are equally true of Grudem himself because he has
tailed to comprehend Herodotus. The entire passage, 4.89-91, is rather long to be cited in
tull, but I will cite enough to show that Grudem’s explanation is wrong;:

Aapgelog d¢ g dLEPN TOV POOTIOQOV KATA TNV OXedMV, €MOQEVETO DX TNG
Opnikng, dmucopevog d¢ €émi Tedpog Aéyetatl DTIO TV TTEQLOIKWV ELVAL TOTARWV
AQLOTOC:TA TE XAAX (Ta) &G akeowv @EQovTa Kat o1 Kal avdQAoL Kal (mmolot
Yoonv axéoaocOat. Eiot 0¢ avtov ai mnyal dvwv déovoal TeOTEQAKOVTR, €K
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TETONG TNG aVTNG Qéovoat Katl at pev avtéwv elot Ppuxoatl, atl d¢ Oeouad. (4.89.3—
90.1)8

Now when Darius had crossed the Bosporus on the pontoon bridge, he proceeded
through Thrace and, arriving at the source [lit. “springs”] of the Tearus river, he
camped [there] for three days. The Tearus is said by the locals to be the best river,
in that it is curative in many respects, and it especially cures scurvy in both men
and horses. There are 38 springs flowing out of the same rock, some cold and some
hot.

In context, itis clear that Herodotus is discussing the “source” (mtrnjyai) of the Tearus river.
There are 38 springs, some hot, some cold, which form the source of the river. Darius
camped by these springs for three days, and was so impressed with the springs that he
ordered a stele erected at the spot which began:

Teapov motapov kepaAat VOWE APLOTOV TE KAl KAAALOTOV TTAQEXOVTAL TIAVTWV
TOTAUWY ... (4.91.2)

The source [lit. “heads”] of the Tearus river, provides the best and most beautiful
water of all rivers...

The context of this passage should make it abundantly clear that Herodotus is using
Ke@aAal as a synonym of mnyat referring to the source of the Tearus.

Regarding the Orphic Fragment, Grudem contends that “source” is an inappropriate
meaning for ke@aAr] as an epithet of Zeus. There are two problems with this fragment,
however. First, there is a variant text. Grudem notes the presence of the variant, but he
downplays its significance. Secondly, and more importantly, this entire fragment is
ambiguous. Following are the two fragments as found in Kern:’

Fragment 21:

ZeLg apX), ZeLg péooa, AlOg O’ €K TIAVTA TETUKTAL
ZgLg TMLOUNV yalng Te Kal 0LEAVOL AOTEQOEVTOG.

Zeus is the beginning, Zeus is the middle, and by Zeus everything is accomplished.
Zeus is the foundation both of earth and of sparkling heaven.

Fragment 21A:

8 T have used the Oxford Classical Text of Herodotus.
9 Otto Kern, Orphicorum Fragmenta (Berlin: Weidmann, 1922) 91f.
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ZgVG TIEWTOG YEVETO, ZeLG VOTATOG AQY KEQAVVOG

ZeLg ke@aA), Zevg péooa Alog O’ €k tavta teAettal

ZegLg TLOUNV yalng Te Kal OLEAVOL AOTEQOEVTOG

ZeLG AEOMV YEVETO, ZeVS AMUPOOTOS EMAETO VOUPT

Zglg mvou) TMAVTWY, ZeLG AKAUATOL TTUEOS OQUN.

Zebg movTov Olla Zevg HAL0G 1)0€ geArjvn)

ZeLgBaotAeVs, ZeUG AOX0S ATIAVTIWVY AQYIKEQAVVOG TTAVTAS Y KQUag avOLg
(pAog &g moAvyn0ég

€€ leQnc KEadING avevéykato, Héoueoa QECwv.

Zeus is first, lightning-flashing Zeus is last;

Zeus is head, Zeus the middle, and by Zeus everything is accomplished;

Zeus is the foundation both of earth and of sparkling heaven;

Zeus is male, Zeus is the bride immortal;

Zeus is the breath of everything, Zeus is the rage of unresting fire;

Zeus is the root of the sea, Zeus is the sun and the moon;

Zeus is king, Zeus is the lightning-flashing leader of all;

for having covered everyone, he who does baneful things once again brings
[them]

to delightful light out of his sacred heart.

Fragment 21A has kepaAn whereas Fragment 21 has a1, which may mean “source”
or, as Grudem notes, “beginning.” Grudem’s understanding of “beginning” for this
fragment is quite valid. However, the understanding of “source” is also quite valid, and
can be supported in two ways: (1) the scholiast (cited by Kern) has this comment
regarding Frag. 21: xat doxn pév o0tog wg &£ {oov Maol MaQwv, KAV mAvIa
dtapopwcavtov petéxnt (“And he is the beginning, as the producing cause, and he is the
end as the final cause, and he is the middle, as being present in everything equally, and
everything partakes of him in a variety of ways.”) The idea of “source” is clear; Zeus is
the source of everything, he is the first cause. (2) The understanding of “source” can be
found in the clause Atoc &' ¢k mavta teAetitaytétuktal. This clause is itself ambiguous,
and may be taken in two ways. ‘Ex may be in tmesis and go with the verb, in which case
the genitive Alog depends on mavta and can be construed as a “genitive of source”!°
thus: Awog mavta éxtedettar / extétuktar “everything from Zeus has been
accomplished” (the hyperbaton involved in this reading is not difficult as far as Greek
poetry is concerned). Alternatively, é&x may be in anastrophe and thus go with Audg,
making Atog the agent of the passive:'! &k Alog mavta teAettal/ tétvktal “everything

10 Herbert Weir Smyth, Greek Grammar (rev. Gordon M. Messing, Cambridge Press: Harvard University
Press, 1956) 1 1410-11.
11 Ibid., 1755.
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is done by Zeus.” Either reading is possible. Grudem’s assertion that “source” is
“doubtful” in this passage (p. 60) is erroneous. Zeus as the
“head/beginning/source/origin/cause” are all plausible readings. This fragment contains a
series of epithets of Zeus. Otherwise, there is really no context which can be appealed to
in order to settle which meaning(s) were intended by the author, or if all of the possible
meanings were intended. As an additional note to this fragment, it may very well be the
case that the word “head” is used as a sort of technical term within the Orphic Cult. If
this were so, then this fragment would not be relevant for the NT at all. It would take a
specialist in Orphic religion to determine if this word is a technical term or not.

As for other examples of kepaAn meaning “source,” Payne cites two passages from Philo,
and three from Artemidorus Daldianus.'? In Preliminary Studies 61, Philo writes of Esau:

KePaAT), 0¢ wg LoV MAVTWV TV AexOévTwv pegwv 0 yevapxns éotiv 'Hoav,
0g tote pev moinua, tote d¢ dELg éounvevetat ...(Loeb).

Like the head of a living creature, Esau is the progenitor of all the clans mentioned
so far; [his name] is sometimes interpreted as “product” and sometimes as “oak”...

Note, however, that Philo does not call Esau the “head” of his clans. Philo is using a
simile, “like the head of a living creature,” to describe Esau. This simile (like many of the
examples Grudem cites, which will be discussed later) has nothing to do with “source”
or “authority.” It is simply a head-body metaphor which shows that Esau is the “topmost”
or “preeminent” part of his clan, just like the head of an animal is the topmost or
preeminent part of the animal’s body.

Philo’s On Rewards and Punishments 125 is cited by Payne as meaning “source” while
Grudem cites this same passage as an example of “authority” (his examples 21-22). This
passage will be dealt with later.

