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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 con-
tinue to live. In hand-to-hand combat, each soldier protects him-
self, not his commanding officer! These two examples must there-
fore 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 pkv & Oelog mepuddovg &%o oldoag 10 movidg oxfino
droppnodpcvor mepuoepts v, elg odoupoadty odpo Evédnoav,
10010 & viv xepary Emovopdlopev, & Oabtatév 1 Eomv
ko 1@dv &v Miv wdviov deomotodv: @ kol mEv 1O oduo
nopédooov  dmnpeciov  avtd cuvodpoicavteg Ogoi, kortovor-
cavieg dn mocdv oo xvioeg Eoowvto petéyolts

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 ser-
vant after they blended [them] together, since they understood that
whatever movements there might be partake [thereof].

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 pas-
sages, which Grudem turns a blind eye to. The biggest problem is
the fact that xepori is seldom used as a translation of the Hebrew
@RS when the Hebrew word refers explicitly to leaders. The Mic-
kelsens have pointed this out and they show that kedolrj trans-
lates R 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

151 have used the Oxford Classical Text of Plato.
16%hat does kephale- Mean in the New Testament?” 102ff.
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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 cita-
tions 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:

@ Judg10:18:
...x0od foton gig kepoAv mhow 10ig Kotorkobowv To-

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

(5-6) Judg11:89:
...xal Eom Nuiv €lg xedpadflv, mdowv 1ol KkaToikodowv
ToAood

... &y® dpiv Eoopon g xepadiiv.

... 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¢oAr], while B
reads dpywv. The presence of the variants indicates either that a
scribe felt the translation to be not quite literal enough (thus chang-
ing Gpywv to kepaAr}), or that he felt the translation was too lit-
eral and did not convey the correct meaning (thus changing KeQoA™
to dpywv). 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 @R7 as xe-

po:

(A) ...x0l xatéomoov oadTOvV & adTtdv €lg KedaAv eig
fyodpuevov.

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

(B) ...xdl BOmxav odtdv & Aadg &’ avtolg €l kePaATV
kol elg dpymyov.
. .. and the people set him over them as a head, as a ruler.

The presence of €i¢ fyovuevov “as a leader” in A and eig dpxn-
Yév “as a ruler” in B is sufficient to clarify the metaphor. This ex-
ample 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. kepoh] refers to a leader:
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kol pooy pe Ex pdyng Aadv, ovidEeg pe g KepoOARV EO-
v@v: Aodg, dv ook Eyvawv, EdovAevedv pou . . .

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:

...10te EekkAnoioocev & Poaowdedg Iodopov TAVIHG TOVG
npecPutipovg Iopomk &v Ziov 10D Gveveykdiv Ty kifwtov
Sdikng kvpiov Ek morewg Aowd. . .

. . . 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...

The word kepof does not even occur; rather it is found in a varia-
tion of Origen’s: ndcog xepoAdg Tdv PdRdwv Ernppévoug
v motépov vidv IopomA mpdg 1OV Baocidéo Zohwpwv, “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):

kol pooy pe EE dvmlondv Aadv, katooThoElG pe Elg Ke-
daAfv £0vdv: dade, Sv ovk Eyvav, EdodAtvodv pov ...

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, xepoAn
occurs only three times (not four):

GAX’ 1 kedaAf Apop Aopooxds, GAA Enm EEfkovio kol
névie Etdv Exhelyer 4 Bacideic Eoponp Gmd Acod, kol 7 ke-
oaAn Edpoy Xopopav, kol 1 KEGOA® Zopopov vidg 10D
Popghov: kol £dv pf| motedonte, ovdt um CuVATE.

But the head of Aram is Damascus, but within 63 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 kepodl, Apop Aopackdsand 1 xe—
¢oAty E¢poup Zopopwv, refer to capital cities, not to people. The
other occurrence does involve a person, “the head of Samaria.” The
variation involves the phrase kol N xepoA} Aapooxod Pooceyl,
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“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¢oA1} only occurs once,
not twice as Grudem leads his readers to believe:

kol Ggeidev Kdprog dmd IopomA kedpoAv kol odpdv, péyov
kol kpov Ev @ Muépq, mpeoPiTV kol Todg TG TPOGEMO.
Bovpdoviag (obdtn 1 dpyn xoi mpoormv Sddokovta dvouo
(odtog 1) ovpd).

