


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 BC to 600 AD). In order do deal expressly with the New
Testament and the Septuagint, the contributors and ediiors of LSJ included a team of
theologians, Milligan among them, (Preface, p. 9). The value of BAG lies more in their
citations of the literature and their bibliography rather 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 LSJ 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 New Testament 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 xepaAn: H. Stephanus, Thesaurus Graecae
Linguae, 8 vols ([1831-65], revised by K. Hase, W. and L. Dindorf, Paris: A. Firmin
Didot); F. W. Sturz, Lexicon Xenophonteum, 4 vols. (1801-4, Lipsiae); D. F. Ast,
Lexicon Platonicum sive vocum Platonicarum, 3 vols. (1835-38, Lipsiae: Weidmann); E.-
A. Bétant, Lexicon Thucydideum, 2 vols. (1843-7, Geneva); W. Dindorf, Lexicon
Sophocleum (1870, Lipsiae: Teubner); F. Ellendt, Lexicon Sophocleum (2nd. ed.
corrected by Hermann Genthe, 1872, Berlin); W. Dindorf, Lexicon Aeschyleum (1876,
Lipsiae: Teubner); J. Rumpel, Lexicon Theocriteum (1879, Lipsiae: Teubner); R. J.
Cunliffe, A Lexicon of the Homeric Dialect (1924; new edition, 1963, University of
Oklahoma Press); J. E. Powell, A Lexicon to Herodotus, 2nd ed. (1938, reprinted 1977 by
Georg Olms Verlag); A. Mauersberger, Polybios-Lexicon, 4 parts (1956-75, Berlin:
Acadamie-Verlag); J. H. Sleeman and G. Pollet, Lexicon Plotinianum (1980, Leiden: E. J.
Brill); J. I. McDougall, Lexicon in Diodorus Siculus, 2 vols. (1983, Georg Olms Verlag).
None of these have any such listing; in fact, the only lexicon I have found which defines
xepoAq as 'leader’ is D. Dhimitrakou Méya Ae&wodv fig "EAAnvicfig Muooong, 9 vols. (1933-
50, Athens, privately published) and he explicitly states that the meaning of 'leader’ is
medieval (vol. 5, p. 3880).

Apparently, the only other lexica to include such a definition are the New Testament
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 xepain, as Grudem
claims, then why is it apparently never so listed in any Greek lexicon outside the perview
of the New Testament? I offer several possible reasons, not the least of which is tradition
and a male-dominant world-view: The expertise of theologians is the New Testament, 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 ime pondering the New Testament, 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 New Testament 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, a metaphor which is nonetheless alien to Ancient Greek.
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 lend 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 xepaAs, 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
Homer (viii BC) to Libanius (iv AD), 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. 66-7 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 kephalé 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. If Grudem has in fact checked 'every instance in all
the extant writings', as he claims, then he has not been very thorough in his search, for I
have found some rather different figures for the same authors in Grudem's list. Grudem
claims that xepadn occurs 114 times in Herodotus, I found 121 occurrences. [ also found
59 in Aristophanes (not 56); 90 in Plato (not 97); and 15 in Theocritus (not 1). If Grudem
has indeed checked every instance, why are his figures different from mine? And how can
we be certain that his figures for the rest of the authors in his list are accurate™

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 xepals
meaning 'source’ (p. 68). It must be pointed out, however, that two of his examples (21-
22) are cited by Payne 5 for 'source'. These examples will be dealt with later.

Against those who claim that xepodh may denote 'source’', Grudem says that in order to
demonstrate that xepad# 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 kephalé. (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 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.

2. 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
xepadn in the New Testament. Grudem condemns, and rightly so, the Mickelsens and

4 Grudem tells me (personal communication) that the reason for the descrepancies is that there have
been a number of corrections, additions, and deletions to the TLG databank since he received his printout in
1984. 1do not know that this is a valid explanation however. 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, Loeb, etc.), and the editors of the TLG have not,
as far as I know, practiced textual criticism as they processed the texts. Moreover, Grudem should not have
claimed to have analyzed ‘every’ occurrence when in fact he has not.