Payne also cites six occurrences of ke@aAr] meaning “source” from Artemidorus
Daldianus (2nd c. A.D.), whose Omnirocriticon'® is a collection of dreams and their
interpretations. In Book 1 of his collection, Daldianus sets up a system for the
interpretation of dreams whereby parts of the human body represent members of the
household: the head represents the father; the feet represent the slaves; the right hand
represents a male member while the left hand represents a female member; and so forth
(Onirocriticon 1.2). Daldi-anus uses this system throughout his book. Several of the

12 “Response,” 124f.
13 Artemidori Daldiani, Onirocriticon Libri V (ed. Roger A. Pack; Leipzig: Teubner, 1963).
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passages cited by Payne do not warrant the interpretation of “source,” however. The
passages cited by Payne (with more context than he gives), are as follows:

1.2 (in Pack’s text: p. 7, 1.20 - p. §, 1.1):

Kal mMaAwy €d0&¢e tig tetpaxnAokommnoOat ovvéPn Kal TOUTOL TOV TIATéQX
amoBavel, 66 kat ToL (NV KAl TOL QTOS AITIOE NV WOTEQ KAl 1) KEPAAT] TOD
TAVTOC CWHATOGC. 0lov O€ E0TL Kal TO TeTvPAwoabat tékvols 6Ae0ov kait ovXL
T WDOVTL ONUALVOV Kal TOAAX AAAa Goa TolxUTA ELTIOV TIS ALV,

And again, someone thought that he had been decapitated. It turned out that this
man’s father had died, who [the father] was the source of both life and light, just
as the head is [the source] of the entire body. For example, to be blind is destructive
for children, and not just for the one who sees a vision [lit. sign], but [who sees]
many other things which one would speak of.

1.2. (in Pack’s text: p. 9, 2.6-11):

olov ke@aAn eig matépa, mOLg el dovAOV, dellx XelQ €lg maTéQa VIOV PIAoV
AOEAPOV, AQLOTEQR XELQ €IG yuvalka Kal PNTéa kat @iAnv kat Ouyatéoa kat
adeA@nv, aldolov Elg YOVELS KAL YUVAIKX KAl TEKVA, KVIUT €IC Yuvalka Kat
eAnVv. Tov d¢ dAAwV Ekaotov, tva U HAKQOAOYWHEV, OUTW OKOTINTEOV.

For example, the head represents the father; the foot represents the slave; the right
hand represents the father, son, male-friend, brother; the left hand represents the
wife, mother, female-friend, daughter, and sister; the genitals represent the
parents, wife and children; the shin represents a woman and female-friend. Thus,
each of the other matters must be considered, so that we may not be long-winded.

1.35 (in Pack’s text: p. 43, 2.12-16):

"Apnonofat d¢ dokelv NG KEPAANG eite Katadikng elte OO Anotwv elte év
Hovopaxla elte olwdNmOTE TEOTIQW OV YAQ OXPEQEL TTOVIQOV T YOVEIS EXOVTL
Kal TQ) Tékva YOVEDOL HEV Y €0LKeV 1) Ke@aAT Owx to tov (v altiav elat
TEKVOLG O DX TO MEOTWTOV Kol TNV elkOVA.

And it seems that to deprive [one] of his head, either by legal judgement, or by
thieves, or by single combat, or by any other means (for it makes no difference), is
an evil deed as far as the one who has parents since they are the cause of life; and
to the children because of the face and image.

3.66 (in Pack’s text: p. 234, 2.16-28):
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&V HEV 0DV T TIRWTW PLBALw Epnv elat TV Ke@AAT)V artépa Tov 1d0VTOoG, év de
T devtépw Aéovta etval BaoW\éa 1) vooov, kal €v t@ mepl Bavdtov Tolg
TLEVOHEVOLG TO aTtoDavelv XONOTOV elvatl kal AvotteAeg ETEdeLEX. ETTEWDAY 0DV
TEVIIG AV TATEQA €XwV TAOLOOV OvaQ VMO AOVTOC TV KEPAATV
apnonodat d6&1 kal amobavely, €lkOg €0TL TOV TATEQA AVTOL ATODAVOVTX
KANQOVOUOV aUTOV KATakAelpewy, Kat TovTov TOV TQOTOV AAVTIOG &V YEVOLTO
Kal €0T0QOG, OUTE (POQTIKOV ETL €XWV TOV matéoa ovTe VMO TG meviag
OABopevVog 0Tl YA 1) HEV KePaATn O maTn, 1) O APAIQETLS 1) OTEQNOLS TOV
matEog, 0 d¢ Aéwv 1) vooog, 1] voorjoag 0 matro aoBdvol av 0 d¢ Bavatog 1)
HetaPoAn tov Blov kal TO dx TOV TAOVTOV avevOEeEc.

In the first book I said that the head was [represented] the father of the dreamer
[lit. the one who sees], and in the second book the lion was [represented] a king or
a disease, and in the book about death! demonstrated that it is good and beneficial
for the poor to die. Now whenever a poor man who has a wealthy father dreams
that he is deprived of his head by a lion and dies, it is likely that when his father
dies, he will leave [him] an inheritance, and in this manner he will be without grief
and [will be] well-off, neither having his father as a burden, nor suffering by
poverty; for the head is the father, and the deprivation [of the head] is the loss of
the father; the lion is the disease which the father contracts and dies from; and the
death [of the father] is the change of livelihood due to the wealthy man’s
abundance.

It should be apparent that Artemidorus Daldianus’s use of head is directly related to his
theory of dream interpretation. He uses head more as a representation of one’s father than
as a metaphor for “source.” Furthermore, only two of these passages, 1.2 and 1.35,
mention anything about the head being the “source” or “cause” of life.

III. GRUDEM’S EXAMPLES

Grudem has cited 49 examples of what he claims are occurrences of ke@aAr] meaning
“authority over” or “leader.” Let us examine each passage in detail to see if Grudem is
correct. A few of the passages Grudem cites are incorrectly referenced, and shall be noted.

First of all, 12 of these passages (nos. 38—49) are from the NT, and are therefore illegitimate
as evidence, since they are disputed texts. In citing these NT passages, Grudem commits
the logical fallacy of assuming what he sets out to prove. The whole purpose of Grudem’s
study is to determine whether or not ke@aAn can denote “authority over” or “leader” in
Paul’s epistles. He cannot therefore cite Paul as supporting evidence. This brings his
count down to 37. What then of the rest of his examples?
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(1-2) The first two come from Herodotus 7.148.3 (5th c. B.C.) and the second example is
not even the word kepaAm, it is kdon! By failing to cite the Greek text of Herodotus,
Grudem leads his readers to conclude that xepaAr] is used twice in this passage, a
conclusion which is patently false.

In the context of this passage, the Argives, a Greek tribe, send to the Delphic oracle for
advice as to their best course of action in view of the pending invasion of Greece by Persia.
The Argives had just lost 6,000 soldiers in battle with the Spartans. The oracle answers:

&x00¢ mepkTIOVEOOL, PN dBavatolotl Oeolot,
elow TOV MEOPOAALOV EXwV TTEQUAAYHEVOS T)OO
KAl KEPAAT|V TTe@UAAEOD KAQT) OE TO OWHa oawoeL!

Enemy of your neighbours, beloved of the immortal gods, sit at your guard with
your spear held within and protect your head; and the head will keep the body
safe.

The oracle’s advice is clear: your enemies hate you but the gods love you; so arm
yourselves and protect your head and you will be safe. Head here is literal — as long as
one’s head is safe, i.e., as long as one’s brains are not splattered on the ground, one will
continue to live. In hand-to-hand combat, each soldier protects himself, not his
commanding officer! These two examples must therefore be rejected.

(3) In this example, Timaeus 44D, Plato (4th c. B.C.) is discussing how the gods formed the
human body and how the soul is tied to it. The text reads:

Tag pev Oetac meELOdOLG dLVO OVOAS, TO TAVTOS OXNHUA ATOULUNOXHUEVOL
TLEQUPEQEC OV, EIC OQPALQOEWES TWHA EvEdNOAV, TOUTO O VUV KEPAANV
émovopalopev, 6 Oeldtatdv Té E0TLV KAl TV €V ULV TTAVTWV dE0TTIOTOVV @ Kol
mav 10 owHa magédooav Vmneeciav  avtw ovvabgoloavteg  Oeol,
KATAVOT)OAVTEG OTL MoV O0aL KIVIOELS €00LVTO HETEXOLD

Since there are two divine circles, [the gods], keeping the round form of each in
mind, bound [them] to a spherical body, which we now call the head, which is the
most divine part and which controls everything within us; to which [the head] the
gods gave the entire body as a servant after they blended [them] together, since
they understood that whatever movements there might be partake [thereof].

