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Preface

For thus saith the LORD that created the heavens; God himself that formed the
earth and made it; he hath established it, he created it not in vain, he formed it to be
inhabited: | am the LORD; and there is none elsmiah 45:18

It is most common, to our humanistic mindset, to think that God will bend to our ways and
accommodate our prejudices, especially if they are based on our best man-made piety, couched
common sense, and ensconced in centuries of tradition and custom. But we are mistaken when
think so. God made us, owns us, paid the price for our sins, and insists on taming the shrew within
until we become the tamed of God, meek and lowly in heart,

those harnessed to His law-word and calling, who shall inherit the earth (Matt. 5:6)
The blessed meek are those who submit to God's dominion, have therefore dominion
over themselves, and are capable of exercising dominion over the earth. They
therefore inherit the earth.

What this book does is lay down a rock solid case for a Biblical definition of marriage. A definition
given to us by God, the definer of all things, Who is Himself beyond definition. This case is solid anc
well built. The author answers all challengers, builds on true exegesis and exposes his opponer
eisegesis.

This book does not tell you how to successfully live this kind of marriage or even how to transition
into a culture where it would be acceptable to your fellow believers. Most of those who call
themselves Christian today care nothing for God's Law; why should they care what God has to s:
about marriage? Furthermore, this book is only one of a series that will go on to make the cases f
arranged marriages (the father is responsible with the consent of all), the Biblical dowry (three yeal
wages paid by the man for a virgin), patriarchy (it is not just for the Old Testament after all), and the
one-flesh nature of marriage (the disestablishment of church and state from marriage)
Just documenting the reformation of marriage is a big project.

Our current "monogamy-only" definition of marriage was first called Christian, in defiance against all
of Scripture, by the Nicene church fathers who carried over a large amount of baggage from the
pagan Greek education and culture into the church. Thus the church had not been around for me
than a few hundred years before Biblical teaching and law on the subject of marriage had bee
completely undermined. We are only now starting to recover from these errors and reform ou
thinking on marriage.

! R. J. Rushdoony, The Institutes of Biblical Lael. 1] (Phillipsburg, N.J.: The Presbyterian and
Reformed Publishing Co., 1984 [ 1973], p. 450.
IX



Tom Shipley, the author of the book, has built on the work of VanTil, Rushdoony, and Bahnsen who
laid the ground work for a presuppositional, theonomic, and apologetic (defense of) understanding of
Scripture. Their work will not be shaken either.

It is beyond me to fathom the response of today's church to this doctrine of marriage. | cannot
imagine anything but wholesale rejection by way of preemptive dismissal of this case. The pietistic
element, having been kicked around by the humanists for so long, will, no doubt, take glee in kicking
around those who teach and stand by this doctrine. In fact, you can almost define this doctrine by its
opposition in our humanist culture; anything is acceptable but this. Nonetheless, God has raised up
Tom to set it forth and nothing can resist the moving of the Holy Spirit. Thus it is out of faith that |
believe in this work. Although the timing is God's, the things revealed are ours.

What | can see more clearly are the benefits that will accompany this doctrine when it is finally
realized. A Christian marriage of one man and more than one wife will present a microcosm of Christ
and the church. We, as Christians, are betrothed to Christ and yet we do not get along very well. We
are like the wives of one husband who do not get along. The high priestly prayer of Christ in John 17
is the model for the oneness that we should have and that oneness can be best modeled in a Christiar
household with one husband and multiple wives. Likewise, tyranny and anarchy can best be modeled
in a non-Christian household with one-husband and multiple wives. As in the world, so in marriage:
tyranny and anarchy are the only alternatives to submission to Christ in all things.

So Biblical polygyny successfully entered into and practiced according to Scripture will be a model of
cooperation, loving service, giving of one's self for another, harmony, division of labor, bearing one
another's burdens, submission to all Godly authority based on a mature understanding of God's
LawWord, fulfilled lives, and mutual ministry for all other spheres of society such as nations, tribes,
cities, and denominations and churches. How can a marriage with only one wife be such a model?
How can a non-Christian polygynous marriage be such a model? Neither can.

Satan has been fearing the outbreak of this doctrine and its practice for a long time. He will no doubt
inspire opposition to it everywhere and in every way he can. But that too will serve God's plan.
Misunderstandings, false accusations, persecutions, propaganda campaigns, misrepresentations, guilt
by association with non-Biblical forms of polygyny - all these and more will no doubt come.
Nonetheless, the gates of hell will not be able to withstand the expansion of the Kingdom of Jesus
Christ as we, his bride militant, bring every thought captive to Him.