5 Response [to "What does kephal & Mean in the New Testament?' by B. and A. Mickelsen], in Women,
Authority, and the Bible, p. 124f.
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some New Testament commentators (e.g. F. F. Bruce and C. K. Burkett, among others),
who have claimed that the meaning of 'source’ is 'common’ for xepadq. Grudem points
out that the alleged 'common meaning' of 'source’ was propounded by Bedale in the
1950s, and Grudem proceeds to briefly 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 does. 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 proceedes 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 LSJ
for xepads denoting 'end, top, brim’, etc. and concludes that when Herodotus speaks of
the xepadai 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 failed to
comprehend Herodotus. The entire passage, 4.89-91, is rather long to be cited in full, but
I will cite enough to show that Grudem's explanation is wrong:

Aapeilog 8¢ mg S1éfn tov Bdomopov xatd thv oxedinv, énopedeto S thig Bpnixmg,
amxopevog 8¢ éni Tedpov motapod thg mnyds Eotpatonededoato Nuépag tpeilg. o O&
Téapog Aéyetar vnd tdv mepiloikov elvar motapdv Gplotog té te &AL (Td) &g Gxeowv
pépovta kal &M kol avSpdot kol irrowt yopny axécachat. elol 3¢ adtod al myyal Svav
déovoan teqoepakova, €x mETPNG Thg avthig péovoar: kol al pév adtéev elot yuypal, ai

3t Beppait. (4.89.3-90.1).6

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 scurvey in both men
and hgrses. There are 38 springs flowing out of the same rock, some cold and
some hot.

__In contex, it is clea_r that Herodotus is discussing the 'souce’ (mmyai) 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 read:

Tedpov motapod xeparal U8wp &piotdv te kai kdAAiotov mapéyovianr mAviev

notapdv. (4.91.2).

The source (lit. 'heads’) of the Tearus river, the best and most beautiful, supplies
all rivers.

The context of this passage should make it abundantly clear that Herodotus is using
xepokai ‘heads' as a synonym of mmyat 'springs’, referring to the source of the Tearus.

6 ] have used the Oxford Classical Text of Herodotws.



Regarding the Orphic Fragment, Grudem contends that 'source’ is an inappropriate
meaning for xepadt; 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 variation, 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:

Zebg apyn, Zebg péooa, Adg §° éx mavta TétukTaL.
Zebg mubunv yaing e ko 0dpavod dotepdevTog.

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:

Zevg npdrog yévero, Zebg VOTaTOg dpyrképavvog:

Zebg xepaAn, Zedg péooa- Ag & éx mévio telelton:
Zebg mubunyv yaing e ki ovpavod actepdevtog:

Zevg Gpomy yévero, Zebg Gupporog EmAeto viuen:

Zevg mvoln mavtav, Zevg GXORETOU TUPOG OpuT.

Zebg mdvtov pilo: Zebg Atog N8E oednvn:

Zevg Pacideve, Zevg dfxbg ARGVTOV GPYIKEPOLVOS:
n&vrag yip xpoyag avdig edog £g moAvmBég

€& 1epfig xpading avevéyxaro, uépuepa péCav,

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 xepoAn whereas Fragment 21 has &py®, 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: «xai dpyh pév obrog dg momrikdv aitiov, tedevth 8¢ b tehxdv, péoa 8 dg
¢E Toov néior mapdv, x&v ndavto Swpdpag adtod petéymi. 'And he is the beginning, as the
producing cause, and he is 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
'souce’ is clear; Zeus is the source of everything, he is the first cause. 2) The
understanding of 'source’ can be found in the clause Awg 8’ éx mdvia tedelrav/tétoxtal.
This clause is itself ambiguous, and may be taken in two ways: either éx is in tmesis and
goes with the verb, in which case the genitive Awdg depends on révta and can be construed
as a 'genitive of source' (Smyth §§1410-118) thus: Awg mévrto éxteleitar/éxtétvrtan
‘everything from Zeus has been accomplished’ (The hyperbaton involved in this reading is