14T have used the Oxford Classical Text of Herodotus.
15T have used the Oxford Classical Text of Plato.
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Plato refers to the head as “the most divine part” of the body which controls the body.
There is no political, social, or military metaphor here; rather, Plato views the head as the
preeminent part of the human body, “the most divine part,” which controls the body’s
movements. Understanding this metaphor of Plato’s will be significant for several
examples to come.

(4-16) The next several examples come from the Septuagint (LXX). There are several
problems associated with the LXX passages, which Grudem turns a blind eye to. The
biggest problem is the fact that keaAn is seldom used as a translation of the Hebrew
YN when the Hebrew word refers explicitly to leaders. The Mic-kelsens have pointed this
out and they show that ke@aAr] translates ¥X1 when it means “leader” only 8 out of 180
instances.'® That is 4.4%, a rather slim percentage. If the “head = leader” metaphor is as
common in Greek as it is in Hebrew, why did the translators of the LXX not use it?
Grudem has failed to address this issue; rather, he dismisses the Mickelsens’ claim in a
footnote (p. 62, n. 17). Another problem with citing the LXX is its status as a translation.
As a translation, the LXX is valuable as a secondary source, not as a primary one. All
translations run the risk of being influenced by the original language. Furthermore, not
all translations are as good as they could be, and not all translators are as competent as
they could be. Grudem has failed to deal with these matters.

Let us now look at Grudem’s examples from the LXX. All citations are taken from Rahlfs’s
edition. References to English versions will be added where there is a difference.
Examples 4-6 all involve variant readings, a fact which Grudem concedes in a footnote:

(4) Judg 10:18:

... Kal €éotal elg KeaAnV aoy tols katowovoty 'aAaad.

... and he shall be a head (= leader) for all the inhabitants of Gilead.
(5-6) Judg 11:8-9:

.. Kal €0 ULV el kKe@aAT)v, Taov tolg katowkovoty 'aAaad.
.. &y LUy Eoopat elg KeQPAAT|V

... and you shall be a head (=leader) for all the inhabitants of Gilead.
.. I shall be your head (= leader).

In all three of these passages manuscript A reads ke@aAr), while B reads doxwv. The
presence of the variants indicates either that a scribe felt the translation to be not quite

16 “What does kephale- Mean in the New Testament?” 102ff.
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literal enough (thus changing doxwv to kepaAn), or that he felt the translation was too
literal and did not convey the correct meaning (thus changing ke@aAn to apoxwv). We
have no way of knowing who changed what or why. These three examples are therefore
dubious, due to the presence of the variant readings.

(7) Judg 11:11. Again there are two manuscript traditions, A and B, and both have added
a gloss on the translation of WK1 as kepaAn

(A) ... KAl KATEOTNOAV QUTOV €T AVTWV
el Ke@AATV €lg 1) yOUHLEVOV.

. and they set him over them as a
head, as a leader.

(B) ... Kat €Onkav avtov 0 Aaog €T
AVTOUG EIC KEPAATV KAl €1 AQXTYOV.

. and the people set him over them
as a head, as a ruler.

The presence of ¢ig 1)yovpevov “as a leader” in A and eig apxnyov “as a ruler” in B is
sufficient to clarify the metaphor. This example is also of questionable value.

(8) 2 Kingdoms (2 Sam) 22:44. Here the LXX provides a literal translation of the Hebrew.
There are no textual variations and no glosses ke@aAr refers to a leader:

Kal QUOT) e €K HAXNG Aa@V, QLAGEEIS e el kepaAn v é0vwv Aadg, 6v ovk
£yvwy, €dovAeovoAV HoL ...

and you will rescue me from the people’s battle, you will keep me as a head of the
nations; a people, whom I did not know, were my slaves...

(9) 3 Kingdoms (1 Kgs) 8:1. Again, there is a variation in the text. Rahlfs’s text reads:

...T0te  e€ekkAnoiaoev O Pacilels ZaAwHwV TAVTAS TOUG TEECBUTEQOVS
IopanA év Ziwv Tov dveveykelv TV KIBwTOV 01xO1Kk1¢ kvlov €k toAews Aavid

... at that time king Solomon convened all the elders of Israel at Zion in order to
take the ark of the covenant out of the city of David...
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The word kepaAr) does not even occur; rather it is found in a variation of Origen’s: maoog
KEPAAAS TV QABdwV EMnouévous twv matépwv viwv loganA meog tov Paciiéa
LaAwpwv, “all the heads of the rods of the fathers of Israel were raised toward King
Solomon.” Origen’s version does not even have anything to do with “leaders.” The word
“heads” is used of the tops of rods or staffs! This example must be rejected also.

(10) Ps 17:44 (18:43). This example is very similar to (8): "

Kal QUOT) pe €€ AVTIAOYLWV AQQV, KATAOTIOELS HE €l¢ KEQPAANV €0vwv Aadg, &
OVK £yVwV, €doVAELOAV HOL ...

And you will rescue me from the clamouring of the people, you will establish me
as the head of the nations; a people, whom I did not know, were my slaves...

Here the metaphor of “leader” is apparent.

The next four examples (11-14) are from Isa 7:8-9. Again, a textual variation is involved.
In Rahlfs’s text of the LXX, ke@aAr] occurs only three times (not four):

AAAT 1) KeEPaAT) Agap Aapaokog AAA™ €Tt EéEnkovTa Katl TévTe €TV EkAel)eL 1)
Baolela Epoatp amo Aaov, kat 1 kepaArn Egpoaip Zopopwyv, kal 1] Ke@aAT)
LopogwV viog Tov PopeAlov kat éav pr) motevonte, 00dE Ur) CLVTTE.

But the head of Aram is Damascus, but within 65 years, the kingdom of Ephraim
will erase from the people, and the head of Ephraim is Samaria, and the head of
Samaria is Remaliah; unless you believe, you will not understand.

Two of these examples, 1] kepaAr) Apapu Aapaokoc and 1) kepaAn Epoatp Xopoowv,
refer to capital cities, not to people. The other occurrence does involve a person, “the head
of Samaria.” The variation involves the phrase kat 1) kepaAn Aapaokov Pacety, “and
the head of Damascus in Rezin,” which was rejected by Rahlfs and relegated to the
apparatus.

(15-16) Isa 9:13-14 (14-15). In this text, ke@aAn only occurs once, not twice as Grudem
leads his readers to believe:

Kal a@eidev kVoLog amo lopanA ke@aAnv kat oVEAV, HEYaV KAl HKQOV €V HLi
NUEoa, mEeoPuTV kal Tovg T TMEOOWTIX Bavpdlovtag (alTn 1) XTI Kal
TIEOPT) TNV JDACKOVTA AVOUa 0UTOG 1) 0VQA).
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And the Lord took away from Israel head and tail, the great and small in a single
day, the elder and those who marvel at the people (this is the government) and the
prophet who teaches lawlessness (this is the tail).

There are two significant points regarding this passage: (1) Isaiah is using a “head-tail”
metaphor (hence the translation of ke@aAr)) not an authority metaphor. (2) The second
occurrence of the word “head,” which is in the English translation but not in the LXX, is
translated in the LXX by the word agxr), probably meaning “government” here. This
example must be rejected.

(17) T. Reuben 2.2. This passage also contains a variation in the MSS, between the singular
and the plural. Furthermore, the entire passage is discussing the evils of sensory
perception, the “spirits of deception,” which are the “head(s)” (possibly “source”) of
rebellion.

