


Downloaded from http://jts.oxfordjournals.org/ at Bodleian Library on December 10, 2012



604 NOTES AND STUDIES

coloured subsequent usage. But however we explain these things,
1t would clearly be unwise to assume on the basis of these verses
that xepakn| properly designates one who exercises authority
over others.

2. 3 Kgdms. 8: 1 LXX A (Swete) has ndoog kepaldg 1OV
papdwv as a translation of NMYMAT WK 53 (‘all the heads of the
tribes’), with respect to which Grudem comments, “The heads of
these tribes are of course the leaders of the tribes.’* The Hebrew
word TYD can mean both ‘staff’ and ‘tribe’, and it seems likely
that p&Péog (‘rod, staff’) is intended to have the same double
sense. However, this is the only place in the LXX where p&fdog
is used in this way, and although it would be wrong to follow
Cervin and argue that xe¢oaA®} 1s meant quite literally here,® it
does seem necessary to admit the influence of the pun on its use.
The word papdog does not mean ‘tribe’ (Grudem’s translation
‘staff of office’ takes us no closer) and the association with R
in that sense could hardly have been strong; the use of kedain,
therefore, probably has as much to do with the normal meaning
of PaPdoc (thus ‘heads of the staffs’) as with WRT which it
translates.

3. There is nothing in the context of Isa. 7: 8 to indicate that
‘head’ means °‘leader’ in the statement ‘the head of Aram is
Damascus, and the head of Damascus Rasim’. The significance
of the verse is not entirely clear, but the point seems rather to be
one of representation by virtue of primacy or prominence: Aram
is summed up in Damascus, Damascus in Rasim.” A similar
statement is made about Ephraim in v.g; but the preceding warn-
ing that ‘the kingdom of Ephraim shall cease from being a people’
suggests that it is not the sovereignty of the head that is at issue
but the contrast between the presumptuousness of the head and
the fate of the people. Fitzmyer’s assumption that YX% in the
Hebrew text here means ‘chief’ is in any case not easily sustained,
since nowhere else in the Hebrew Bible is a man said to be head
of a city or a city head of a country: WK always refers to the
status of individuals with regard to groups of people—families,
tribes, armies, priests, etc. This gives further grounds for doubting
that the conventional metaphorical sense of WX (‘leader, chief’)
18 appropriate.

* Grudem, ‘Meaning’, 29.

¢ Cervin, ‘Keparty’, 97 It seems unlikely that the translator would have misun-
derstood the sense of the Hebrew, since 192 1s translated with $vAf 1n 7 14 and
‘heads of staffs’ 1s nonsensical in the context

7 With this 1dea of summation we might compare Eph. 1: 10 dvakeparoid-
oacBo ta navra &v 1@ Xpot®

s
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4. The returning ‘remnant of Israel’ (10 xatdAoimov 70D
‘Iopafih) is described as kedpodt) £6vdv 1n Jer. 38: 7 LXX, but
under the circumstances i1deas of authority and leadership are
hardly appropnate: the sense must again be something like ‘fore-
most’ or ‘pre-eminent nation’ in that Israel was God’s chosen
people (cf. v.9: ‘for I became a father to Israel, and Ephraim is
my first-born’).® It is the special redemption and blessing of Israel
that 1s proclaimed to the nations and islands (vv. 10-14), not
Israel’s authority over them.

5. The statement ‘they set up Naboth as head of the people’
(1 Kings 21: 12 Heb; 3 Kgdms. 20: 12 LXX A) 1s misleadingly
translated and taken out of context by Fitzmyer. The reference is
to the prominent position that Naboth was made to take during
the fast in order that he might be publicly accused;’ the verb used
in both Hebrew and Greek means ‘they made (him) sit’ (32011,
gxdBioav) and clearly has only a local reference. The verse is
omitted from Fitzmyer’s later article.

6. The expression kedpain £0v@v is also found at (z Kgdms.
22: 44 LXX, and 1n the parallel text in Ps. 17: 44 LXX): ‘you
shall keep me as head of the nations’. The context here—David’s
song of victory ‘in the day in which the Lord rescued him from
the hand of all his enemies, and from the hand of Saul’ (v.1)—
makes the 1dea of leadership and rule not entirely inappropriate,
but it is by no means required. A distinction should still be
maintained between the idea of prominence or primacy and that
of leadership. nothing in the psalm suggests that David expected
to exercise authority over the nations. Fitzmyer’s appeal to the
succeeding words (‘a people whom I knew not served me’) is
misplaced. In the LXX—the reading diverges somewhat from the
Hebrew text—these words do not constitute an explanation of
kedpaAn v £0vdv, as the change from the future to the aorist makes
clear; they belong rather with the subsequent aorist clauses, which
appear to describe a situation prior to David’s victory: ‘Alien
children feigned obedience (8ye0cav10) to me, at the hearing of
the ear they heard me.’ The use of Jebdopar, moreover, indicates
that the subservience of the people was a sham, a state of affairs
quite at odds with the present expectation of being kept as ‘head
of the nations’.

7. Those verses that speak of the ‘head’ and ‘tail’ of Israel also
prove, on closer inspection, to be of little value to Fitzmyer’s
argument. In the first place, kedoaAn as a translation of ¥R is