7 Otto Kern, Orphicorum Fragmenta, 1922, Berlin: Weidemann, p. 91f.

8 Herbert Weir Smyth, Greek Grammar, revised by Gordon M. Messing, 1956, Harvard University
Press.



not difficult as far as Greek poetry is concerned), or, éx may be in anastrophe and thus
goes with Awdg, making Awég the agent of the passive (see Smyth §1755 for éx with the
passive): éx Awg mavro teleltayrétuctar ‘everything 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 New
Testament 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 xepain 'source’, Payne (Response, p. 124f) cites the
following passages in support of the meaning 'source”: two from Philo, and three from
Artemidorus Daldianus. In Preliminary Studies 61, Philo writes of Esau:

xepaln 8¢ bg {Pov ndviav v AexDéviav pepdv 0 yevapyng éotiv "Hoad, 8¢ tote uév
noinua, toté 8¢ dpdg épunvedetar...(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 xepaAn meaning 'source’ from Artemidorus
Daldianus (ii AD), whose Onirocriticon 9 is a collection of dreams and their interpretations.
In Book I 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 feer represent the slaves; the right hand represents a male member while the
left hand represents a female member; and so forth (Onirocriticon 1.2). Daldianus uses this
system throughout his book. Several of the 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. 8,1 1):

xai nadwv E80&E tig tetpaynAoxonfichar. cuvéPn xai todtov 1OV matépa dmobaveiv, O¢
Kl 70D {fiv xal 10D potdg aitiog fiv, donep xai 7| ke@aAd 10d navtdg oduatos. olov [8¢]
éou Kai 1o tefu(pM‘)onat Téxvorg GAeBpov kal ovyi 1@ i8évrL onpaivov xai moAAL GAAa
doa TowdTa ginot g Gv,

9 Artemidori Daldiani, Onirocriticon Libri V, edited by Roger A. Pack, 1963, Lipsiae: Teubner.



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 both of 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.

[.2. (in Pack's text: p. 9,1l 6-11):

olov xepald eig matépa, nodg eig SodAov, Sebik xeip eic matépa vidv pilov &SeApdv,
apioTepa xelp £ig yovaika kol pntépa kol oiAnv kol Buyatépa kal ddehenv, aidolov eig
yovelg xal yovalke xal Tékve, KvAun eig yovaixe xoi @idnv. 1dv 8¢ dAlov Exactov,
Tvat un paxpoAoydpev, obte oxornréov.

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, it must be
inquired about each of the rest, so that we may not be long-winded.

[.35. (in Pack's text: p. 43, 1l. 12-16):

"ApnpfioBal 3¢ doxelv tiig kepaAfig eite xatadixng elte vnO Afotdv eite év povopoyiq
egite ol@dnmote Tpémm (o0 Yap drpépet) movnpov Td yovelg Exovrt kol TR Tékvae: yovedol
pév yap fowkev | xepadd Sid 1o tod {Av aitiov elvar- téxvoig 8¢ S1dt 1o mpdowmov xal
v eikdva.

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 or children is concerned; for the head
is likened to the parents since they are the cause of life; and to the children because
of the face and image.

[1.66. (in Pack's text: p. 234, 1. 16-28):

gv piv (odv) 1® npate PiPrie fenv elval thv xepaAfv natépa tod id6vtog, év 3 1d
Sevtépe Aéovia elvar Baciréa T véoov, xai év Td nepi Bavdtov tolg mevopévolg 10
dnoBoveiv gpnotov elvar kai Avoitedig enédeifa. éneidav odv mévng dvip matépa Exav
nAodorov Svap brd Aéoviog Thv kegaAnv aonpficBor 36 xal anoBavelv, elxdg Eoty TOV
ratépa ad1od dnobavivia kAnpovopov adtov KataAEiyELY, Kot T0DTov TOV TpémoV dAvTog
Gv yévorto xal elropog, obte @optixdv £TL fyev TOV matépa ovre vmod tHg meviag
OABopevog: ot yip N piv xegpadh O matip, | 8& apaipesig N oTépnolg 10D Tatpds, O &
AMav 7 véoog, fiv vooroug O nathp anobévor év: o 8& Bavarog n petaforn tod PBlov kai 10
Sux 1oV mAodrov dvevdeée.

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 that the lion was (represented) a king or
a disease, and in the book about death I 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' 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 (p. 7) and 1.35,
mention anything about the head being the 'source’ or 'cause’ of life.

3. Grudem's examples. Grudem has cited 49 examples of what he claims are
occurrences of xepadi 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 so noted.

First of all, 12 of these passages (nos. 38-49) are from the New Testament, and are
therefore illegitimate as evidence since they are the disputed texts. In citing these N.T.
passages, Grudem commiits the logical fallacy of assuming what he sets out to prove. The
whole purpose of Grudem's study is to determine whether or not xepaln 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?