1. Kai vov axovoaté pov, tékva, & €ld0V meQL TWV EMTA TMVEVHATWY TG TTAAVNG
€V TM) peTavoia pov. 2.EmTa mvevpata €0001 kata ToLv avOEwWToL ATO TOU
BeAlxg xat avta elol keaAn (-al)Twv £QYwWV TOU VEWTEQLOMOV. 3. Kal EMTa
TVeHATa €0001 avT@ &7l NG KTIOEwS, TOL Elval &v avTolg mav £QYOV
avOpwTov. 4. mpwtov vevpa Cwng, ped’ Mg yivetat émbupia 5. Toitov mvevua
AKONG, HeO’ NG E0TL YEVOLS DeDOUEVT) €IG CUVOAKT|V AEQOG Kal TVONG 6. TTEUTITOV
nvevpa AaAwag, ped’ Ng yivetar yvwols 7. €ktov mvebpa Yevoews, ped’ 1g
vivetat Powolc Powtwv kKal Totwv, Kal oxUs €v avtolg ktiletar OtL €v
Powuactv €otv 1) VMOOTAOLS TNG WOXVOS 8. EBOOHOV TVEDHA OTOQAS KAl
ovvovoiag, ned’ Mg ovveloépyetatl dix e PUANdoviag 1] apagtia 9.01x Tovto
£0XATOV €07TL TG KTIOEWS KAl TEWTOV TNG VEOTNTOG, OTL dyvolag TeTANowTaL
Kal alT) TOV VEWTEQOV OdNYEL WS TLPAOV €mil BOOQoV Kal wg KTnvog E&mi
KON UVOV.17

1. And now, hear from me, children, what I saw regarding the seven spirits of
deception in my repentance. 2. Seven spirits were given against mankind from
Beliar, and these are the head(s) [source?] of the works of rebellion. 3. Seven spirits
were given to him against the creation, so that every deed of man might be among
them. 4. First is the spirit of life, with which desire comes into being; 5. third is the
spirit of hearing, with which instruction is given; fourth is the spirit of smell, with
which is given the sense of smell for the inhalation of air and breath; 6. fifth is the
spirit of speech, with which knowledge comes about; 7. sixth is the spirit of taste,
with which there is the taste of food and drink, and the strength is devised in them;

17 The Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs (ed. M. De Jonge; Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1978). The date of composition
is unknown.
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because the substance of strength is in the food; 8. seventh is the spirit of sowing
and intercourse (sexual), with which sin enters through the means of the love of
pleasure; 9. for this reason, it is the last of creation and the first of youth, because
it is full of ignorance, and this leads the youth into a pit like a blind man, and to a
precipice, like an animal.

There is nothing in this text which is remotely political, social, or military, and so the
translation “leader” which Grudem advocates is not justified. In fact, the notion of
“source” is much more appropriate to the context, the seven spirits being the “source” of
rebellion. This example must be rejected.

(18) Philo (Ist c. A.D.), On Dreams 2.207. Philo is discussing the interpretation of dreams,
and is discussing here the Baker’s dream in Genesis 40:

“OuNV Y& @not “tola kava XovooLtwv alpeLy €7l TG KePAANG Hov.” Ke@aA v
HEV TOLVUV AAANYOQOUVTEG @apev elvat Puxng TOV NYEHOVA VoLV, EéTtikelofat
O¢ ToUTW TAVTA Kal Yo eEe@wvnoé mote Emitov(wg) “Et’ Eue €yéveto tavta
mavta.” [Gen 42:36]'8

For it says, “I thought I raised three baskets of groats onto my head.” Head we say
is here an allegorical use of the controlling mind and soul, and everything is laid
upon this [the head]; for in fact, at one time, it cried out bitterly, “All these things
have come upon me.”

Philo is a Platonist and he is explaining his allegorical interpretation of the Genesis text.
Philo’s use of head as the control center of the mind is in accordance with Plato’s doctrine
in Timaeus; it is not a metaphor of “authority.”

(19) Philo, Moses 2.30. In this passage, Philo is obviously using head as a metaphor of
preeminence. This is fully in keeping with the use of keqpaAr as defined in LSJ:

OULVOAWG peV ovv 1) Twv TTtoAgpalwv okl dax@eQdVIWG Mg Tag XAAAG
Paokeiag Nkpaoev, év d¢ tolg ITtoAeuaiog 6 PAadeApoc —Ooa yap &lg
£dpaoev 0UTOC EMALVETA, HOALS Ekelvol Tiavteg abpoot dempalavto —
vevopevog kalamep €v (W TO 1YEHOVELOV KEPAATN TQOTIOV TV TWV
PaoAéwv.

On the whole, the house of the Ptolemies was entirely distinguished from the other
kingdoms, and among the Ptolemies, Philadelphos —for whatever this one man
did was praiseworthy, scarcely all the rest together accomplished as much —

18 T have used the Loeb editions of Philo.
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[Philadelphos] was the head of kings, in a manner of speaking, just like a head is
to an animal.

Philo says that Philadelphos is the head of kings, not in the sense of ruling them, but as
the preeminent king among the rest. Philadelphos is the top of the kings just as the head is
the top of an animal’s body. In English we would say that Philadelphos was head and
shoulders above the rest of the kings. This example is therefore to be rejected.

(20) Philo, Moses 2.82. In this example, Philo is providing an allegorical interpretation of
the construction and building materials of the temple. Regarding the pillars he says:

ETel O& NG &V MUV aloONoews KePAAT) HEV KAl 1TYEHOVIKOV O VOUG, E0XaTLX OE
Kal woavel Baotg to aloOntov, elkaoce d1 TOV HEV VOUV XQLOQW, XAAKQ d¢ TO
aloOnTov.

Now since the mind is the head and controller of the sense-perception within us,
and [since] what is perceived by the senses is the extremity and, as it were, the
base, he likened the mind to gold, and what is perceived by the senses to bronze.

Philo is again making use of Plato’s metaphor of the soul. This is not a metaphor of
“authority.”

(21-22) Philo, On Rewards and Punishments 125 (not 1.25). In this text, Philo employs a
simple head-tail metaphor. This is obvious in context, which Grudem does not cite:

TavTa O AAANYORELTAL TEOTIKWS EEevexOévta kabamep YaQ €v Ciw KePaAn
HEV TOWTOV KAl AQLOTOV, OvEX O VOTATOV KAl @AVAOTATOV, OV HEQOG
OUVEKTIATIQOVV TOV TWV HEA@V AQLOUOV, AAAX 0OBNOIS TV ETUTIOTWHEVWY, TOV
AVTOV TEOTIOV KEPAANV HEV ToL avOpwmelov yévoug £oecOal @not tov
omovdalov elte avdoa eite Aadv, Toug & dAAovg dnavtag olov HéQn TWHATOG
Puxovpeva Tals €V KeQaAT) kal DTTEQAV® dLVAUAOLY.

Now these things are allegorical, being expressed in a manner of speaking: for just
as the head is the first and best part of an animal, and the tail is the last and worst
part, not the part which finished off the number of body-parts, but the part which
shoos away insects; in the same manner, he says, the virtuous one, whether a man
or a people, will be the head of the human race; and all the rest [of the people] are
like the parts of the body, which take their life from the faculties in and above the
head.

Philo explicitly says that the head (in the literal sense) is the “first and best.” This again
is reminiscent of Plato’s doctrine in the Timaeus discussed above. Grudem rejects the
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notion of “source” for this passage, saying that “there is no sense in which the ordinary
people derive their being or existence from the leaders who are the ‘head” (p. 74, n. 25).
In making this statement, Grudem has shown that he has failed to understand Philo, for
Philo expressly says that the “rest” will “take their life from the head like parts of a body.”
It is fairly clear that “head” here is the source of life, which Colson, in a footnote to the
Loeb edition identifies as “spiritual life.”

Whether or not “head” is taken to mean “source” in this passage, Philo’s simile of the
animal, and his statement that the head is “the first and best part” makes it clear that
“preeminence” is Philo’s point, not “authority.” The “virtuous one” will be preeminent
among the human race. These examples must be rejected.

(23) Plutarch, Pelopidas 2.1. Here, Plutarch is using the human body as a simile for the
army. This is obvious in context, which Grudem again fails to provide:

Ei yao, wg Tepuoatne dujoet, xeool pév éoikaotv ol PLAol Moot d¢ TO IMTUKOV,
avt) d¢ 1 ealayf otéovw kat Oweaktl, Ke@aAn 0¢ O otoatnyds, oYX AVTOV
dOEELEV AV ATIOKIVOLVEVWYV TTAQAMEAELY Kal Ooaouvopevog, AN AmdvTwy, oig
N owtnola yivetatr dL” avtov kat tovvavtiov.?

For if, as Iphicrates tells the story, the light-armed troops are like the hands, and
the cavalry is like the feet, and the phalanx is like the chest and shield, and the
general is like the head, he who rashly runs risks would not seem to disregard
himself, but everyone, in as much as safety, and its opposite [i.e., destruction],
depends on him.

While it is true that the general controls the army like the head controls the body (cf. Plato
again), it is also true that the general holds the topmost position within the army and is
preeminent with respect to the army, just as the head is the topmost part of the body and
is also preeminent with respect to the body. Plutarch does not call the general the “head
of the army”; he is merely employing a simile. This example is ambiguous at best, and
may thus be dispensed with.