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
kepodn), 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 dpy|, 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
ii_eception,” which are the “head(s)” (possibly “source”) of rebel-

ion.

1. Koi vdv dxodoatt pov, tkva, & €ldov mepl thv Entd
TveLpdToOv Thg mAdvng &v Tf petovolg pov. 2. émtd mved-
poto. E360m xotd tod dvepdmov dmd Tod BeMdp kol odTd
gior kepod (—oi) tdv Epyov 100 vewtepiopod. 3. kol EnTd
nvevpote £566m adtd® Eml g kticewg, 10D fvon &v otolg
nav Epyov &vlpdmov. 4. mpdtov mvedpo Lwfig, ued’ fig M ovo-
toolg ktileton: devrtepov mvebpo  dpdoe ued’ 1Ng ylvero
Em6upias 5. 1pitov mvedpo Gxofig, wed’ Ng Sdoton Sdacka-
Mo tétoptov nvedpo dodpricems, ped fig kon yedowg dedopévn
glg ovvoAknv dépog kol mvofic 6. mEumtov mvedpo Aohdg,
ped’ Mg yivetm yvéoig 7. Extov mvedpo yedoews, ped’ Hig
viveton Bpdorg Ppotdv kol mordv, kol ioxdg &v odroig KTi-
Ceton: 8 &v Bpduosiv tomv 1 dndéortacig g ioytog 8. ¥B-
dopov zveduo omoplc KOl ocuvovsiog, MED’ TG GUVELGEPYETOL
e tiic mAndoviag 7N dpoprior 9. S todro Eoyatév Eom
tfig xtioewg kol mpdrov T vedmrog, dm dyvolog memhiipe-
on xol obm tdv vedtepov 6dnyEl dg TuprdV Emt PéBpov kol
ag xrfivog &ml xpnuvév.l?

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

YThe Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs (ed. M. De Jonge; Leiden: E. J. Brill,
1978). The date of composition is unknown.
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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; because
the substance of strength is in the food; 8. seventh is the spirit of sow-
ing and intercourse (sexual), with which sin enters through the
means of the love of pleasure; 9. for this reason, it is the last of cre-
ation 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 advo-
cates is not justified. In fact, the notion of “source” is much more ap-
propriate to the context, the seven spirits being the “source” of
rebellion. This example must be rejected.

(18) Philo (1st 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:

“@unv” ydp omor “tpic xave yoviputdv olpewv Em Tfig ke
daAfig nov.” [Gen 40:16] kedoA v uiv toivov GAATyopolvtég
dopev elvon yuxfic OV Tyeudva vodv, EmkeicBon & todTe
mavio: kol yop EEeddvnoé mote Emtov(de) “En’ Euk Eyéveto
todtoe mavto.” [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 inter-
pretation of the Genesis text. Philo’s use of head as the control cen-
ter 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 xepoAt| as defined in LSJ:

ouvélmg pkv odv 1 1dv IMrodepodov oikia Swapepdvimg mopd
wg dAlag Pacisiog fikpaoev, &v 8t 1oilg TltoAepoiog O
duddehpog — Soa yop €ig ESpocev obdrog Emonverd, pOAG
gkdivoL mdvieg GBpdor  diempdEovto — yevlpevog kabdmep Ev
Cdw 10 tyepovebov xepadn tpdmov Twvd T@v Pociriwv.

18] have used the Loeb editions of Philo.
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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 — [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 fop 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 al-
legorical interpretation of the construction and building materials
of the temple. Regarding the pillars he says:

Enel 8 tiig &v MMiv oioBrioewg kedoA pEv kol 1yepovikodv
6 vobg, toyxomd 8 kol doovel Bdoig 1O oicbntdv, eixooe M
TOv kv volv xpued, xoixd &t 10 oleontov.