The first two come from Herodotus 7.148.3 (v BC),10 and the second example is not
even the word xeooAn, it is képn! By failing to cite the Greek text of Herodotus, Grudem
leads his readers to conclude that xepadf is used twice in this passage, a conclusion which
is patently false.

In the context of this passage, the Argives, a Greek tribe, sent to the Delphic oracle for
advice as to their best course of action in view of the pcndmg invasion of Greece by Persia.
Furthermore, the Argives had just lost 6000 soldiers in a battle with the Spartans. The
oracle answers:

axepe nepikTidvecot, Pi’ dBavdtoior 9:—:01.01.,
elow Tov mpoPdAaiov Exav m-:quoryuavog noeo
xol kepadfyv negoloor xdpn 8t 10 odpe cadoer.ll

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,!2 Plato (iv BC) is discussing how the gods formed
the human body and how the soul is tied to it. The text reads:

Tawg uév o Oewg repLdSovg dvo ooocu;, 10 mOVTOG oo omomp.noausvm nepupapeg ov elg
oq;mpoetﬁeg oa)p.a eve&qcav 10010 O v-uv xaoalnv suovop.af;ouev ) eelma'tov Té EoTwv
Kai tdv év Mulv névrav 8501:01:ouv & xai v 16 cdua napédocav tnnpeciav adtd
ovvabpoicavreg Oeoi, xatavonoavreg 611 nacdv doat Kivioelg EGOIVTO HETEYOL.

10 Small case Roman numerals denote the century in which an author flourished.
111 have used the Oxford Classical Text of Herodotus.
12 1 have used the Oxford Classical Text of Plato.



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).

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.

The next several examples (4-16) come from the Septuagint (LXX; iii BC). There are
several problems associated with the LXX passages, which Grudem turns a blind eye to.
The biggest problem is the fact that xepads is seldom used as a translation of the Hebrew
rosh when the Hebrew word refers explicitly to leaders. The Mickelsens have pointed this
out 13 and they show that xepos is translated for rosh '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
simply failed to address this issue; rather, he dismisses the Mickelsen's 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' editionl4. 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 foomote:

4) Judges 10:18:
..xol oton elg keQaAnv ndcwv tolg katotkodow Fodoad.

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

..xai o iy elg xepadiv, ndowv toig xatokodow Tohood.

...&y0 LUlv Eoopat eig xe@aAnv,

...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 xepain ‘head' while B reads
&pyov.'ruler. The presence of the variants indicates either that a scribe felt the translation
to be not quite literal enough (thus changing &pyav to xepain), or that he felt the translation
was too literal and did not convey the correct meaning (thus changing xepadn to Gpyov).
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.

13 Women, Authority, and the Bible, pp. 102ff.

14 Septuaginta, duo volumina in uno, edited by Alfred Rahlfs, 1979, Stuttgart: Deutsche
Bibelgesellschaft.
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(7) Judges 11:11. Again there are two manuscript traditions, A and B, and both have
added a gloss on the translation of rosh as xepodn:

(A) ..xoi xatéotnoav avtdv én’ avTdv el xepaAfv eig Nyodpevov.
...and they set him over them as a head, as a leader.

(B) ..xoi #nxav adtov 6 Aadg En’ adtovg eig keQaANv kol eig apynydv.
...and the people set him over them as a head, as a ruler.

The presence of eig hyodpuevov 'as a leader' in A and eig apynyév 'as a ruler’ in B is
sufficient to clarify the metaphor. This example is also of questionable value.

(8) II Kings (IT Sam.) 22:44. Here the LXX provides a literal translation of the
Hebrew. There are no textual variations and no glosses. xegain refers to a leader:

kol pdoq pe éx pdymg Aadv, euAdEewg pe eig ke@aAnv EBvav: Aadg, ov odk Eyvoev,
£d0VAgvoav pot...

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

(9) I Kings (I Kings) 8:1. Again, there is a variation in the text. Rahlfs' text reads:

..1é1e E&exxAnoiocev O Bacihedg Zadapav méviag todg tpecPutépovg Iopand év Ziwv
10D Gveveykeiv Ty xifatov dwabnkng xuplov éx RoAeng Acvid...