Wayne McGregor

March 2004



Introduction

The book you hold in your hands is a doctrinal manifesto. Its aim and purpose is to produce wh:
many modern writers are fond of referring to gmeadigm shift. The goal is to lay the foundation for
the establishment of a trubyiblical social order, especially within the community of Bible-believing,
Christ-honoring families. The subject matter is patriarahg the biblical exposition contained herein

is devoted to establishing the proposition that it is patriarchy which is and was mandated by God ev
since the original creation of man and woman.

This work is vulnerable to being misperceived as a work primarily about polygamy since the bulk o
the exposition centers around that subject. But read carefully. Note the flow of the argumentation. Tt
biblical exposition on polygamy here servesuaportingrole to the fundamental proposition of God-
ordained and mandated patriarchy terms of this thesis, it is secondaryand subsidiarypoint—

which is not to say that it is not important as a subject in its own right.

There are a multitude within the ranks of the Evangelical churches who are rightly and justifiably
dismayed at the encroachment of feminist ideology as a subversive factor within Christendom an
who are formally in favor of the biblical mandate of male headship within the Family and the Church
Sadly, almost all of the responses and reactions to this encroachment are fundamentally compromis
with feminism in one way or another. This present work rejects all such compromise.

This book was conceived in nascent form in the Spring of 1985 while studying Rousas J
Rushdoony’s massive and landmark volume, “The Institutes of Biblical Ldivwas that work
which persuaded me for the first time of the lawfulness of polygamy under God’s moral law as al
aspect of Divinely mandated patriarchy. There is an irony in this inasmuch as Rushdoony wa
formally making a casagainst polygamy and for the usual “monogamy only” doctrine. | say
“formally” because | harbor the suspicion that Rushdoony actually believed in the lawfulness of
polygamy (more technicallypolygyny multiple wives) but could not come right out and say so
explicity because of being so totally vested in the institutions of traditional Calvinistic
Evangelicalism. (I have a like suspicion about John Murray.) This issue is not like taking a post-mil
pre-mil, a-mil prophetic position, which, though hotly debated, is not likely to get anyone branded a
a heretic or excommunicated from one’s church. The antipathy towards the biblical doctrine o
polygamybequeathed to us historically by pagan Roman mores and custothe other hand, is
deep, visceral, profound. It was not possible in 1973 (the publication date for “The Institutes o
Biblical Law’ ) for Rushdoony or anyone else to get a fair hearing for a biblically-ba®ed
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2 MAN AND WOMAN IN BIBLICAL LAW

polygamy argument, and for the most part, it still is not today. But the times they are a-changin’ and
the wind blows where it will...

This book, which consists of a series of articles, was refined, refined again, and then refined some
more over a period of 14 years, though the bulk of actual writing was accomplished in the 1989-1992
timeframe. This work has been a deliberately long term project. | wanted it to be seasoned with the
perspective of many years and interaction with other Bible believing Christians, as well as to answer
the more astute commentators who have had something to say about patriarchy, monogamy and
polygamy. It was also very important to me that this work ksystematic thorough, no-stone-
unturned kind of project. It is also important to me that this work adheres to scholarly rules of
argumentation while at the same time being readable and understandable to the averagémekder. |

| have accomplished that goal. For the last five years now the case | am making here has been put
forward for the scrutiny and comment of several Bible believing patriarchalist groups. | have been
gratified to receive very much positive reaction.

Biblical patriarchalism which allows for polygamy has come to be an identifiable movement within

the Evangelical churches with somewhat of a short history now behind it but, to my knowledge, there

is no one else in the patriarchal Christian community who has endeavored to produce a work of this
breadth and depth. The reader will find biblical exegesis and argumentation here which is completely
original and taught to me by no one except the Holy Spirit. | hope the reader will not think of me as
indulging in too much braggadocio when | say that this work constitutes at thishénséandard

doctrinal reference work of the patriarchal Christian movement. For the critics of this movement to be
taken seriously and not regarded as vacuous propagandists, they are going to have to come to terms
with this work. That is the challenge and gauntlet | am throwing down to the naysayers, and the
clarion call and standard | am raising to those who say “Amen.”

This movement is like a mustard seed planted to which the Wwidkdgive the increase. | find it
amazing how many there are who are open and receptive to these truths of Scripture. Truly light
vanquishes darkness. And now, let's get down to business. May the Lord edify you through this work
as you study the following pages.