8 Cervin, ‘Kedahfy’, 108, though for the most part ill-disposed towards

Fitzmyer’s analysis, appears to agree with him here
® The Alexandrian codex has &v kepaAf) 10D Aaod, the Vatican &v &pyfi 100 Aaod
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manifestly required by the metaphorical pairing, and so there
must be an 1mmediate presumption that whatever metaphorical
sense the word appears to have in the context cannot be safely
treated as normative. But it 1s not evident that in such instances
kedadf means ‘leader, chief’.!® In Deut. 28. 13, 44 the significance
of the metaphor lies in the contrast between two extremes, between
prominence and prosperity on the one hand and subjection and
humiliation on the other. The spatial aspect of the metaphor s
made clear in v.13: ‘and you shall then be above, and you shall
not be below’.!! Contrary to what H. Schlier maintains, vv.43—44
are concerned not with the idea of ‘headship over’ but with a
relative distinction between head and tail understood essentially
in commercial terms: ‘He shall lend to you, and you shall not lend
to him’.'? In Isa. 9: 13—14 the ‘head’ of Israel is interpreted as
the ‘elder and those who respect persons’ (TpecBotnv, Kai TOUG
1& npocwra Oavpdlovtac) and is designated further as | &pyn,
whereas the ‘tail’ 1s the ‘prophet teaching unlawful things’; the
contrast is also characterized as one between ‘great and small’
(Léyav xail pikpov). It seems clear that the ‘head’ 1s distinguished
from the ‘tail’ by virtue of its prominence or excellence or social
standing, not because it has sovereignty or authority: the tail 1s
not that which is ruled but that which 1s disreputable. The associ-
ation with &py1 must be understood 1n the same way: 1t refers to
those who are foremost in Israel.'’® The singular form of &pyn
here can hardly mean ‘ruler’ since 1t is predicated of a group, not
of an individual; nor, since the reference 1s to people, does it make
any sense to translate it as ‘office’ or ‘authority’.

8. Fitzmyer adduces a number of passages in Philo as further
grounds for attributing the sense ‘leader’ or ‘ruler’ to kedpain], but
again they require a more cautious appraisal. On occasion, the
head is said to be the ruling part of the body or soul (Yuyfig TOv
fyeudva vobv, Som. 2 207; v 100 COUATOE NyEpoviav, Spec.

® The formula appears in Jub 1 16, where nothing suggests that ‘head’ implies
a position of authority the reference 1s to Israel’s favoured status, juxtaposed is
the antithesis between blessing and curse Cf also 1 Enoch 103 11

' It s true that v 12 has ‘you shall rule over many nations, and they shall not
rule over you’ which, curiously, 1s not in the Hebrew text But against taking this
as interpretative of the head—tail metaphor 1s the fact that this statement belongs
with v 12 rather than with v 13 This appears from the parallelism between v
12 and v 13 (Avoim cor Kbprog .. Kataotioat oe Koprog ) and the parallel-
1sm between this statement and that which immediately precedes 1t (‘you shall
lend to many nations, and you shall not be lent to’)

2 TDNT 111, 675. Cf Lam 1 5 “Those afflicting her have become the head,
and her enemies have prospered ’

13 Kedarn and dpyn are also apposed in Isa 19 15
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Leg. 3.184). But there are difficulties here. First, the fact that
Philo explicitly defines his method of interpretation in Som. 2.207
as ‘allegorical’ should probably be taken as evidence that the
association with TYeu®dv was not familiar or conventional.
Allowance should be made generally for the fact that the'meaning
of kepaAn] 1n these passages 1s to a large extent determined by the
particular philosophical framework of Philo’s thought; it cannot
safely be assumed that connotations arising through association
with the fyepdv word group in a context of sophisticated allegor-
ical interpretation are equally appropriate in other contexts.

In Spec. Leg. 3.184, secondly, the point of the analogy is that
the head owes its Tygpovia to 1ts elevated position. the head is
the hill-top citadel (&xpa) to which the mind 1s conducted on high
(&vw), the body is set under it like the pedestal beneath a statue.'
In a footnote Fitzmyer also mentions, but does not discuss, two
other passages. In Vit. Mos. 2.82 the mind 1s said to be ‘head and
ruler of the sense-faculty in us’ (tfig &v Huiv aicHnoewg xedparn
HEV kol Tjyepovikdv). But since this belongs to an allegorical
interpretation of the pillars of the temple, 1t seems likely that the
use of kepoAn here has been determined principally by the
common use of the word to denote the top of a pillar: that which
1s perceived (10 aioBnToV), correspondingly, 1s the extremity and,
as it were, the base (Eoyoamnia 8¢ xai doavel Baoig). In Vit. Mos.
2.290 the story of Moses’ death 1s said to be the head of the whole
Law: the point 1s not that this story has authority over the rest of
the Law, but that 1t 1s the most wonderful (BaxvpacidTatov) part.

Thirdly, no instance 1s provided in which kedpaAn 1s used meta-
phorically to denote the authority or sovereignty of one man or
of men over others. When it is said of Ptolemy II Philadelphus
that he was 1n some sense the ‘head’ of the other Ptolemies ‘as
the head is the leading part 1n a living body’ (yevopevog xabdnep
&v (oo 10 Tyepovedov kedpain tpdnov Tiva tdv Baciiéwv, Vit.
Mos. 2.30), the point is evidently not that he ruled over them but
that he was outstanding or preeminent among them. This 1dea
1s anticipated 1n the preceding sentence, where 1t is said that ‘as
the house of the Ptolemies flourished above the other dynasties
(Spepdviog mapd Tag AAag Pactieiag fikpooev), so did
Philadelphus above the Ptolemies’. In Praem. 114 an analogy 1s
drawn between the superiority of one man over a city, or of a city
over the surrounding region, or of one nation over other nations,
and the superiority of the head over the body. The basis of the
comparison, however, is not a relationship of authority but the

* Cf Cervin, ‘Kedorty’, 109.
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conspicuousness (100 neprpaivecBar yapiv) of that which is super-
1or. The benefit to those around 1s not that they are governed,
but that gazing ‘continuously upon noble models imprints their
likeness 1n souls which are not entirely hardened and stony’ (Loeb
translation)

9. Philo’s description of the head as the ruling part of the body
or soul may be classed with a number of similar passages in which
the literal head is attributed a ruling function. Plato, for example,
says that the head ‘is the most divine part and the one that reigns
over (decomotodv) all the parts within us’ (Timaeus 44D), from
which the inference has been made that ‘a metaphor that spoke
of the leader or ruler of a group of people as its ‘““head” would
not have been unintelligible to Plato or his hearers’.'* Two consid-
erations, however, raise doubts about the validity of this inference
at least for the study of Pauline language. The first 1s that these
examples represent a quite clearly defined and circumscribed pat-
tern of usage. The second is that in all likelihood the language of
‘ruling’ derives, if only implicitly, from a figurative conception of
the human body as a state or similar collective entity—in other
words, an inversion of the normal metaphor. Plato’s use of the
verb deonmdélw unmistakably evokes the rule of a human leader
rather than any more literal notion of mental control. The same
is true of Plutarch’s statement in Table Talk 6.7 (692 E) that we
‘call a person ‘“soul” or ‘“head” from his ruling part (dno 1dV
Kuplwtétov)’.'® It 1s even clearer in Philo, Spec. Leg. 3.184, where
the head is said to have been conducted by nature to the summait
(&xpav) as the place most suitable for a king. The words fjyepdv
and fiyepovia, used by Philo to denote the head’s sovereignty,
also belong to the realm of human affairs and are applied to the
head only figuratively. While it may be true that the governing
function of the head is expressed through the analogy with a
human ruler, can we necessarily make the reverse inference, that
the governing function of a person is expressed through the ana-
logy with the head, particularly when in most cases the vocabulary
of ruling 1s absent?