(24-25) Plutarch, Cicero 14.6 (not 14.4). In this example, head is used by Cataline for a leader
(himself), but there is more to this example than meets the eye:

0 d¢& MTOAAOVG 0lOHEVOGS Elval TOUG TTOAY UATWV KALVWV EPLEHEVOUG €V TI) BOVAT,
Kal AUA TOIG OLVWHOTALS EVOEKVUHEVOS, amekpivato @ Kikéowvt paviknv
arokpoy “TL yap,”€pn, kal katepOuvnikotog, Exovtog d¢ keaAny, tov O
axKe@aAov  pév, LoxvooL 0& Kal MeEYAAOv, TOUTW KEPAANV — AVTOG

19T have used the Loeb editions of Plutarch.
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grutiOnuy” o0ty elg te TV POVATV KAl TOV dNUOV TVIYHEVWY DT avTov,
HaAAov 0 Kikéowv €detoe ...

And [Cataline], thinking that there were many in the senate who were wanting a
rebellion and at the same time showing himself off to the conspirators, gave Cicero
a mad answer: “For,” he said, “what terrible thing am I doing, if there are two
bodies; one thin and wasted, but having a head, while the other is headless, but 1
strong and large, and 1 set myself as a head on the latter?” Since [Cataline] was
speaking this of the senate and the people, in the form of a riddle, Cicero was very

afraid...

First of all, Cataline’s answer was in the form of a “riddle,” as Plutarch points out.
Secondly, and more importantly, Cataline was speaking in Latin, not Greek. Ziegler
points out two possible sources of Plutarch’s, one of which is from Cicero himself (Pro
Murena 51).%° In this speech, Cicero says:

Itaque postridie frequenti sentatu Catalinam excitavi atque eum de his rebus iussi,
si quid vellet, quae ad me adlatae essent dicere. Atque ille, ut semper fuit
apertissimus, non se purgavit sed indicavit atque induit. Tum enim dixit duo
corpora esse rei publicae, unum debile infirmo capite, alterum firmum sine capite;
huic, si ita de se meriturn esset, caput se vivo non defuturum. Congemuit senatus
frequens neque tamen satis severe pro rei indignitate decrevit;...2!

Then, on the next day, in the crowded senate, I called on Cataline and asked him
about his concerns, to say whatever he wanted about what had been reported to
me. And he, as he was always so frank, did not excuse it but accused and entangled
himself. And then he said there were two bodies for the State, one powerless with
a weak head, another strong without a head; for the latter, if there was any merit
about it, the head would not fail, as long as he was alive. The crowded senate
groaned, but nevertheless did not pass a decree of sufficient severity for the
unworthy matter;...

It is entirely possible that Plutarch used this passage as source material for his life of
Cicero, and it is equally possible that Plutarch translated the Latin rather literally for the
sake of the “riddle.” If this were so, then this use of head for “leader” is really a Latin
metaphor, and not a Greek one. Recall that Latin caput is used as a metaphor for “leader”
in Latin. These examples are therefore illegitimate.

20 Konrat Ziegler, ed., Plutarchi Vitae Parallelae (vol. 1, fasc. 2; Leipzig: Teubner, 1959) 326.
21 The Loeb Classical Library Edition.
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(26) Plutarch, Galba 4.3. Again, Plutarch is using the body as a simile. He is not calling
Galba “the head.” The “body” is the province of Gaul:

AAAa’ €meldn) Aaumews Tov moAgpov Ek@rivag 0 OvIvdLE Eypae T T'dAPa
MAQAKAAQWV AvadéEaoOatl TV 1yeHoviav Kal TAQAOXELV €AVTOV LOXLOW
owpatt (nTovvtt kepaAny, tais F'aAatiolg déka puotadag dvopwv WmALTHEVQY
éxovoaig aAAag te mAeivag omAloat duvapévalg, mEoLONKE BOVATV TOIlS PIAOLC.

But when Vindex, who had openly declared war, wrote to Galba encouraging him
to accept the imperial power and to make himself head to a strong body seeking
one, [i.e.] to Gaul which had 100,000 heavily armed troops, and able to arm many
more, [Galba] took counsel among his friends.

It should also be pointed out that Galba was a Roman, not a Greek, and that this passage,
like the preceding, may have been influenced by Latin. Ziegler provides no known source
material for this passage in Plutarch. This example is therefore dubious.

(27) Plutarch, Agis 2.3 (not Agesilaus 2.5). With this example, Plutarch is illustrating the
folly of having the same man as both a leader and a follower. This example may at first
seem valid, but Plutarch does not refer to the leader as a head; rather he invokes a fable to
illustrate his point:

“Ov dUvaoOe TOV AUTOV EXELV KAl apxovTa Kal akoAov00.¢ émetl ovpavel ye
Kal oUTwg TO TOL dQAKOVTOS, 00 @nowv O Hvbog TV oLEAV T KEPAAT
otaoikoaoav &EOLV Tyelobatl mapa HEQOS Katl HT) dx Tavtog dkoAovOetv
éxelvn, Aaovoav d¢ Vv Tjyepoviav avtv TE KAKWS ATIAAAQTTELV Avolx
TIOQEVOUEVTV Kal TNV KEPAATV KaTalalvewy, TUQPAOLS Kal KwEOIG UEQeTLV
avoarykalopévny mapa euotv EmecOat.

“You cannot have the same man for both a leader and a follower.” It thus turns
out that the [fable of] the serpent [is appropriate], of which the tale is told that the
tail rebelled against the head thinking to take the lead contrary to its part and not
to always follow it [the head], and so, taking the lead, it navigated the body,
proceeding in ignorance, and it tore the head to pieces by forcing the head to
follow a blind and deaf part, contrary to nature.

Plutarch uses the word head in a literal sense, the head of the serpent. He does not use the
word head as a metaphor for leader, but uses the fable as a metaphor or a parable. This
example is therefore illegitimate.

(28) Plutarch, Moralia 629d-e (Table Talk 6.7, not 7.7). Plutarch is here writing about a
particular kind of wine-making process, and is referring more to the common use of
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Kke@aAn as a term of address, rather than to a political, military, or social metaphor for
“leader.”

néya de texprnowov vi Al @Oopag to ur dwapévery dAAa’ é€iotaocBatl katl
HaoatveoOat, kaBameQ amo OIlNG KOTEVTA TNG TOLYOS OL O& TMaAaol Kat Tovya
TOV OlVOV AVTIKQUG EKAAOLY, woTeQ PLENV Kal KeQaANV TOvV AavOQwTOV
elwBapev ATO TOV KLOLWTATWV VTtokoEileoOat.

Now a great proof of the destructiveness [of this process] is that [the wine] does
not last, but it gets weak and fades, as if it were cut from the root, i.e. the lees; the
ancients used to call the wine lees, just as we are accustomed to affectionately call
an individual soul or head from his principal parts.

The use of ke@aAT) as a salutation can be illustrated from the following passages (all cited
from LSJ):

1. Tevke, @iAN kepaAn), TeAapawvie, kolpave Aawv, ... (Iliad 8.281)
Teucrus son of Telamon, my dear friend, leader (koipavog) of the people ...

2. “AmoAAov, @ diax keQaAg, ... (Euripides, Rhesus 226)
Apollo, oh dear god, ...

3 ...1p ovdev elmov, Patdee PIAN kepaAn; (Plato, Phaedrus 264a)
... or did I say nothing, Phaedrus my dear friend?

(29) Plutarch, Moralia 647c (Table Talk 3.1). In this passage, Plutarch discusses the effects
of wine on the head. “Head” here is literal, not metaphorical at all! Plutarch’s reference to
the head as the “controller” of the body is surely nothing but another reference to the
Platonic doctrine.

HAALOTO HEV YOO O AKQATOG, OTav g kKePaAne kabantatl kat topevon T
OWHATA TIEOG TAG TWV AloONTewV AQXAGS, ETUTAQACTEL TOV AVOQWTIOV At O¢ TV
avOwv amogpolat Eog tovto Bavuaciwg Ponbovotl kat amotetxiCovol v
KEPAAT|V ATIO TG HEONGWS AKQOTIOALY, ...