...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 xepad) does not even occur; rather it is found in a variation of Origen's: néocog
xepaldg 1oV PaPdav émmppévovg tdv natépav vidv Iopanh npdg tov Paciiéa ZaAopev, 'all
the heads of the rods of the fathers of Israel were raised towards 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) Psalm 17:44 (18:43). This example is very similar to (8):

kol pooy] pe €€ avtilonidv Aadv, xataoThoelg He eig xepaAnv é0vav: Aadg, dv ovk
fyvav, édovAevodv pot...

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 do not know, were my slaves...

Here the metaphor of 'leader’ is apparent.

The next four examples (11-14) are from Isaiah 7:8-9. Again, a textual variation is
involved. In Rahlfs' text of the LXX, xepad occurs only three times, not four.

air’ 1'1’ xepaAf Apap Aapacxkds, aAr’ En éEfxovia kol mévie ét@v éxAeiyer f
Baciheic Epporp axo Aaod, xai 1| xegaAh Eppop Lopopwv, kot 7| ke@adh Zopopav vide
100 PopeAov: xal £&v pf) motedonte, o0dE uh ovviite.
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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, © xepadh Apap Aapcoxés and 4 xepadt Eppoip Zopopov refer to
capital cities, not to people. The other occurrence does involve a person, 'the head of
Samaria’. The variation involves the phrase xai 1 xepaAh Aapockod Pasew 'and the head of
Damascus is Rezin', which was rejected by Rahlfs and relegated to the apparatus.

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

kol ageidev kbplog and Iopand xepadfv xai odpdv, péyov kol pikpdv év il huépa,
npesPoTv Kol Todg Td npdowna Bavpdloviag (abt N apyn) xal mpoentnv Siddckovia
&vopo (obrog 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 xepain), 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 dpyn, probably meaning 'government' here. This
example must be rejected.

(17) The Testament of Reuben, 2.2.15 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. Kol vdv dxodoaté pov, tékva, & eldov mepl tdv Entd mvevpdtav THg TAdvng év T
petavoiq pov. 2. Erta mvevpata £560m xatd tod avBpdmov and Tod BeAwdp xal avta
eiol xepaAf (-al) tdv Epyav tod veotepiopod. 3. xal értd mvedpata E860M avtd
¢mi tig xriogewg, 10D elvan év abdtoig ndv épyov avBpdmov. 4. mpdrov nvedua Cofig, ped’
g i ovotaoig xtileton: Sedtepov mveduo dpdoeac, ped’ Hg yiveroan émbupia: 5. tpitov
nvedpo Gxofig, ned’ fig Sidotan Sidagkodia: tétaptov mvedpa dogpficeng, ned’ fig ot
yedoig dedopévn elg ouvolKMV Gépog kai mvofigr 6. méumtov mvedpo Aahidg, ped’ Tig
yivetoan yvdorg: 7. Extov mvedpa yevoeog, ped’ fig yivetoan Bpdoig Bpartdv xal motdv,
xal iogbg Ev avtolg ktileton: Gt év Bpdpoociv éotv 7 brdoraotig Thg ioyvog: 8. €RSopov
nvedpuo onopd; xoi ovvovaiag, ued’ fig ouvelsépyetar Sur tfig erAndoviag N duaprio: 9.
1 10010 Eoyatdv éom The Kricewg kai mpdrov Thg vedrnrog, St ayvolag memAnpartol
kol abm 1oV vedrepov 0dmyel dg TveAdv ént BdBpov xat dg xtiivog éni kpnuvov.

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 the foundation is devised;
second is the spirit of sight, 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

15 The Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs, edited by M. de Jonge, 1978, Leiden: E.J. Brill. The date
of composition is unknown.
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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 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 'souce’ of rebellion.
This example must be rejected.

(18) Philo (i AD),!6 On Dreams 2.207. Philo is discussing the interpretation of
dreams, and is discussing here the Baker's dream in Genesis 40:

"dunv" yap oot "tpia kv yovdpLidv ou.pew éni Thg lceqmlﬁg pov." [Gen 40:16]
xeQaAfv pév toivov dAAnyopodvtég papev Elvat yoxfic. Tov yepdva vodv, émkeicBon 58
100t mAvia: Kol yap EEe@dvnoé mote Emitov(dg): "én’ Eut éyéveto tadta mavia.

[Gen 42:36].