Now since the mind is the head and controller of the sense-percep-
tion within us, and [since] what is perceived by the senses is the ex-
tremity 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:

tadto & GAAnyopeiton tpomikdg EEevexBévior kaBdmep Yop Ev
(oo xepad) utv mpdrov kol dpiotov, ovpd & Yototov kol

doLAGTOTOY, 00 pépOg GuveKTANpPoDV TOV TV HEAGV dpLBudv,
GAM odBnoic v Emmotmpévov, OV adtdv TpémoV KEGOANV

pkv 100 dvepameiov yévoug EoecBoi oMol OV omovdoiov elte
dvdpo elte Aodv, todg & dAhovg dmovtog olov pépn oduatog
yoyodpeve toig &v KepoAf xol Vmepdved Suvopoov.

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 notion of “source” for
this passage, saying that “there is no sense in which the ordinary
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ple 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.” 1t is fairly clear that “head” here is the source of life,
which Colson, in a footnote to the Loeb edition identifies as “spirit-
ual 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 preemi-
nent 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:

B ydp, &g ’likpding Sufper, xepol upbv folkacw ol yhof,
mwool & 10 immkdv, adth 8 1 odroyE otEpve kol Odpoxt,
xedadf & 6 otpornyds, ody odTod d0&mev Gv dmokivduvey-
v TOPOpEAElY Kol BpocuvOuevog, GAX dmdvimv, Olg 1 cot-
pla yiveton &’ adtod kol Todvovtiov.!?

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 dis-
pensed 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 3t moAdodg olduevog elvon todg TpayudTav Kouv@dv Epiepé-
voug Ev Tif PovAf, xoi duo 10l cuveudtong Evderkvipevog,
dmexpivoro 19 Kiképawvi povikiyy  &ndéxpiowv: “T8 ydp,” Eom,
“fpdtto devdv, €, Svdlv copdtev dvtav, tod uiv ilogvod
kol kotedfvnkdtog, Exovtog 8¢ xepadtv, 100 & dkeodiov

pév, ioxvpod 8¢ xol peydAov, TOUVT® KEPEANV ovTdg Em-

Honuy;” todtav €ig 1€ thv Bovdfv kol 1OV dfjpov fwviypévav
O ovtod, pdrdov & Kiképav Edeoe . . .

9] have used the Loeb editions of Plutarch.
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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 terri-
ble thing am I doing, if there are two bodies; one thin and wasted, but
having a head, while the other is headless, but 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).2°
In this speech, Cicero says:

Itaque postridie frequenti sentatu Catalinam excitavi atque eum de
his rebus jussi, 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; huig, si ita de se
meritum 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.” I 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.

(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 prov-
ince of Gaul:

GAL Emeldn Aoumpdg tov mdAspov Exdrivog & OvIvRE Eyponye
) TdABq moapaxordv dvodétocBon v TNyepoviav kol wop-
ooxeiv Bavtdv  loxupd oduom {nrodvn  kepaddv, Toig

Todationg déko.  pvpiddog Gvdpdv  dnopévev  Exodooug

2Konrat Ziegler, ed., Plutarchi Vitae Parallelae (vol. 1, fasc. 2; Leipzig:
Teubner, 1959) 326.
2The Loeb Classical Library Edition.
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dAAag 1e mAsiovog OmAicon Suvopévors, mpoBOnke BovAv 1Toig
didorg.

But when Vindex, who had openly declared war, wrote to Galba en-
couraging 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:

“Ob dvoole OV ovtdv Exetv kol dpyovto kol dkéioveov.”
tngl ovuBoiver ye xol oVteg 1 Tod Spdkoviog, oY dmowv O
ublog v ovpdv T xepaAf otocidoocov GEtodv  TyElcOon

nopd pépog kol pm S movtdg dkorouvBelv Ekeivy, Acafodoov
& v Ayepoviov odmiv 1 xokdg dnoAddriey  dvoiq
mopevopéviv kol TV kedoANv  katafoively, TLOAGlG kol

kopolg pépeowv Gvaykalopévny mopd ddowv  EmecOon.