Article 1:
How Feminism Denies the Gospel

Let a woman quietly receive instruction with entire submissiveness. But | do not
allow a woman to teach or exercise authority over a man, but to remain quiet. For it
was Adam who was created first and then Evdimothy 2:11-13 NAS

One of the recurrent claims in “Christian” feminist literature is that the order of creation of Adam and
Eve has no bearing upon the mutual relation of men and women, that Adarptral precedend®

Eve, and her being maddof him’ (Gen. 2:18; | Cor. 11:9), in no way institutes an authority
relationship between them. In this connection, it should be noted that Revelation 4:11 makes it cle
that the fact that “all things” were creatéat God means that there is an authority relationship
instituted thereby between God and all things. As | shall presently show, this claim of feminists
implicitly involves a denial of the biblical doctrine of redemption and, therefore, of the Gospel itself.

All Bible believing Christians believe they are saved on the basis of Chingtigedrighteousness
made possible by hsubstitutionarysacrifice on the cross. Though we still sin at times by practice (I
John 1:8) yet, in turning to Christ by faith, we are given the gift of eternal life on the merits of Jesus
Though we still sin, we araccountedto be wholly righteous. Christ's substitutionary, capital
punishment on the cross, and our regeneration by grace through faith, is the heart of the Gospel. C
of the most important passages on the doctrine of redemption in the Bible is Romans 5:12-21;

12 Whereforeas by one man sin entered the workhd death by sin: and so death
passed upon all men, for that all have sinned. 13 (For until the law sin was in the
world: but sin is not imputed where there is no law. 14 Nevertheless death reigned
from Adam to Moses, even over them that had not sinned after the similitude of
Adam’s transgressiomwho is the figure of him that was to com&5 But not as the
offense, so also is the free gift. Fortlifough the offense of onenany be dead,
much more the grace of God, and the gift by gradsch is by one man, Jesus
Christ, hath abounded unto many. 16 And astit was by one that sinned so is the
gift; for the judgment was by one to condemnatjobut the free gift is of many
offenses unto justification. 17 For By one man’s offenseleath reignedy one
much more they which receive abundance of grace and of the gift of righteousness
shall reign in lifeby one, Jesus Chrigt 18 Therefore advy the offense of one
judgment came upon all men to condemnateven so by the righteousness of one
the free gift came upon all men unto justification of life. 19 Fobya®ne man’s

3



4 MAN AND WOMAN IN BIBLICAL LAW

disobedience many were made sinners, so by the obedience of one shall many be
made righteous.

Please, study this passage very carefully and take especial note of the highlighted phrases. It is
immediately clear that the apostle Paul is making a parallel between Christ and Adam (vs. 14). The
parallel is of twooppositethings: the imputation o$in, on the one hand, and the imputation of
righteousnesson the other. Though there is this contrast ofthireysimputed, there is a parallel

the fact of imputation Theone sinof theone manAdam, is accounted as the sin of all others who
come from him (i.e., original sin). The righteousness obtieemanJesus Christ, is accounted as the
righteousness of all who believe in him. It is thpresentative charactesf the imputation that Paul

is emphasizing here. Verse 16 makes it clear thandmnerof the imputation of sin is parallel to the
manner of the imputation of righteousness: both are based upon the actimotier man. Equally
important is that the emphasis is placed uporotteesinof the first man (“the offense”—singular, vs.

15; “by one man’s offense’—singular, vs. 17; “by the offense of one"—singular, vs. 18). Adam and
his descendants were immediately plunged into depravity (i.e., original sin) by the one sin of the one
man. We are all accounted sinners because of Adam’s first sin. In regard to the present topic, what is
to be noted is that Eve is conspicuous bydieencean these remarks. Eve, by Divine purpose and
action, was also one of Adami@escendantsbeing formedafter Adam andfrom Adam’s own
substance (Gen 2:18, 21-22). Eve herself is included in the words of Romans 5:18, “by the offense of
one judgment came upail.” There is none, except Christ, who escapes the imputation of Adam’s
sin. This includes Eve, even though chronologically she was the first to sin

Even feminist commentators acknowledge that it is Adam,sand not Eve’s, which is imputed. Ruth
Tucker, for example, states:

“For all the blame that Eve has endured over time for being the first sinner, the Bible
clearly states, in Romans 5:12-14, that by one man—Adam—sin entered the world. If
Eve was the first to eat the fruit, as Genesis 3:6 reports, then why did Paul emphasize
in Romans that sin entered the world through Adam?” (from “Women in the,Maze

pg. 47)

Another feminist commentator has this to say:

“(I Timothy 2:14) does not exonerate Adam as innocent of responsibility in the fall,
and it does not say that Adam did not become a transgressor also. In fact, Paul places
the responsibility for the falipon Adam only(Rom. 5:12-14, 18-19; | Cor. 15:22) —
Gilbert Bilezikian,” “Beyond Sex Rolgspg. 297.