For it says, 'T thought I raised three baskets of groats onto my head." Head we say
is here an allegorical use of the controlling mind of the 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 centre 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 xegodf as defined in LSJ:

ouvola)g p.x-:v odv 7 tdv l'l‘tokep.atmv oikia 81aq>epovm)g ROPA TG aMag Bamlstag
mcuowev év 8¢ 1:01.; Mtoepaiog 6 Praadedpog - Soa yip elg eSpaot-:v om:og EMOLLVETQ,
poALg Exelvor Tt(IV‘tet; aepom Senpaloavro - yevouevog xabdnep év {dm o fyepovedov
xe@alAh Tpomov Tvi 1@V Pacidéav.

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

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:

16 | have used the Loeb editions of Philo.
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énel 8¢ v &v hulv alobiceng xeadll pév xai fiyepovikdy o vodg, doxarid 8¢ xai
boavel Bhoig 1o alobntév, eikace 8 1oV piv vodv xpvod, YAaxd 8¢ 10 aichntiv.

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:

tadta &’ alknyopewm TpomIKdg s&svexeewa xaeomep yap ev (oo Kequ'q uev
npdtov xai dpigtov, ovpd 8 Vortatov kol (paulomm:ov o pepog cmvemknponv oV TV
ULEAGV apteuov aila oéfnoig tdv émmotopévay, TOV adTov tponov xchak'qv uév 1od
avepa)m—:tou yevoog foecBat ¢noL Tov onovdaiov eite av8pa sm-: Acdv, tobg & GAAovg
Gmavtog olov pépn cdpotog Yuxodueva talg év ke@aAf kol drepdve Svvduaciy.

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 finishes 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 a 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 part'. 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
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 the 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’ (Loeb, p. 389).

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,!7 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 yép, &g ’I(pmpdmg 8t'pet. xePOL uév £olkactv ot yilot, nocl. b2 o inmikdv, avth 8& &
edAay orépve xai a)pam xepaAfl 8¢ o otpamyog, oox avTob Soéatev av
omowauveowv napapelsw xai Bpacuvvépevog, dAA’ andviov, olg i commpia yivetar Sv
avTod kol todvavtiov,

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

17 1 have used the Loeb editions of Plutarch.
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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, 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:

o 8& moAAobg oldpevog elvan ToVg mpaypdtav kawdv épepévoug v tfi BovAd, kol dpo
10lg ouvepdtalg Evdeuvipuevog, anexpivato 1@ Kiképovi poviknv anokpiow: "Ti yap,"
gon, "mpdtto Sewdv, i, dvelv copdtov Svtav, 10D pEv ioxvod kol xoteebivnkdrog,
gxovtog 8t xe@aAfv, tod &' dxepdAov pév, ioxvpod S& xai peydAov, ToVTE KEPaANV
av1og emrifnpuy” todtwv elg te v BovAnv kal tov §fpov fviypévev vr’ abdtod, paAdov O
Kiképav £derce...

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
strong and large, and I 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!8
points out two possible sources of Plutarch's, one of them is from Cicero himself, Pro
Murena 51.1% 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 meritum esset, caput se vivo non defuturum. Congemuit senatus
frequens neque tamen satis severe pro rei indignitate decrevit;...

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 himself 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 himself, 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

18 Konrat Ziegler, ed., Plutarchi Vitae Parallelae, vol. 1, Fasc. 2, p. 326, Lipsiae: Teubner.
19 Cicero, vol. 10, p- 252, Loeb Classical Library, translated by C. MacDonald.
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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 capur 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 provinces of Gaul:

aAX’ émeldn Aapmpds Tov moAepov Exorvag 6 OLIVBLE Eypaye 1§ T'dABe mapaxaAdv
dvadégaobar Thv iyepoviaw xal napacyelv Eavtdv ioxvpd odpatt {rodvil KepaAfy,
talg Todatioalg déka pvpiadag avdpdv @rhiopévav éxovoaig dAlog te mAelovag
omAtloot Suvapévaug, tpotbnke BovAlv toig piloig.