“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 xe¢aA1} as a term of address,
rather than to a political, military, or social metaphor for
“leader.”

péyo 8t texpripov v Alo 0Bopdic T un Sopéverv GAN EElo—
Toofon kol popoivecBon, xoBdmep Amod ;‘)igng Konévta  Thig
';go'yéc_; ol 8 moAowol xoi tpéyo TV olvov dvukpug ExdAouv,

mep Ywoxfv kol KeQoAfv 1OV dvBpomov eldBopev dmd TV
xuplotdtav  dmokopilecOon.
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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 kead from
his principal parts.

The use of xepoArf as a salutation can be illustrated from the fol-
lowing passages (all cited from LS]):

1. Tebkps, oiAn xepodr, TeAopdwie, xoipave Aodv, .. (Iliad 8.281)
Teucrus son of Telamon, my dear friend, leader (xoipavog) of the

people, ...
2 *AmoAdov, & Silo. xepodd, ... (Euripides, Rhesus 226)
Apollo, oh dear god, ...
3 .17 oOdkv elmov, PoAdpe OiAn kepodr; (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.

pdocto piv yop 6 Gxpatog, Stov Thg xedoAfis  koBoymton

kol Ttopedon T oduota wpog Thg TV oicbicewv dpyxds, Em-—
toapdooser tv dvlpomov- ol 8 1dv Gvedv dmbpporon Tpog
10010 Bovpoociag BonBodor kol dmoteixilovor TRV KepOANV

amd Thg pédng ag GkpémoAv, ...

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 in-
stance where the “leader” metaphor is clear:

Myo adtd Kopie, & Exeivor towdta eipydoavto, iva mopo-

mxpovef] 6 Evdofog dyyehog, 1 Eyd Emoinco; "AlAwg, oMoiv,

od dVvavton Exeivor OMPfivon, &dv pf ob 1 xepoAdn tod ol-

xov OMBfc ool yap OMBouvpévov EE dvdykng kdkeivor OMPr-

g;vu% eootafodviog & ooD oddepiov  Jdvavron  OAlyv
ELV.

I said to him, “Lord, if they have done such things to provoke the glo-
rious 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.”

2] have used the Loeb edition of the Shepherd.
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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 meta-
phor 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 perpetrat-
ing the most appalling outrages to the whole essence of the Greek
language.”? Swete discusses Aquila and his translation, and pro-
vides 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 lit-
eral 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 faith-
ful to the meaning of the Greek language.

(35) Theodotion, Judg 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 @R 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 UR9 that I am aware of.
Until more is known about Theodotion’s translation(s) of UR9, judg-
ment must be suspended on this example.

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

.. KOl mdAv GAAovg ovvéxeov pEv v 1@ kowd Boarovele
vépo Swtetoypévo, kvnBévieg 8 Ym' adtdv dv Edpocav Em

21. 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.

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

Ra l:'Slf‘l-)iigtsory of the Septuagint Text,” in the Preface to the Septuagint (ed. Alfred
s) 58.

26Y. B. Swete, Introduction to the Old Testament in Greek (Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press, 1914) 31-42 (39).

Zbid., 42-49.
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peilo kol mopovopudtepo TPOoTiTTOVSL MEV OBTO GHOdpdc TH
w0 dpyovrog mykAidt kol toig per’ Ekelvv OYpaug, dote
ddicar oG Ummpétog ph kol Prifovieg adtag dmoxteivaowy
adtov, ol TowodToL Koupol memoikool TMOAAO)0D, ToDro S 0d
duvnBévieg xotéysav pEv  t@v  Eovtdv  kedoAdv  UBpeg,
obto yip dpewov enrelv, g odd Ev xommielo @V TG dyo—
polov &’ Etepov t@dv lowv.28

... 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 mag-
istrate’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, xe¢odr| 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: xepoAdg &viodba 7T0U¢ PBootA€ic
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:

Oby doing pitng pkv &yd 6dAog edaytog 8¢
ovluying xedpods) Ki( tekémv TpLddog

moipvng fyepdvevoa dudopovog EvBev dmijABov
Adpng kol xBoviov kodpaviev Etémv.?®

I 'am the shoot of no holy root, but the head of a pious wife and three
children;