For unmixed wine especially, when it assails the head and cuts the body off from
the governor of the senses, distresses the individual; and the fragrances of flowers
help against this in a wonderful way, and they fortify the head against
drunkenness, like an acropolis ...

(30) The Shepherd of Hermas, Similtudes 7.3. This is one instance where the “leader”
metaphor is clear:
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Aéyw avt@ Kogtg, el éketvol tolavta elgyaoavto, tva mapartikQavor) o évdofog
ayyeAog, Tl éyw emoinoa; cAAAwG, gnotv, ov duvavtal éketvol OAPNvalL, eav
UT) OU 1] Ke@aAT TOL oikov OALBTC 0oL yap OALBOVUEVOL EE AVAYKNG KAKELVOL
OAProovtal, evotabovvtog de covL VOV dUVavTaL OAWLy éxewv.??

I said to him, “Lord, if they have done such things to provoke the glorious angel,
what have I done?” He said, “They cannot suffer in any other way, unless you, as
the head of your household, suffer; for while you suffer under compulsion, they
also shall suffer, and while you prosper, they cannot suffer at all.”

We do not know who wrote the Shepherd. The author could have been a Greek, or he
could have been a foreigner, perhaps a Palestinian. Palmer suggests that the author may
have been a Roman,?* but Koester argues that the author was Jewish.?* If the author were
a foreigner, it is entirely possible that this metaphor could have been calqued from his
own native language. If this were the case, then this would be another example of an
imported, not a native, metaphor. The situation is unknown. In any case, the metaphor is
legitimate here.

(31-34) These examples from Aquila are all illegitimate for the simple reason that
Aquila’s Greek translation of the OT was so slavishly literal that it was incomprehensible
to native Greeks! Aquila was not so much interested in producing a translation which
would accurately convey the meaning of the Hebrew text in Greek; rather, he wanted to
produce a “translation” which would provide an exact representation of the Hebrew
sentence structure, roots and all, in the Greek language. Aquila “did not shrink from
perpetrating the most appalling outrages to the whole essence of the Greek language.”?°
Swete discusses Aquila and his translation, and provides several parallel passages of
Aquila’s rendering and that of the LXX for comparison. Swete notes, among other things,
that Aquila’s translation contains “frequent instances of absolutely literal rendering of
the original” and “the same Hebrew words are scrupulously rendered by the same
Greek.”?¢ These examples from Aquila must therefore be rejected since Aquila did not
remain faithful to the meaning of the Greek language.

22 [ have used the Loeb edition of the Shepherd.

2 L. R. Palmer, The Latin Language (1954; reprint ed.; Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1988) 197.
See also Bruce M. Metzger, The Canon of the New Testament (New York: Oxford University Press, 1987) 63—
67.

2 Helmut Koester, Introduction to the New Testament. Volume two: History and Literature of Early Christianity
(Philadelphia: Fortress, 1982) 257-61.

% ‘History of the Septuagint Text,” in the Preface to the Septuagint (ed. Alfred Rahlfs) 58.

26 H. B. Swete, Introduction to the Old Testament in Greek (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1914)
31-42 (39).
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(35) Theodotion, ludg 10:18 (not 10:28). This verse was dealt with above (example 4).
Citing one verse by Theodotion tells us nothing. With regard to Theodotion, the crucial
question is how consistent is he in translating vix1 into Greek? Swete makes it clear that
Theodotion was not as insanely literal as Aquila,?” but it is not clear how literal or free
Theodotion’s translation was, and there is no information regarding his treatment of ¥ix
that I am aware of. Until more is known about Theodotion’s translation(s) of WK,
judgment must be suspended on this example.

(36) Libanius, Oration 20.3 (4th c. A.D.). This passage is in fact ambiguous. The text reads:

LKal MAAWY - @AAOLUG  OLVEXEav HEV TAV TR KOWQ PaAaveiw vOpw
duxtetaypéva, kwvnOévteg d¢ UM avtwv @v gaocav Emi pellw kal
TIAQAVOUWTEQA TIOOCTUTITOVOL eV OVTW OPODOWGS TT) TOL AQXOVTOG KLYKADL KAl
TALG et €kelvnv Ovpats, wote detoatl ToLg VTINEETAC HT) Kal ONEAVTES avTAg
ATIOKTEVWOLV aVTOV, Olat TOLOVTOL KALQOL TTETOWKATL TOAAQXOD, TOUTO d¢€ OV
duvn0évTeg KaTEXEAV HEV TV EAVTOV KEPAAWV VPELS, 0VTW YAQ KHELVOV
elTtely, &g 0Vd’ €V KamnAelw TV TS dyopaiwv &’ éteQov TV (Owv.?

... and again they [rioters] threw others into disorder, as well as the ordinances for
the public bath, and being spurred on by their actions to greater and more lawless
deeds, they violently fell upon the magistrate’s gate and the doors with it, with the
result that the servants feared that those who broke them might kill him [the
magistrate], which has happened frequently on other occasions, but unable to do
this, they heaped insults on their own heads, for it is better to speak thus, which
insults not even one of the lowlifes would throw at his peer in a tavern.

First of all, Libanius was writing in the fourth century, some 300 years after Paul. Second,
he is employing a double entendre, as he himself makes clear with the words “it is better
to speak thus” (eu-phemistically). Thus, szec~ct),~ is both literal (the people brought their
insults upon themselves), and metaphorical (they insulted their rulers). Furthermore, the
Loeb text calls attention to a note by the Scholiast which reads: kegpaAac évtavOa tovg
Paolelc avtovg Aéyel, “heads here means the rulers themselves.” Now if “leader” is a
common metaphorical understanding of head, as Grudem claims, why does the Scholiast
feel he must explain it? Unless of course the metaphor is so obscure that it needs
explaining? This example is questionable.

(37) This is an epigram written by Gregory Nazianzus (4th c. A.D.), Greek Anthology 8.19:

27 Ibid., 42-49.
28 T have used the Loeb edition of Libanius.

WWW.LIONANDLAMBAPOLOGETICS.ORG
© 2026 LION AND LAMB APOLOGETICS— 1305 CHESTER STREET —CLEBURNE, TX 76033

23


http://www.lionandlambapologetics.org/

Ovx doing pev éyw 0adog, evayéog 0¢ ovlvying Ke@aAr kal tekéwv TELXO0G
molpvng Myepovevoa opo@eovog évOev ammABov mAneng kat xOoviwv
KoLEAVIWV ETéWV.?

I am the shoot of no holy root, but the head of a pious wife and three children;
I ruled an agreeable flock;  have departed hence full of earthly and heavenly years.

Grudem’s citation of this epigram is dubious because Gregory, like Libanius, lived some
300 years after Paul, so there is no guarantee that he would have understood or used the
word head in the same way Paul did. This example is questionable.

On pages 79f, Grudem asks the question: “We may wonder why the meaning ‘ruler,
authority over” was not common in earlier Greek literature ... “He then points out that
the adjective keqpdAaiog did have this meaning, and he refers to LS], who cite nine
passages from seven authors ranging from the 5th century B.C. to the 4th century A.D.
for kepaAaioc meaning “leader.” Grudem suggests that there was a semantic shift in late
Greek whereby the meaning “leader” was carried over from the adjective to the noun.
There are several problems with this line of reasoning. First, nouns and adjectives are not
always used in the same ways.*° Just because an adjective could mean “leader” does not
mean that the noun can be used in the same way. In fact, all one has to do is study the
entries in LSJ for kepdAaiog and ke@paAr) to see the differences. Second, Paul did not use
the adjective, he used the noun. Third, I have demonstrated that the vast majority of
Grudem’s examples do not mean “leader” anyway. There was a semantic shift whereby
ke@aAn took on the meaning “leader,” at least in part, but that shift did not occur until
the Byzantine or Medieval periods.3!

Grudem also states that the meaning “leader” is common in Patristic writings, and he
makes a passing reference to Lampe’s Patristic Greek Lexicon.*> However, if one looks at
the entry in Lampe’s lexicon, one will find that the vast majority of the citations quoted
refer to Christ as the “head of the Church”! There is only one citation which is glossed
“chief, headman,” and Lampe does not quote it. He does list a few citations where
Kke@aAn refers to religious superiors or bishops. It appears that the use of head in Patristic
Greek is a technical term referring primarily to Christ, and occasionally to members of
the ecclesiastical order. Grudem’s citation of Lampe is misleading.