But when Vindex, who had openly declared war, wote 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:

"00 dovace tov adtdv Exev kol dpyovta kol dxéAovBov.” érel cuuPaiver ve kol obrag
0 10D dpdxoviog, ob enotv & pdbog Ty odpav tfj kepadfi oracidoacav dEodv Ayelohat
nopd pépog xal ph S morvtog axolovBeiv Exelvy, AaPovoav §& Thv Nyepoviav adtiv te
xaxdg araAAittely qavoiq mopevopévny xai v xegaAnv koatafaivelv, Togloig xal
xagoig pépeowv dvaykalopévny napd pdowv érecbon.

"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 badly, 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 692d-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

xepaAn as a term of address, rather than as a political, military, or social metaphor for
'leader.’

péyo 8¢ texufprov v Ala @Bopég 10 ph Swapévewv ail’ eEiotacbar xoi papaivecBar,
xofdnep and pilng xomévra thg Tpuyds: ot St mohaiol xai Tpvye TOV olvov Evtixpug
Exdhovv, donep yuxllv xal xe@aAfv tov dvBponov eldbauey and tdv kvpratdtov
vroxopileaba.

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
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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 xepadf as a salutation can be illustrated from the following passages (all
cited from LS)):

1. Tedkpe, pidn xepard, TeAaudvie, koipave Aadv,... (Lliad 8.281)
Teucrus son of Telamon, my dear friend, leader (xoipavog) of the people,...

2. "AmoAdlov, & dic xegpadd,.. (Euripides, Rhesus 226)
Apollo, oh dear god,...

3. .7 o0t elnov, Paidpe @iln xeoalrd; (Plato, Phaedrus 264a)
...or did I say nothing, Phaedrus my dear friend?

(29) Plutarch Moralia 647c (Table Talk 3.1). In this passage, Plutarch discuses 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.

péAiote pév yop 0 dxpatog, dtav g xe@aAflg xabdymran kol topedoy TG chOpaTR
npdg Tog Thv aloBhoeav dpyds, émtapdooet tov GvBpanov: ol 8¢ tdv avBdv ardppoiat
1pdg tovto Bavpacing Bonbodor xai droteryilovet thv xegaAfiv and tfig wébng dg
axpdmoArv.,...

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 7.3.20 This is one instance where the
'leader’ metaphor is clear:

Myo avtd- Kodpie, el éxeivor towadta eipydoavro, iva moaparikpavli 0 Evdofog
Gyyedog, ti €yd émoinoa; “AAAwg, enoiv, od dVvarar éxeivor OAnBfivar, édv un obd 1
xepaAn tod oixov BABfic: cod yip BAPopévov €& dvdyxmg xdxelvor OAPrcovtal,
gvotafodvrog 8¢ 6oh oddepiov Sovavrar DAty Exew.

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. Palmer2! suggests that the author may
have been a Roman, but Koester22 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,

20 1 have used the Loeb edition of the Shepherd.
21 R. Palmer, The Latin Language, 1954, University of Oklahoma Press, reprinted 1988, p. 197.
See also Bruce M. Metzger, The Canon of the New Testament, 1987, Oxford University Press, pp. 63-7.

22 Helmut Koester, Introduction to the New Testament. Volume two: History and Literature of Early
Christianity, 1982, Fortress Press, pp. 257-61.
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got a native, metaphor. The situation is unknown. In any case, the metaphor is legitimate
ere.

(31-34) These examples from Aquila are all illegitimate for the simple reason (which
Grudem fails to explain) that Aquila's Greek translation of the Old Testament 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'.23 Swete, in his Introduction to the Old Testament in Greek,2
(pp.31-42), 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.'
(ibid., p. 39). These examples from Aquila must therefore be rejected since Aquila did not
remain faithful to the meaning of the Greek language.

(35) Theodotion, Judges 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 rosh into Greek? Swete makes it clear
that Theodotion was not as insanely literal as Aquila,?S but it is not clear how literal or free
Theodotion's translation was, and there is no information regarding his treatment of rosh
that I am aware of. Until more is known about Theodotion's translation(s) of rosh,
judgement must be suspended on this example.