10. A number of other passages are cited by Grudem and by
Fitzmyer in his later article which appear to represent a recurrent,

Y% Grudem, ‘Kedparn’, 54

' Grudem also treats Table Talk 3 1 (647 C) as evidence for the meaning
‘authority over’, giving the translation as ‘For pure wine, when 1t attacks the head
and severs the body from the control of the mind, distresses a man’ (‘Meaning’,
28) But the Greek does not, in fact, afford an equation of the head with the
controlling mind The words tég t@®v aicdncewv &pyds do not mean ‘the control
of the mind’ but ‘the beginnings of the senses’
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though minor, theme in Greek writings. Herodotus records the
advice of the Delphic oracle to the Argives: ‘protect the head; and
the head will safeguard the body’ (xai kedaAnv nedpvrao xdpn
6t 10 ochpa cadoel, 7.148.3). In Plutarch, Cicero 14.5 Catiline
addresses a riddle to Cicero in which he compares the people to
a headless (akedpdiov) body for which he proposes to become the
head. In similar manner Plutarch describes the provinces of Gaul
as ‘a strong body in need of a head’ (ioyvp® copxtt {nrodvtu
kepaAnv, Galba 4.3), and a general as the head of a body whose
hands are the lightly armed troops, whose feet the cavalry, etc.
(Pelopidas 2.1) Libanius (fourth century Ap) employs kedaAn) in
a double sense—according to the Scholiast, at least—when he
says of certain rioters that, having failed to break down the gov-
ernor’s house, they ‘heaped upon their heads insults’ (Or 20.3,
Loeb translation).

These passages undoubtedly illustrate a certain association of
kedpaA) with the figure of a ruler or leader. Yet we still cannot
uncritically assume that the same association lies behind the
Pauline texts. In the first place, the metaphor of the ‘head’ in each
instance presupposes, at least implicitly, not only the larger meta-
phor of the collective ‘body’ but also a distinct literary tradition,’
neither of which is apparent in Paul’s description of the man as
head of the woman. Secondly, the commonplace association does
not necessarily imply a commonplace equivalence of meaning. It
has been suggested that the passages from Cicero and Galba may
reflect the recogmized Latin use of caput to mean leader.'® More
significantly, however, the point of the analogy in both instances
is only that a vacant position at the top of the collective body
needs to be filled, not that the Roman people or the Gallic prov-
inces need to have authority exercised over them. The context 1n
Pelopidas suggests that the head 1s that which safeguards the life
of the body 1n that, if the head is cut off, the body dies: in taking
undue risks the general endangers not only himself but all, for
‘their safety depends on him, and their destruction too’. The same
idea may lie behind the passage from Herodotus, though the
precise application of the oracle is by no means easy to ascertain.'’
Otherwise, generally speaking, nothing in these citations requires

7 Libanwus’ pun apparently conflates the 1diomatic use of kedaAf) to mean
‘person’ with the body metaphor

8 Cervin, ‘Kepar®y’, 102—103 Cf., for example, Livy, V 46 5

' Grudem cites the interpretation of ‘head’ supplied by the Loeb editor: ‘those
with full citizenship, the nucleus of the population’ (‘Meaning’, 27). This may be
correct, but 1t surely suggests that ‘head’ stands for ‘that which 1s prominent,
tllustrious’ rather than ‘that which rules’
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KebaAT to be taken to mean ‘one who has authority over’ rather
than simply ‘one who is foremost or preeminent’.?

11. Two final instances are proposed by Fitzmyer. First,
Josephus describes Jerusalem as 10 Tpoc®ROV Kol TNV KEGUANV
dhov 10D EBvoug (War IV.261), but the context and the close
association with tpoécwnov indicate that the 1dea behind kedparnv
i1s one not of authority but of prominence: Josephus is speaking
of the affront caused by the activities of terrorists in a place which
1s ‘revered by the world and honoured by aliens from the ends of
the earth who have heard its fame’ (Loeb translation).?! With this
we might compare War I11.54, where Jerusalem is said to stand
out above (npoavioyovoa)—not rule—the surrounding area ‘as
the head does the body’. Secondly, when Hermas 1s described as
the ‘head of the household’ (1] kepaAny 100 oikov, Hermas Sim.
7.3), nothing is found in the context to suggest that the expression
denotes his authority rather than simply his position sociologically
defined. It 1s something more like a representative function that
is at issue: Hermas is the most prominent figure in the household
and, if he were to escape punishment, the affliction of his family
would be to no avail. It is the participation of the family in the
experience of the head, and vice versa, that accounts for the state
of affairs, not the authority of the head over the family. There 1s
also the likelihood, of course, that the phrase is dependent on
Pauline usage.?