2] have used the Loeb edition of the Greek Anthology.

30 For example, the adjective Aoyucdg is much more restricted in meaning and usage than is the related
noun A6yog; see LS]J for details.

31 See D. Dhimitrakou, Méyag AéEwkov, referred to in part 1 above.

32 Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1961.
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Grudem has made known to me (personal communication) another article on kepaAr by
Joseph Fitzmyer, S. J., which was recently published.*® Fitzmyer, whose work was done
independently of Grudem, agrees with Grudem that xe@aAr| denotes ‘authority, leader,”
and should be so understood in the New Testament. While Fitzmyer cites some of the
same passages which Grudem has cited, he cites some additional passages not discussed
by Grudem. Unlike Grudem, Fitzmyer quotes the Greek text for most of his examples,
but he unfortunately does not quote enough context, and he does not always discuss each
of his examples. I have looked at Fitzmyer’s examples, to which I now turn.

Fitzmyer groups his data into two sections: biblical and non-biblical examples. Fitzmyer
argues that since the Hebrew w1 “1 “leader” is in fact translated by ke@aAr) in the LXX,
at least a few times, such an understanding is proper in 1 Cor 11:3. I have already dealt
with the problem of semantic borrowing in the LXX, and so I would like to proceed with
an examination of Fitzmyer’s examples.

Fitzmyer’s biblical examples (1) and (4) correspond to Grudem’s (11-14) and (8)
respectively. Fitzmyer’s examples (2, 3, 5) are as follows:

(2) Jer 31:7 (LXX 38:7):

EvgpoavOnte kat xoepetioate Emi keaAnv éOvay, ...
Rejoice and shout over the head of the nations,...

Fitzmyer says that the “notion of supremacy or authority is surely present” in this
passage (p. 508). I do not necessarily disagree.

(3) 1 Kgs 21:12 (LXX 20:12). I am puzzled by Fitzmyer’s inclusion of this passage because,
in context, the passage is about Jezebel’s plot to murder Naboth. Jezebel instructed her
henchmen to “Proclaim a fast and set Naboth at the head (¥X1; keaAn) of the people.
Next, get two scoundrels to face him and accuse him of having cursed God and king.
Then take him out and stone him to death” (vv. 9-10, New American Bible). And the deed
was done (vv. 11-14). There is no indication of “authority” or “leader” in this passage at
all. Naboth was a falsely accused man, not a leader of the community. Placing him at the
head of the people is merely local, “in front of” (see Gesenius’s A Hebrew and English
Lexicon of the Old Testament, p. 911). This example is therefore false.

(6) Fitzmyer cites three passages, all of which have to do with a “head-tail” metaphor,
which he acknowledges. The passages are Deut 28:13, 44 and 9:13-14. The latter is cited
by Grudem (see nos. Is 9:15-16 above). I should reiterate that the presence of the head-tail
metaphor is not sufficient to establish these examples as wunambiguously denoting

3 “ Another Look at KEGAAH in I Corinthians 11:3, ” NTS 35 (1989) 503-11.
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“authority” or “leader.” There is more here than simply calling one “the head of the clan.”
These examples are therefore dubious due to the presence of the additional metaphor.

Fitzmyer next turns to Philo and Josephus for a few non-biblical examples of “authority”
forkepaAnv. He cites Philo’s Preliminary Studies 61 as an example of the meaning
“source.” This example was discussed on page 92 above. Fitzmyer then quotes two
passages which Grudem has cited (Grudem’s 18 and 19). Fitzmyer also cites two other
passages discussed by Grudem: one from Philo’s Moses, and one from the Shepherd of
Herrnas (Grudem’s nos. 20 and 30 respectively). The rest of Fitzmyer’s examples have not
been cited by Grudem. I shall discuss them at length.

(3) Philo, The Special Laws 184. Fitzmyer quotes only one line from this passage, and thus
does Philo a great injustice. The entire passage is as follows:

[TaAw eav tic, enotv, opOaApwv oucétov 1) Oepanalvng ekkoyr). éAevOégoug
APLETW. dx TL WOTEQ TNV TOL CWHATOS Tyepoviav 1) OVolg avpe kepaAn
XAQLOAEVT] KAL TOTIOV OIKELOTATOV WG PACIAEL TV AKQAV — AV YAXQ AVTNV €TT
aQxNV magaréppaca Wevoato kabamep avdolavtt Baocty vToBeloa TV AT
AVXEVOS X0l MOdWV ATaoav aguoviav —, oLTwg Kal twv aloOnoewv To
KQATOG AVEdWKeV O@OAAMOIC VTeQAvw YOUV Kal TOUTOS WG AQXOLOLV
artévelpev otknow, PovAnOetoa pn povov toic dAAolg aAAa xat xwolw
TLEQLOT|MOTATW KAL TTEQLPAVEOTTATQ TOVTOVG YEQXQAL.

Again he [Moses] says that if anyone knocks out the eye of a manservant or
maidservant he must set him or her at liberty. Why is this? Just as nature conferred
the sovereignty of the body on the head when she granted it also possession of the
citadel as the most suitable position for its kingly rank, conducted it thither to take
command and established it on high with the whole framework from neck to foot
set below it, like the pedestal under the statue, so too she has given the lordship of
the senses to the eyes. Thus to them too as rulers she has assigned a dwelling right
above the others in her wish to give them amongst other privileges the most
conspicuous and distinguished situation.?*

There are several points in this passage which must be considered. Leadership is one, and
preeminence is the other. While it is true that Philo says that the head has the “sovereignty
of the body” (tnv Tov cwpatog 17yepoviav), he also says that the eyes have “lordship of
the senses” (twv aioOnoewv 10 keatoc). This entire passage is metaphorical, and one
metaphor must not be taken out of context at the expense of another. Furthermore, Philo
likens the head to a citadel, and to the statue which rests upon a pedestal. Both citadels

34 The translation is Colson’s, from the Loeb edition.
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and statues are physically above the city and pedestal, just as the head is physically above
the body. The reason Philo gives for this state of affairs has to do with “privileges”
pertaining to “the most conspicuous and distinguished situation” (xwoiw meplonuotatw
KAl TEQLPAVEOTATW TOUTOLG Yepapat). There is really much more to this passage than a
simple “head =leader” metaphor.

(4) Philo, On Rewards and Punishments 114. Fitzmyer quotes this example in context, to
which I add more. In the previous paragraph to this passage (113), Philo discusses the
merits of a good statesman (toArtikog) and householder (oikovopog). And then he says:

v HEV 0DV €l AV TUYXAVI) TOLOUTOG WV TOAEL TNG TMOAEws VMEQAVW
paveltat, €ov d¢ TOALS, TG €V KUKA@ xwoag, éav d¢ £€0vog, EmPrioetat Taowv
£0veoLV WOTEQ KEPAAT] owpaTL TOL Ttegpaiveadat xaowv, ovy UTtéQ evdOE LG
HAAAOV 1] TG TV O0QWVTWV W@EAERS al YAQ OUVEXES TWV KAAWV
TIAQADELY LATWYV PAVTACTIAL TAQATIANOIAG EIKOVAS €YXAQATTOVOL TALG ) TIAVV
OKANEALS Kol ATOKQOTOLS PuXALG.

So then one such man in a city, if such be found, will be superior to the city, one
such city to the country around, one such nation will stand above other nations, as
the head above the body, to be conspicuous on every side, not for its own glory
but rather for the benefit of the beholders. For to gaze continuously upon noble
models imprints their likeness in souls which are not entirely hardened and
stony.?

Philo again uses the word head as a simile to indicate preeminence. Philo is not calling the
statesman or householder the head in the sense of “leader,” he is rather using head as a
metaphor to indicate preeminence. Just as the head is the most conspicuous part of the
body, so the good statesman or householder is conspicuous among his peers. The notion
of “leader” in this passage is explicit in the terms statesman and householder, but the
metaphors Philo uses convey the sense of preeminence.