(36) Libanius, Oration 20.3 (iv AD)26. This passage is in fact ambiguous, a fact which
Grudem fails to note. The text reads:

.oxal maAwv @AAovg ouvvéyeav pev tav T® xowd PBaraveip vope dSiateraypéva,
xivnBévieg 8t Ln’ adtdv dv ESpacav émi peilo xol mapavoudTEpR TPOOTINTOLGL PEV
obto geodpdg T 10b dpyrovrog kiykAiSt xal Tailg pet’ éxelvnv Bdpaig, dote deloan Todg
vrmpérag un kol pnéavteg adTAE ANOKTEIVOGLY adTdV, olo TOLOVTOL KKLpOl WEROLNKACL
ToAAa0D, ToVTo 3E o SuvnBévtes xatéyeav piv tdv tovtdv kepaAdv HPpers, obvtw
y&p Gvewov einelv, Gg o0’ év xamAein t@v Tig dyopaiov ép’ Erepov tdV icwv.

...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, whic
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.
Secondly, he is employing a double entendre, as he himself makes clear with the words 'it
is better to speak thus' (i.e. euphemistically). Thus, xepary is both literal (the people
brought their insults upon themselves), and metaphorical (they insulted their rulers).

23 'History of the Septuagint Text', p. 58, in the Preface to the Septuagint, ed. by Alfred Rahifs, one
volume edition, 1979.

24 1914, Cambridge University Press; reprinted 1989 by Hendrickson Publbishers, Inc.

25 Swete, Introduction to the Old Testament in Greek, pp. 42-49.

26 1 have used the Loeb edition of Libanius.
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Furthermore, the Loeb text calls attention to a note by the Scholiast which reads: xepoAdc
¢vtadBa 1obg Pacirelg adtovg Aéyer ‘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 (iv AD), Greek Anthology
8.19:27

Oy doing pilng pév éyod Bdhog, edayéog 8¢
ov{vying xepaAn xai texéav Tpidog:

noipvng ryeudvevoa dpdepovog: Evlev anfilbov
nAfpng xai xBoviov xovpaviev Etéav.

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 guarantee that he would have understood or used
the word head in the same way Paul did. Moreover, there is no explicit reference in the
context of this epigram (what little context there is) for the meaning 'authority over.' 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 xepddarog did have this meaning, and he refers to LSJ who cite nine passages
from seven authors ranging from the 5th century BC to the 4th century AD.for xepdAaiog
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 of all, nouns and adjectives are not always used
is the same ways.28 Just because the 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
xepdAorog and xepald to see the differences. Secondly, Paul did not use the adjective, he
used the noun. Thirdly, I have demonstrated that the vast majority of Grudem's examples
do not mean ‘leader’ anyway. There was a semantic shift whereby xepadf took on the
meaning ‘leader’, at least in part, but that shift did not occur until the Byzantine or Medieval
periods (see D. Dhimitrakou, Méyog AéEwcov referred to in §1 above).

Grudem also states that the meaning 'leader’ is common in Patristic writings, and he
makes a passing reference to Lampe's Patristic Greek Lexicon (1961, Oxford University
Press). 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 xepaAn 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.

27 1 have used the Loeb edition of the Greek Anthology.

28 For example, the adjective Aoywég is much more restricted in meaning and usage than is the related
noun Adyog; see LSJ for details.
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3. Conclusion. The bulk of Grudem's examples of xepal# meaning ‘authority
over' or 'leader’ have proved to be non-examples. Of Grudem's 49 examples, the 12 of
the New Testament 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 unambiguous examples of xepari 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.

I do not wish to cast aspersions on Grudem, but the quality of 'scholarship’ which he
exhibits in his article is so poor that I can only draw two conclusions: either he has
deliberately misrepresented the facts, or that he is so blinded by his ideological position on
women that he is incapable of seeing the facts as they are. I am inclined to the latter
conclusion, and it seems to me that Grudem has come up with these examples simply
because he wants them to mean 'authority over' or 'leader' so as to bolster his
interpretation of Paul. '

By way of concluding this paper, we may ask the following questions: Can xegaAf
denote 'source'? The answer is yes, in Herodotus 4.91; perhaps, in the Orphic Fragment
and elsewhere (in Artemidorus Daldianus, the Testament of Reuben (no. 17), and in Philo
(nos. 21-22)). Is the meaning 'source’ common? Hardly! It is quite rare. Does xepadn
denote '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 resticted 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.2?

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 I
Corinthians., 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 2000 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.

291 have asked two Greek friends of mine about this. Both told me that the word xepaA# as a
metaphor for 'leader’ would be understandable, but it 'sounded funny' to them. See also the Oxford
Dictionary of Modern Greek, J. T. Pring, 1982, Oxford: Clarendon Press, p. 149,