Il

Perhaps the first thing to notice as we turn to the alternative
metaphorical translation commonly proposed for kepaht|—that it
means ‘source’ or ‘beginning’—is that it has virtually no support
in the LXX. Reference 1s frequently made to S. Bedale’s article

20 Plutarch’s fable of the serpent whose tail rebels against the head and takes
the lead with disastrous consequences (4gis 2.3) 1s interpreted in terms of the
head’s ability to see and hear, and therefore to lead' the multitude, the tail, can
only wander at random (gixf]) Within the special interpretative context of the
fable the head 1s the one who 1s equipped to go first, not the one who has authority
over the tail

2 Note Appian, Hist Il IV 19, where the town of Metulus 1s described as #
1@V Tanddwv.. xepoAn, this does not mean ‘governing city’ but ‘largest, most
prominent town’

2 Grudem (‘KedaA®’, 56) cites Gregory of Nazianzus (fourth century ap),
Greek Anthology 8 19, as evidence for the meaning ‘ruler’ or ‘authornity over’ ‘I
am the scion of no holy root, but head of a pious wife and three children ’ Again
Pauline influence may be presupposed, but the 1dea of ‘authority over’ 1s 1n any
case quite irrelevant the word denotes only his posttion within the family, as the
contrast with ‘scion of no holy root’ makes clear
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on ‘The Meaning of kepaAn in the Pauline Epistles’,” but the
case presented here 1s surprisingly flimsy. Since WX in the sense
of ‘chief’ or ‘ruler’ 1s translated in the LXX sometimes by st)ot)»’q
and sometimes by &py", Bedale concludes that the two terms ‘at
least tended to become interchangeable as renderings of URY .2
More concrete support for this claim is supposed to emerge from
the apparent equation of xepaAn) and dpyn in Isa. 9: 14-15. But
since the head-tail motif 1s dominant in this context, it seems
more appropriate to allow that xedpadn has determined the inter-
pretation of &py1} than vice versa. In any case, ‘source’ 1s no more
suitable as a translation of ke¢aAn here than 1s ‘ruler’. The prom-
inent people in Israel—the elder and those who respect persons—
cannot be considered as the source or origin of the others; they
are, as we have said, simply those who are foremost in society.
There appear to be, therefore, two fundamental difficulties with
Bedale’s argument. The first is that unless more decisive instances
can be brought forward to show that kedarty in the LXX can
mean ‘source’ or ‘beginning’, the argument from the association
of the two terms with WR9 carries little weight. After all, the
common use of WX in the Hebrew text to mean ‘chief’ or ‘ruler’
1s barely, if at all, reflected in the use of kedparn in the LXX
despite the consistent correspondence at the level of literal usage,
as commentators who support the ‘source’ interpretation would
be the first to point out. We should be wary of assuming, therefore,
that translational associations constitute evidence for semantic
determination. The second difficulty is that it is by no means clear
that ‘beginning’ must imply ‘source’. There 1s an important dis-
tinction to be made between the 1dea of precedence or commence-
ment and that of the source from which something is generated *
A racing driver 1in ‘poll’ position is not the ‘source’ or the ‘source

2 TS Ns 5 (1954), 211-215, the same argument 1s found 1n S. Bedale, “The
Theology of the Church’ in F L Cross (ed ), Studies in Ephestans (London A R
Mowbray, 1956), 70 See also ] Murphy-O’Connor, ‘Sex and Logic in 1
Corinthians 11 2-16’, CBQO 42 (1980), 492. Also pertinent to the discussion are
R Scroggs, ‘Paul and the Eschatological Woman’, J4A4R 40 (1972), 298 n 41, and
‘Paul and the Eschatological Woman Rewvisited’, ¥4AAR 42 (1974), 534 n 8, K
Kroeger, ‘The Classical Concept of ‘“Head” or “Source’”’, in G. Gaebelein Hull
(ed ), Serving Together- A Biblical Study of Human Relationships (New York, 1987)

2 Paradoxically, Schlier also notes that ke¢padn and &py1| are interchangeable
but takes this as evidence for the interpretation of kedparn) as ‘ruler’ (TDNT
111, 675)

2 Note G Delling, TDNT 1, 481- in the LXX &py1 ‘usually denotes temporal
beginning’ Liddell and Scott offer only one instance of &pyn meaning ‘source’
(of an action), and even here the attribution 1s difficult to account for (&vOpwnoc)
Exer apyfv GAANV Edevbipav (Plot III 3 4)
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of life’ of the other drivers; nor, for that matter, does he have
authority over them.

Better support for the thesis might be found in extra-biblical
sources, but even here it 1s by no means unambiguous.

1. Itis at least arguable, for example, that when Philo describes
Esau as yevdpyng of all the parts of the tribe, the ‘head as it were
of the living creature’ (Congr. 61), he has in mind no more than
his priority and historical prominence. The significance of Esau
within the rather complex allegorical argument in progress here
is that he is the foremost embodiment of certain characteristics,
not that he 1s the source of that which is summed up 1n him.
Whereas in the Greek text yevdpyng 1s the subject and Esau the
predicate (6 yevdpyng éotiv 'Hoad), in the Loeb translation the
order of predication is reversed (‘Esau is the progenitor, the head
as 1t were.. '), encouraging the idea that the two terms are semant-
ically equivalent. The sentence should read: ‘Head—as of a living
creature—of all the parts described here, the progenitor 1s Esau.’
Now it is not so easy to treat ‘head’ and ‘progenitor’ as synonym-
ous: rather, through the apposition, ‘head’ 1s predicated of ‘pro-
genitor’ and therefore should be understood as saying something
that is not already inherent in the term.?®

2. Less convincing still 1s the citation from Philo Praem. 125:
‘the zealous one (TOv omovdaiov), whether one man or a people,
will be the head of the human race, and all the others like the
parts of a body animated (Yyuyoopeva) by the forces in the head
at the top’.?” Clearly the zealous individual or nation 1s not meant
to be understood as the ‘source’ of the human race; the most that
can be said is that the ‘head’ is the source of its vitality, but even
this 1s to be understood 1n a motivational sense with the emphasis
on the active influence of the ‘head’. This point has been masked
by the Loeb translation, which renders 10v onovdaiov doubtfully
as ‘the vituous one’ (the primary meaning is ‘hasty, energetic,
earnest’) and Juyovpeva as an active verb more appropriate to
the body metaphor than to social relations (‘draw their life’). Philo
does not mean that the human race depends on 10V Grovdaiov
for 1ts life but that such an individual or nation, by virtue of its

26 Grudem’s suggestion that yeEvépyng means ‘ruler’ in this context 1s preposter-
ous (‘Meaning’, 51): Esau was not ruler over the tribe that descended from him.
In the Corpus Hermeticum and Orphic Hymns the word 1s used as a technical
appelation (yevépya tfig yevesiovpyiag, Corp. Herm. 13 21, cf. Orph Hym 13 8;
82 3) which neither clearly means ‘ruler’ nor constitutes an appropnate parallel to
Philo’s usage