In a footnote on page 509, Fitzmyer cites two passages from Moses, 2.82 and 2.290. The
former corresponds to Grudem’s (20). In the latter, Philo is discussing how the story of
the death of Moses is a wonderful conclusion to the Torah:

Bavpaoia pév oOv TavTa OavpacOTATov d¢ Kat TEAOS TV LEQQV YOAUUATWY,
0 kaBdmep &v 1@ Cww kKepaAn g O0Ang vopoOeoiag Eotwv. 10N yao
avaAapPavopevog kat €1 avTng PaAPdog €0Twg, tva TOV €lg 0VEAVOV DQOUOV
dumtapevog evOVVT), katanvevoBeig kal émBetdoag Cwv €Tt Ta g €mt Oavovtt

35 The translation is Colson’s, from the Loeb edition.
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faut@ mEoENTevEL deflws, @G ETeAeVTNOE UMM TEAELTNOAS, WS ETAPN
uNdevog maEovTog, dnAovotL xepotv ov Bvntais aAA™ abavdtolg duvvapeoty,
KTA.

This indeed was wonderful: but most wonderful of all is the conclusion of the Holy
Scriptures, which stands to the whole law-book as the head to the living creature;
for when he [Moses] was already being highly exalted and stood at the very
barrier, ready at the signal to direct his upward flight to heaven, the divine spirit
fell upon him and he prophesied with discernment while still alive the story of his
own death; told ere the end how the end came, told how he was buried with none
present, surely by no mortal hands but by immortal powers; etc.3¢

It should be apparent that Philo is not at all using head as a metaphor of “authority,”
rather he is referring to the story of Moses’ death as the most preeminent part of the
Torah, just like the head is the most preeminent part of an animal’s body.

The last two examples Fitzmyer cites come from Josephus’ Jewish War:

3.54: ['Tovdaia] pepiletat d’ eic évdeka kAnpovxlag, v agxeL pev Pacilelov ta
‘TepooOAvua poavioyovoa TG TEQLOKOL TTAOTC WOTIEQ 1) KEPAAT] COUATOS

[Judea] is divided into eleven districts, among which Jerusalem as the capital is
supreme, dominating all the neighbourhood as the head towers above the body;

4.261: ol ye £TL TOOOVTOV EEWKEIAAV ATIOVOIAG, WOTE YT HOVOV €K TG XWOAS KAl
TV €Ewlev MOAewVv €Tl TO TMEOOWTIOV Kal TNV KePAANV 6Aov tov €0voug
HETEVEYKELV TNV AT)OTOLKTV TOAUAV, AAAX Kal ATIO TG MOAEWS ETTL TO LeQOV.

To such extremes of insanity have they [i.e. gentile criminals] run as not only to
transfer their brigands” exploits from the country and outlying towns to this front
and head of the whole nation, but actually from the city to the Temple.?”

In 3.54, the metaphor is clearly one of preeminence, rather than one of “authority” or
“leader,” and Josephus is very clear in specifying the simile: “like the head of a body.” In
4.261, Josephus is referring to Jerusalem as the “head of the whole nation.” The notion of
“leader” may be admitted here. There is no simile, and no additional metaphor. Josephus
is simply referring to the city as the “head of the nation.”

36 The translation is Colson’s, from the Loeb edition.
37 ] have used the Loeb editions of Josephus; the translations are Thackeray’s.
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Fitzmyer also cites one example from Athanasius, who refers to some bishops as the
“heads of such great churches” (Apol. II contra Arianos 89 [PG 25.409A]). However, it must
be remembered that Athanasius lived in the 4th century, and so his use of kepaAr will
not necessarily reflect Paul’s. Furthermore, this passage in Athanasius may be modelled
on Christian jargon, or it may be a technical term. It is therefore an illegitimate example
since it occurs some 300 years after Paul. One cannot define pauline words based on uses
that may have arisen after Paul had died.

The bulk of Grudem’s examples of keqpaAr] meaning “authority over” or “leader” have
proved to be non-examples. Of Grudem’s 49 examples, the 12 of the NT are illegitimate
as evidence on the grounds that one cannot logically assume what one intends to prove.
This leaves 37 examples, only four of which are clear and unam-biguous examples of
ke@aAn meaning “leader” (examples 8, 10, 14, 30). Eleven examples are dubious,
questionable, or ambiguous (4, 5, 6, 7, 11, 12, 13, 23, 26, 36, 37); twelve examples are false
(1,3,9 15,17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 28, 29); seven other examples are illegitimate (24, 25, 27,
31, 32, 33, 34); two examples do not exist (2 and 16);*® and one example (35) cannot be
decided. Of the four clear examples, three are from the LXX and one is from the Shepherd
of Hermas, and it is very likely that all four of these are imported, not native, metaphors.
Six of the questionable examples come from biblical sources, while all of the false
examples have been from non-biblical writers.

Fitzmyer argues that, from his examples (and those of Grudem), “a Hellenistic Jewish
writer such as Paul of Tarsus could well have intended that xepaAr] in 1 Cor 11:3 be
understood as ‘head’ in the sense of authority or supremacy over someone else” (p. 510).
This may be so; however, the question remains whether Paul’s native Greek hearers would
have understood such a usage. So far, there have been no clear and unambiguous examples
of keqaAr denoting “leader” in extra-Biblical literature, and this fact speaks against such
an understanding by native Greeks.

Fitzmyer ends his article with the following statement: “The next edition of the Greek-
English Lexicon of Liddell-Scott-Jones will have to provide a sub-category within the
(p. 511). Due to the paucity
of verifiable, unambiguous examples, this statement is certainly too strong.

J 4L

metaphorical uses of ke@aAr] in the sense of ‘leader, ruler

By way of concluding this paper, we may ask the following questions: Can ke@aAr)
denote “source”? The answer is yes, in Herodotus 4.91; perhaps, in the Orphic Fragment
and elsewhere (in Artemidoms Daldianus, T. Reuben [no. 17], and in Philo [nos. 21-22]).
Is the meaning “source” common? Hardly! It is quite rare. Does ke@aAr] denote

38 Grudem explains (p.e.) that he had based his count on English translations rather than on the Greek
text.
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“authority over” or “leader”? No. The only clear and unambiguous examples of such a
meaning stem from the Septuagint and The Shepherd of Hermas, and the metaphor may
very well have been influenced from Hebrew in the Septuagint. The metaphor “leader”
for head is alien to the Greek language until the Byzantine or Medieval period. In fact, the
metaphor is quite restricted even in Modern Greek; one may speak of the head of a
procession, the head of state, and, of course, Christ is the head of the Church. But one
cannot speak of the head of a department, or the head of a household in Modern Greek.*

What then does Paul mean by his use of head in his letters? He does not mean “authority
over,” as the traditionalists assert, nor does he mean “source” as the egalitarians assert. I
think he is merely employing a head-body metaphor, and that his point is preeminence.
This is fully in keeping with the normal and “common” usage of the word. Both Plutarch
and Philo use head in this way, and this usage is listed in Liddell-Scott-Jones (with other
references). It might be objected that preeminence does not fit the context of 1 Corinthians
11. How can the husband be preeminent over his wife? In the context of the male-dominant
culture of which Paul was a part, such a usage would not be inappropriate. Furthermore,
it must never be forgotten that we are 20th century Americans looking back into the
world of 1st century Rome whose lingua franca was Greek. It is presumptuous for us to
think that we can understand every aspect of a world which existed two thousand years
in the past. Just because we might have difficulty with a given metaphor does not mean
that Paul would have had the same difficulty; it is after all his metaphor, not ours.*

NOTE: This post is in compliance with the Fair Use clause of the US Copyright Act of 1976 (17 U.S. Code
§ 107). The US Supreme Court has issued several major decisions clarifying and reaffirming the fair use
doctrine since the 1980s, most recently in the 2021 decision Google LLC v. Oracle America, Inc.

3 [ have asked two Greek friends of mine about this. Both told me that the word ke@aAr] as a metaphor
for “leader” would be understandable, but it “sounded funny” to them. See also the Oxford Dictionary of
Modern Greek (ed. J. T. Pring; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1982) 149.

40 Cervin, R. S. (1989). Does KepaAr) Mean “Source” or “Authority Over” in Greek Literature? A Rebuttal.
Trinity Journal, 10(1), 83-112.
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