I ruled an agreeable flock; I 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 guaran-
tee 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

5] have used the Loeb edition of Libanius.
2] have used the Loeb edition of the Greek Anthology.
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literature. . . .” He then points out that the adjective xe¢dAonog
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 cen-
tury A.D. for xedpdAonog 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 adjec-
tives are not always used in the same ways.* Just because an adjec-
tive 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 LS]J
for xepdhonog and kepod 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 xe¢oAt| took on the
meaning “leader,” at least in part, but that shift did not occur until
the Byzantine or Medieval periods.*

Grudem also states that the meaning “leader” is common in
Patristic writings, and he makes a passing reference to Lampe’s
Patristic Greek Lexicon.3? However, if one looks at the entry in
Lampe’s lexicon, one will find that the vast majority of the cita-
tions 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 xedpoAn 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.

Grudem has made known to me (personal communication) another
article on xepadr] by Joseph Fitzmyer, S. J., which was recently
published.®® Fitzmyer, whose work was done independently of
Grudem, agrees with Grudem that xepad} 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 UR9
“leader” is in fact translated by xepodr 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.

30For example, the adjective Aoyixdg is much more restricted in meaning and
usage than is the related noun Adyog; see LS] for details.
See D. Dhimitrakou, Méyag AéEixov, referred to in part 1 above.
320xford: Oxford University Press, 1961.
3« Another Look at KEGAAH in I Corinthians 11:3,” NTS 35 (1989) 503-11.
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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):

Edopavente kol ypsucticate #m KedaAnv E0vav, . . .
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 dis-
agree.

(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 “Pro-
claim a fast and set Naboth at the head (UIR9; xepaA1}) of the peo-
ple. 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 pas-
sage 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.

(5) 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 Isa 9:13-14. The latter is cited by Grudem (see
nos. 15-16 above). I should reiterate that the presence of the head-
tail metaphor is not sufficient to establish these examples as unam-
biguously denoting “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” for ke¢pod. 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 Hermas (Grudem'’s nos. 20 and 30 re-
spectively). 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:

Moav kv mg  omoiv, doBoAudv oikétov 1A  Oepomaivng
Exkdym, EAevbépovg Gobto. Sk ti; domep v 100 GduoTog
fyepoviav 1| B%owg dviive kepar] xopicopévn xol  TomovV

oikerdtotov g Bacdsi Ty dxpav — Gve yop adthv & dp-
v mopanépyace 1Spdoato kobdmep Svdpidvr Pdowv  Umo-
6cioa Tv oan’ odyévog Gxpr mod@dv Cmoocov dppovioy —,
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obtag xol 1dv aicBfoewv T Kpdtog dGvEdwkev OGpBaAuoic
Omepdve yodv kol Todtog g GpRovolv AmEVELUEV OLKNMOW,
BovAndgico u® pévov toig GAMOLG GAAL xoi Ywple WEPLOTMHO-
TOT® KOU WEPLOOVECSTATE® TOVTOVG YEPGpPOL.

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.3

There are several points in this passage which must be consid-
ered. Leadership is one, and preeminence is the other. While it is
true that Philo says that the head has the “sovereignty of the
body” (tv 100 cdpotog fyeuoviav), he also says that the eyes
have “lordship of the senses” (t@dv oicffcewv 10 xpdtog). 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 pedes-
tal. Both citadels 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”
(xwpie mepLoNUOTdTY KOl TEPLOOVECTATE TOVTOUG YEPGPAL).
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
(roATikde) and householder (oikovdpog). And then he says:

v ptv odv dig Gvip tuyxdvn towodrog v Ev mbAe, Tig
nmorews OVmepdve doveiton, v & wohg TAG Ev  xdxkAe
xdpog, v 8 Eovog, Empriocton miow EBvectv domep Ke-
oAl ocduom tod mepudaivecsOon ydpwv, ody UmEp evdokiog
uiddhov | Thig tdv Opdviov doeAelog oi yop OULVEXElS TV
KOADV TopodELypdTov  daviocion mopomAnciog eikdvag  Ey-
YopaTrovoL Toig R mAvL OKANPOic Kol GmoKPOTOlG WULXOAG.