27 See Payne, ‘Response’, 124; G. D. Fee, The First Epistle to the Corinthians
(Grand Rapids Michigan, 1987), 503 n 45, Cervin, ‘Kedar#ny’, 100-101; TDNT
I11, 676
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prominence and excellence, is able to motivate and inspire others.
Again, much confusion has been generated by commentators
taking the verse out of context. The analogy sets the head of an
animal, which 1s ‘first and most noble’ (npdtov kai &pioTov), in
contrast to the tail, which is good for little more than swatting
flies. This contrast in itself is enough to disqualify the meaning
‘source’ for kepaAn|. the inferionity of the tail lies not in the fact
that it is not the source, but in the ignobality of its function. But
it should also be noted that the analogy 1s prompted by a probable
allusion in Praem. 124 (‘it was not dragged down tailwards but
lifted up to the head’, Loeb translation) to Deut. 28: 13 which, as
we have seen already, had to do with the contrast between promin-
ence and humiliation.

3. C. K. Barrett argues that Herodotus uses kedoadai for the
source of a river (Tedpov notapod keporoi Véwp EpLoTov TE Kol
KGAAMOTOV TTOUPEYOVIOL TAVI®OV TOTAUGV, 1v.91), but we must ask,
first, whether ‘source’ 1s a direct or a derivative connotation.?® It
does not necessarily mean that kepaAai denotes ‘source’; 1t 1s at
least as likely that the word denotes only the highest or furthest
point of the river, the ‘head waters’ (note the use of &pydg for
PYWNRT in Gen. 2: 10 LXX). Metaphor is a form of speech that
1s particularly sensitive to context, and while it is the case that
when the reference 1s to a river, the 1dea of ‘source’ may emerge
quite naturally as a secondary connotation, there is no reason to
suppose that the same connotation is relevant when the metaphor
1s applied to some quite different subject. The error 1s akin to a
species of linguistic sloppiness that J. Barr calls ‘“illegitimate to-
tality transfer’, only 1t is not the totality of meaning that is un-
thinkingly transferred but a particular, contextually dependent
connotation.?’ While Cervin astutely comments that reference 1s
made earlier to the 38 ‘sources’ (nnyai, iv.go) of the river which
flow from the same rock, he wrongly infers therefrom that kedodai
and nnyai are synonymous.*® Secondly, we should point out that
the verb used, mapéyovion (‘give up, offer, grant’), does not require
‘source’ as its subject—a reference to the furthest point of the
river suits just as well.3! Even more telling, thirdly, is the fact
that kepaAn may also be used for the mouth of a river (Callim.

8 C K. Barrett, The First Epistle to the Corinthians (London A & C Black,
1968, 1971), 248

2 ] Barr, The Semantics of Biblical Language (London. SCM, 1961), 218

% Cervin, ‘Kedarn’, 89—go

31 The sentence 1s properly translated, “The heads of the river Tearus provide
the best and finest water of all rivers’ not, as in the Loeb translation, ‘From the
sources flow’
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Aetia, P Oxy., XVII, 2080, 48), which is consistent with the idea
that the word denotes that which is prominent or extreme, but
sits 11l with the notion of ‘source’.

4. Certain passages from Artemidorus (second century AD) are
sometimes cited. In Oneir. 1.2 there 1s a story of a man who
dreamed he was beheaded: ‘In real life, the father of this man,
too, died; for just as the head 1s the source (ait10g) of life and
light for the whole body, he was responsible for the dreamer’s life
and light.” And in 1.35 1t 1s said that ‘the head resembles parents
in that 1t is the cause (aitiav) of one’s living’ (3.66 also pursues
the motif).* In both cases, however, the ground of the analogical
relation is set out in the explicit equation of ‘head’ with «itiog,
and one 1s inchined to infer from this, as with Philo’s ‘allegorical’
interpretation of ‘head’, that ‘source’ does not belong to the natural
metaphorical sense of kepaAn but derives from the special applica-
tion of the figure. Artemidorus has established at the outset (1.2)
a rather elaborate system of correspondences between parts of the
body and members of the household, according to which dreams
may be interpreted.’® The translation of ait10g as ‘source’ is also
questionable. The meaning is not given in Liddell and Scott. the
idea is rather the active one of ‘responsible (often culpable) cause’,
as parents are responsible for the life of their children. This active,
causative interpretation of kepaA” would be quite inappropriate
for the Pauline texts. Allowance should also be made for the
possibility that the form of the analogy has been at least partly
determined by factors other than the intrinsic suitability of the
‘head’ metaphor, such as the circumstances of the story—the need
in particular to interpret the dream of beheading in relation to
the father’s death; and the presence in the background of the
general image of the father as head of the family.

5. The use of kepaAn in Orphic fragment 21a (Zedg Kedadn,
Zeig péooor Atog & &k mdvta tehelton) is probably better under-

32 See Payne, ‘Response’, 124—125, Fee, First Connthians, 503 n 45 Payne
makes use of the translation of R ] While, which 1n one important respect
musrepresents the analogy In the Greek text the head 1s said to be not the source
of the ‘hfe and light’ of the whole body but simply the cause of the whole body
tov ratépa 8¢ kol tod {Av ki 100 dwtdg aitiog Mv, Honep kai 1| kePpaAn 10D
TAVIO; GHOUATOG

3 Cf. Cervin, ‘Kedadn’, 92—93 Grudem’s objection to the source interpretation
(that if ‘head’ means ‘source’, it must also mean ‘house’, ‘monetary capital’, ‘master
of a slave’, etc , because 1t 1s compared to all of these) 1s flawed (‘Meaning’, 52~53)
Artemidorus does not liken the head to a source but to parents, on the grounds that
both are the cause of one’s living. Nevertheless, the sheer variety of functions
attributed to the head in this work (including authority over the body) makes 1t
impossible to promote any one to the level of common metaphorical denotation
of xepadn
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stood to mean ‘beginning’ or ‘creator’ than ‘source’.’* For if
kedoAN carried the implication that all things derived from Zeus,
the statement that ‘Zeus is the middle’ would appear to be redund-
ant; and the proper antithesis to the completion of all things is
the act of their creation, not their source. This is perhaps a rather
fine argument, but 1t does bring the interpretation of kepaAn in
line with the general pattern of usage, and 1t is difficult to see
what could be said conversely 1n favour of the ‘source’ interpreta-
tion. That &py1 is found in some MSS 1n place of kedpadf) would
seem to confirm this view, and certainly does not serve as unam-
biguous evidence that kepaA” can mean ‘source’. Fitzmyer has
subsequently noted the scholion on Fragment 21 (which has &pyn
for kepahn) and argued that this supports the ‘source’ interpreta-
tion: koi &pyn pEV oLTOG OG MOLNTIKOV aitov... (‘he is “begin-
ning’’ as productive cause’).”® But two thoughts count against this.
First, as we have seen, ai110¢ denotes active and creative respons-
ibility, not source: Zeus as &py 1} 1s interpreted as a creative power.
Secondly, the statement made by the Scholiast 1s not a semantic
definition of the form ‘4py® means noiNTikOV aitiov’. If this were
the case, we would have to conclude either that the comment is
redundant or that ‘productive cause’ (moinTiKOV aitiov) was not
at all an obvious interpretation of ‘head’. The statement is rather
an explanation of why the poem attributes to Zeus the status of
&pyn: the one who is the cause of everything is the beginning of
everything, but ‘beginning’ does not mean ‘cause’.

6. Finally, two closely related passages from the Old Testament
Pseudepigrapha need to be considered. In Life of Adam (Apoc.)
19.3 we find in Eve’s account of her trespass the statement, ‘desire
is the head of every sin’ (EmBupia y&p o1 kedan ndong dpapr-
iog); MS C has ‘root and beginning’ instead of ‘head’.’® The

3 Against Barrett, First Connthians, 248, Fee, First Connthians, 503 n 45
Fragment 168 has té€tuktat for teleiton

3 Fitzmyer, ‘Kephalé’, 54 Cervin (‘Kedor®’, 91) also concedes that in this
instance the ‘idea of ‘‘source” 1s clear’

36 It1s difficult to say whether ‘root and beginning’ should be taken as synonym-
ous with ‘head’ or a correction of a too literal translation If, as 1s likely, the Greek
text 1s a translation from a Hebrew original (see ] H Charlesworth (ed ), The OT
Pseudepigrapha 11 (London Darton, Longman & Todd, 1985), 251), then we must
also reckon with the possibility that WX, which does not normally mean ‘source’,
was used for the sake of a play on its two denotations—‘head’ and a type of
poisonous plant—since the ‘desire’ that the serpent sprinkles on the fruit 1s
described as ‘his evil poison’. A similar 1dea 1s found in Apoc. Abr 24 9* ‘And 1
saw there desire, and 1n her hand (was) the head of every kind of lawlessness, and
her torment and her dispersal destined to destruction’ (Charlesworth,
Pseudepigrapha 1, 701) Here too ‘beginning’ 1s a more appropriate translation
than ‘source’ Philo says that the ‘head of our deeds is their end’ (kedoahn 8¢
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original text 1s dated by M. D. Johnson between 100 BC and aD
200, the Greek translation prior to AD 400.*” The idea here 1s most
probably only that ‘desire’ comes first. The context makes nothing
of the idea that every sin derives from desire. Only the temporal
aspect is required: desire 1s the poison sprinkled by Satan on the
fruit from which Eve ate, and 1s thus the beginning of every sin.
In Test. Reub. 2:2 (second century BC) the seven spirits of deceit
established against mankind are said to be ‘the head of the deeds
of youth’ (a0td eiot keparn tdv Epyov 100 vewtepiopod). The
best interpretation to be drawn from the context (see 3: 2-8) 18
that ‘head’ conveys the idea of ‘instigation’, that is, the spirits
exert an active, controlling influence, they are the beginning of
the deeds of youth: cf., among ‘seven other spirits’ given to man
at creation, the ‘spirit of procreation and intercourse’ which ‘leads
the young person like a blind man into a ditch’ (2: 9, Johnson’s
translation). However, another consideration presents itself in
relation to both passages, which is that a particular metaphorical
application of ‘head’ may lie in the background, that the metaphor
has been mediated through a more famihar but suppressed image,
such as ‘head of a river’ or ‘head of a group of people (e.g. family)’.
If this 1s the case, then it would still be a mistake to assign
‘source’ to KeOAT} as a standard and transferable metaphorical
sense.

ITI

These analyses have demonstrated that neither the ‘authority
over’ nor the ‘source’ interpretation of kepaAn 1s as well
established lexicologically as their proponents would like to
think.

In the case of the texts cited in favour of the traditional view 1t
has been shown either that the idea of ‘ruler, chief’ is quite out
of place when the passage is properly understood, or that the more
natural metaphorical sense of ‘that which 1s prominent, foremost,
first, representative’ is at least as suitable.’® To be ‘head’ of a
group of people simply means to occupy the position at the top or
front. While the sort of prominence denoted by ‘head’ will in
many instances also entail authority and leadership, it seems mis-
taken to include this as part of the common denotation of the
term. That is, the metaphorical use of kepaAf cannot be thought

npoypdtov £oti T0 t€hog adtdv) and that if you cut off their head, they die
Sacr 115)

37 Charlesworth, Pseudepigrapha 11, 252

B Cf B and A Mickelsen, ‘What does KEPHALE Mean 1n the New
Testament?”, ;In A Mickelsen (ed ), Women, 104
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to introduce in any a prior: or necessary manner ideas of authority
or sovereignty into the text. In very few, if any, of the passages
considered does the argument depend on kepaAn having such a
meaning. In none is the word directly linked with 1deas of obed:-
ence or submission or authority. Arguably—though this is beyond
the purview of this paper—this is as true for WK as 1t 1s for
KeboAn desplte the tendency of the LXX to translate X" in such
contexts by &pywv and &pynyoc. Bedale records the comment of
Brown, Driver and Briggs on the meaning of WX as ‘chief .
apparemly combined with the idea of first in a series’, and then
applies it to the phrase ‘head of the family’: ‘No doubt the 1dea
of authority is implicit in that phrase: but then a father’s or a
chieftain’s authority in social relationships is largely dependent
upon his “priority”’ in the order of being **°