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 con-
spicuous on every side, not for its own glory but rather for the benefit
of the beholders. For to gaze continuously upon noble models im-

34The translation is Colson’s, from the Loeb edition.
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prints 35their likeness in souls which are not entirely hardened and
stony.

Philo again uses the word head as a simile to indicate preemi-
nence. Philo is not calling the statesman or householder the head in
the sense of “leader,” he is rather using head as a metaphor to in-
dicate 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:

Sovpdowo piv odv todtor Gowpocidratov St kol téAog TGV
iepdv ypopupdtav, & xoBdmep &v 1@ {do xedpadl tig SAng
vopoBeoiag Eotiv. 1dn yop dvorapBavépevog kod En' odtiig
BoABidog &otdg, iva TV g ovpavdv dpopov  dumtduevog
e0BvVY, KatamvevoBelg kol im@sdoog (v Em 10 g Em
fovévt  Eovtd mpodmtever  debidg, dg  EteAevtnoe  pinw
weAevTioas, dg &tdon pndevdg mopdviog, dmhovém yepolv o
ovntoig AL’ dBovdrtolg Suvdpeow, KTA.

This indeed was wonderful: but most wonderful of all is the conclu-
sion 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 di-
rect 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 pow-
ers; etc.

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: ['lovdoia] pepileton & elg Evdexa xAnpovyiag dv Gpye
piv Baocideiov T ‘lepocélvpo  mpoovicyovoo Tfig mEPLOLKOV
nwdong donep 1 KedoA cductog

[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;

35The translation is Colson’s, from the Loeb edition.
3The translation is Colson’s, from the Loeb edition.
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4.261: ol ye &m Ttocodtov EEdkerdov dmovoicg dote pf povov
& tfic xdpog kol tdv BEwBev méhewv Emi 10 mpéommov koL
v kepoAfiv 6Aov 10D EOvoug peTeveykdlv TRV ANCTPLKAV
oMoy, GAAG kol dmd Thig mMoAEwg &mL TO iepbv.

To such extremes of insanity have they [i.e. gentile criminals] run as
not only to transfer their brigands’ exploits from the country and out-
lying 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 speci-
fying the simile: “like the head of a body.” In 4.261, Josephus is re-
ferring to Jerusalem as the “head of the whole nation.” The notion
of “leader” may be admitted here. There is no simile, and no addi-
tional metaphor. Josephus is simply referring to the city as the
“head of the nation.”

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 xepoAr| 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 oc-
curs 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 xepod} 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 ket 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-bibli-
cal 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 xe¢oAr] in 1 Cor 11:3 be understood as ‘head’ in the

37] have used the Loeb editions of Josephus; the translations are Thackeray’s.
38Grudem explains (p.e.) that he had based his count on English translations
rather than on the Greek text.
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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 kepoA1} 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 metaphorical uses
of kepor| in the sense of ‘leader, ruler’” (p. 511). Due to the
paucity of verifiable, unambiguous examples, this statement is cer-
tainly too strong.

By way of concluding this paper, we may ask the following ques-
tions: Can xedoA1] denote “source”? The answer is yes, in Herodotus
4.91; perhaps, in the Orphic Fragment and elsewhere (in Artemido-
rus Daldianus, T. Reuben [no. 17], and in Philo [nos. 21-22]). Is the
meaning “source” common? Hardly! It is quite rare. Does xedpor]
denote “authority over” or “leader”? No. The only clear and unam-
biguous 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 Byzan-
tine 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 “com-
mon” usage of the word. Both Plutarch and Philo use head in this
way, and this usage is listed in Liddell-Scott-Jones (with other ref-
erences). It might be objected that preeminence does not fit the con-
text 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 look-
ing back into the world of 1st century Rome whose lingua franca was
Greek. It is presumptuous for us to think that we can understand ev-
ery 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.

391 have asked two Greek friends of mine about this. Both told me that the word
xepoA 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.
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