The argument that, when used metaphorically 1n Paul, kedoin
means ‘source’ is greatly weakened by the lack of support 1n the
LXX. It is weakened still further if we recognize that the evidence
adduced from extra-biblical sources is less persuasive than some
have claimed. The basic problem is that while 1t is possible to
bring forward a few instances where ‘source’ can quite coherently
be substituted for ‘head’, it has not by that been demonstrated
that ‘source’ should be taken as a standard and familiar sense of
kedaA1).*® The word may be used to refer to that which functions
as a source, but that need not be even 1ts metaphorical denotation.
It should be stressed that the trade in metaphors 1s not a precise
or systematic business: meanings emerge, overlap and disappear
according to context, without necessarily impinging on conven-
tional usage. Arbitrary appeal to texts that either belong to a very
different religious or philosophical tradition or have reference to
some quite different object, whether or not they have been cor-
rectly interpreted, hardly constitutes sound exegetical method.
The only safe approach is to determine as precisely as possible
the conventional metaphorical usage as Paul would have under-
stood it, and then to consider what adjustments need to be made
within the context of interpretation. To introduce connotations of
an eccentric and questionable character uninvited by the text can
ruin good exegesis.

It would seem that the debate over kepaA1| has been distorted
by the force of polemical interests. The traditional view has been
inspired perhaps partly by anachronistic physiological notions and

% In Cross, Studies, 70.

* It is surely significant, as a general point, that no nstances have been brought
forward in which xepain has displaced or has been displaced by nnyn, the more
obvious word for ‘source’ (see, for example, Pr.13.14. N6pog codpod ntnyn {wfig)
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partly by certain deep-seated presuppositions about social rela-
tions. The ‘source’ interpretation, on the other hand, has been
accepted rather uncritically by those seeking to excise from Pauline
thought what is seen as the canker of sexual prejudice. It has
proved a useful stone to throw at the traditional interpretation,
but the aim has not been quite accurate.

In all the uproar the most obvious metaphorical sense—one
which 1n effect underlies both these misconstructions—has been
largely neglected: ‘that which is most prominent, foremost, upper-
most, pre-eminent’.*! I would suggest, therefore, that the common
metaphorical application of kepaA1) embraces a coherent range of
meanings that can be mapped as follows, and that 1t is within this
compass that we should expect to find the proper background to
Paul’s use of the word. 1) the physical top or extremity of an
object, such as a mountain or river; ii) more abstractly, that which
1s first, extreme (temporally or spatially); iii) that which is promin-
ent or outstanding ; and 1v) that which 1s determinative or repres-
entative by virtue of its prominence. Here, moreover, we remain
in sight of the commonest figurative usage of xepaAn in the LXX,
by which the head, representative of the whole person by synec-
doche, serves as the locus of a wide range of moral and religious
experiences. Blessings, mischief, blood, recompense, reproach and
Judgment all come upon the head, typically from the hand of God
(e.g. Gen. 49: 26; 1 Kgdms. 25: 39; 2 Kgdms. 1: 16; Neh. 4: 4,
Ezek. 9: 10; Judith 9: 9); a vow 1s made upon the head (Num. 6: 7);
transgressions abound over the head (Ezra 9: 6; Ps. 37: 35); joy
and praise are over the head (Isa. 35: 10; 51: 11; 61: 7); shame
and dishonour are closely associated with the head (Num. 5: 18;
Deut. 21: 12; Jer 14: 4; Ep. Jer. 31).

It is a moot point, finally, whether we can properly make use
of evidence from the New Testament generally in attempting to
define the metaphorical sense of kepaA® in 1 Cor. 11: 3.4 The
problem 1s not just that the most interesting texts—those 1n
Colossians and Ephesians—are later, but that they appear to draw,
1n a way that 1 Cor. 11: 3 does not, on an established and determin-
ative theological conception of Christ as ‘head’. It would not be
surprising, under such special circumstances, if certain connota-

*1 Cervin (‘Kedadn’) moves some way towards this, but a failure to distinguish
between normative metaphorical meaning and secondary, contextually dependent
connotations renders his analysis inconsistent Grudem objects that ‘prominent
part’ 1s not attested 1n the lexicons (‘Meaning’, 37—38)

*?2 Grudem argues vigorously that we do not have to suspend judgment on the
NT examples and that they provide strong support for the ‘authority over’ inter-
pretation (‘Meaning’, 6)
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tions had accrued to xedaAn] that are not evident elsewhere. In
view both of this and of the considerable space needed in order
to present an adequate exegesis of these passages it seems better
to postpone the undertaking, though this 1s not to say that the
stalemate over the interpretation of KebaAn] cannot be resolved
along similar lines.

IV

1 Cor. 11: 3~16 1s a notoriously difficult passage to interpret
and caution must be exercised in seeking to establish in what
sense Paul uses the word kedad1| in the schematic prefatory state-
ment: ‘I want you to know that the head of every man is Christ,
the head of a woman is the man, the head of Christ is God.” Still,
I would suggest that we can with some confidence determine at
least where this curious verse stands 1n relation to the preceding
lexicological analysis.

Something needs to be said first about the derivation of the
ideas found in 1 Cor. 11: 3. The verse indicates no certain source
or interpretative context for the use of kepaAN 1n any of the three
relationships listed. Nor 1s there any apparent basis for determin-
ing which relationship has conceptual priority—in contrast to
Eph. 5: 23, where the established representation of Christ as head
of the church is the model for a new understanding of the hus-
band’s relationship to his wife. In all probability, therefore, the
source of the metaphor in 1 Cor. 11. 3 1s not so much any prior
pattern of usage as the immediate paraenetic topic: Paul uses
kedoAT to define the various relationships because it is suited
both literally and symbolically to the matter in hand, which is
why the verse cannot be pressed for exact theological import.*?
This would appear to be confirmed by the observation that kedpadn
is very rarely used to describe the relationship of one individual
to another.** Among the passages cited in this paper only
Artemidorus, Oneir. 1:2 and 3:66 use the metaphor in anything
like this way, and these belong, as we have seen, to a special
figurative application. This suggests that it is primarily the one-
to-one relationship between man and woman and the issue of
head-coverings that has determined the formulation in v.3. If this
15 the case, the description of man as head should be reckoned

*> The hierarchical pattern may well echo a philosophical tradition, but the use
of xedaAf} in such a way appears to be unprecendented (cf H Conzelman,
1 Corinthians (Philadelphia Fortress Press, 1969, 1975), 183 and n 20)

* Grudem sees 1n this a difficulty with the interpretation ‘prominent part’
(‘Meaning’, 57), but it 1s no less logical for one individual to be more prominent
than another than for one to have authority over another
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determinative for the other two relationships. It i1s difficult other-
wise to know how the i1dea that Christ is head of each individual
might have arisen.

The passage has little or nothing to do with the issue of the
man’s authority over the woman.*® What mars the headship rela-
tionship, whether between man and woman or between Christ
and man, is dishonour, not disobedience: so the woman praying
or prophesying with her head uncovered ‘dishonours her head’
(v.5). The question of authority is irrelevant to a discussion of
the proper manner 1n which men and women should pray and
prophesy; nor 1s 1t a valid deduction from the i1dea that man has
authority over the woman that she should veil herself 1n worship,
an activity directed not towards the man but towards God. While
there is reference in v.10 to the &ovcia that a woman should
have over (£ni) her head, this cannot simply be taken to mean that
the veil is a symbol of her submission to the man’s authority.*
For we would then have to suppose, if we are to be consistent,
that the man’s obligation not to cover his head (v.7) signifies,
conversely, his exemption from divine authority. What v.7 makes
clear, in fact, 1s that the wearing of a veil by a woman draws 1ts
significance from the relationship indicated by the expression
‘glory of a man’, and there 1s no reason to interpret this in terms
of obedience or submission.*” The difference, therefore, 1s that
whereas in the context of worship it is appropriate for the ‘1image
and glory of God’ to be seen, the ‘glory of man’ should be conce-
aled. There is some force, too, to the observation that the phrase
gEovaiav Exev nowhere has the passive sense ‘to have another’s
authority over oneself’, though given the linguistic peculiarity of
the verse and the likely symbolic influence of the idea of the head-
covering on the form of expression this is perhaps not as persuasive
an argument as is sometimes thought.*® Finally, whatever may be
meant exactly by the curious phrase ‘because of the angels’ in

45 Agamnst, for example, Fitzmyer, ‘Another Look’, s10-511.

* Cf M D. Hooker, ‘Authority on her Head An Examnation of 1 Cor x1.10’
NTS 10 (1963/64), 414—416

* The idea that woman brings glory to man 1s found m Prov 11 16 and
1 Esdr 4 17 In neither passage 1s glory linked to obedience to the man On the
contrary, in the latter the point is made 1n the context of a speech asserting the
authority of women over men Tig o0V 6 Seomélev adtdv, § Tig 6 KVpLedV aOTdY,
0¥y ai yovaikes, (1 Esdr 4: 14). In Prov 11: 161t 1s a gracious and righteous wife
who brings glory to her husband

*® See ] A Fitzmyer, ‘A Feature of Qumrin Angelology and the Angels of
I Cor x1.10°, NTS 4 (1957-58), 50-51, Fee, First Coninthuans, 519, D R. Hall, ‘A
Problem of Authonity’, Exp Times 102 (1990), 40
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v.10, it does not point to any relationship of authority as the
explanation for the injunction.

At the same time 1t 1s difficult to make much sense of the view
that man as head is the source of woman or of her life. G. D. Fee
remarks that the only other place in the passage where the relation-
ship between men and women is picked up is vv.8—g, where 1t is
said that ‘woman is from man’.*’ Yet this is counterbalanced, first,
by the assertion 1n v.12 that man 1s ‘through the woman’, which
must undermine the argument of v.3 if the question of origin is
really at i1ssue; and secondly, by the fact that vv.8—g constitute a
subordinate argument (beginning with ydp) intended to support
the claim in v.7 that ‘woman is the glory of man’. The primary
theme 1n the passage concerns the shame that attaches to a woman
who prays or prophesies with her head uncovered. It 1s to this
theme that v 3 must relate, not to the subordinate argument of
vv.8—¢g. The argument of the passage effectively rules out a ‘histor-
1cal’ interpretation of the concept of headship: the idea of dishon-
ouring the head hardly makes sense in creational terms, but rather
necessitates a synchronal perspective in which ‘head’ denotes the
current relation—particularly as 1t is expressed in the concrete
context of worship—between Christ and man, man and woman,
God and Christ. The Genesis narrative 1s introduced not because
kedaAn denotes man’s creational priority but because it 1s this
which gives the passage its ontological grounding.’® It 1s worth
observing, finally, that in none of the passages where xebain is
supposed to mean ‘source’ do we find anything like the idea of
material origin that ‘source’ must imply in this context (woman
created out of the body of man).

At issue between the man and the woman in this passage 1s
neither authority nor origin, but the question of whether the
woman’s behaviour i worship brings glory or dishonour on the
man. The point seems to be, therefore, that the behaviour of the
woman reflects upon the man who as her head 1s representative
of her, the prominent partner in the relationship, or that the
woman’s status and value 1s summed up in the man. We might
almost say that ‘man 1s the head of woman’ and ‘woman 1s the

*° Fee, First Connthians, 503, cf Murphy-O’Connor, ‘Sex and Logic’, 492—-493,
Payne, ‘Response’, 126

%0 The fact that there 1s no mention of Christ in vv 7—9 makes 1t unlikely that
the statement ‘Christ 1s the head of every man’ 1s to be understood 1n creational
terms (cf C. Wolff, Der erste Brief des Paulus an die Korninther (Evangelische
Verlagsanstalt Berlin, 1982), 70) Nor, for reasons already given, can we understand
the headship of Christ as presenting him specifically as ‘source’ of the new creation
(as Fee, First Corntnthians, 504—505).
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glory of man’ are reciprocal statements. This, moreover, 1s 1n
keeping with the fundamental emphasis 1n the passage on the
appearance of the man and the woman: image and glory, unlke
the abstract 1deas of authority and source, are visual categories
and appropriately embodied 1n the forms of personal attire.

A. C. PERRIMAN
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