Pauldoes indeedplace the responsibility for the falijpon Adam only But these two feminists are

so zealous in their cause to place Adam in a bad light next to Eve that they fail to see that the
significance of this fact runs counter to their contention that there was no authority/subordinate
relation between Adam and Eve prior to the fall. Romans 5 conclusively proves Adam’s authority over
Eve prior to the fall If there had been asquality of authority between Adam and Eve prior to the
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fall, instead of a hierarchy, the sin imputed to all of their descendants would logically have beel
attributed toboth Adamand Eve; or, since Eve was the first to sin, attributed to Eve alone. But—as
Tucker and Bilezikian correctly note—it is attributed to Adam alone. Eve sinned first. Afterwards,
Adam joined in her sin. But the imputation is not reckoned ag#iesfirst sin nor to theirmutual

sins, but to the one sin of the one man

If Adam was not the lawful authority over Eleforethe fall, then Adam’s sin could not logically be
imputed to Eve or his other descendants. If Adam’s authority over Eve is denied, then the imputatic
of Adam’s sin to his other descendants is denied as well. And if the imputation of Adam’s sin to his
other descendants is denidmkn what was the point of Christ's death on the @s$t would have

been to no avdilThere would have been no imputed sin to atone Hothe doctrine of Adam’s
headship over Eve is denied, then we are left logically without a Gospel

Thus, the doctrine of patriarchy, of the man’s headship over the woman, cannot be repudiated witho
repudiating the doctrine of redemption, as well. This reveals the fundamental foundation of heres
from which feminism operates. Tamper with the doctrine of patriarchy, and you tamper with the
Gospel. There is no rational way around this fact. Patriarchy and the Gospel are bound together li
the twin strands of the double helix.

Feminist doctrine is, therefore, a veritable witches’ brew of satanic poison aimed right at the heart
Christianity. How true it is that “a little leaven leavens the whole loaf.” We must be aware of the
extent to which the Christian revelation is perverted by the tenets of feminism and we should nc
hesitate to call feminism a grievous heresy and blasphemy.



Article 2:
Patriarchy Before the Fall, Part 1

In the previous article, we examined how the logic of feminism (that is, the denial of the biblical
doctrine of patriarchy) ultimately winds up denying the Gospel itself. We examined Romans 5:12-21
and saw how it refutes the feminist denials that the man is the head of the woman, and demonstrated
that this actually involves a denial of the biblical doctrines of original sin and redemption.

Much of feminist argumentation today has the aim of convincing Christians that patriarchal hierarchy
is not a part of God’s creation purpose for mankind; that patriarchy is egerfuhdeparture from

“God’s intended egalitarianism between the sexes;” and there is especially an emphasis that before the
fall there was no hierarchy between man and woman and that, hence, Christ actually died partly to
overturn the “sin” of patriarchy.

This theme turns up over and over again in almost every book by so-called “Christian feminists,” —
an oxymoron if ever there was one. It will be beneficial to examine the biblical material which
focuses on the pre-fafistablishment of patriarchal hierarchy by God.

There are at least six very powerful aspects to the creation record in Genesis 1 and 2 which teach us
that patriarchy is God’s will. Feminists, however, deny this truth explicitly:

“But what do the Scriptures actually say about male headship prior to the fall? The
fact of the matter is, there is no reference to headship in the creation account...If such
an organizational structure had been established between Adam and Eve, it would be
hard to imagine that it would not have been mentioned.”—Ruth Tucker, “Women in
the Maz¢’ pg. 34

Tucker’s book is appropriately named, for her work leads the biblically unlearned into a labyrinth of
distortions of the Word of God. Contrary to Tucker and other “Christian” feminists, the teaching of
male headship ipervasivein the creation account. As mentioned above, there are asileaspects

of the creation account which teach patriarchy:
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Genesis 2:18, which tells us that the woman was niadéthe man).”

Genesis 2:21-23, which tells us that the woman was maddliemman.

The temporal sequencé the creation of the man and woman.

Adam’s naming authority and his naming of woman, both in her generic and personal aspect.
God’s act of bringing the woman unto the man.

The name of “Adam” itself.

ourwNE

Each of these aspects of Genesis teaches God-ordained patriarchy. As we will see, the first three
explicitly and unambiguously proclaimed and exegeted in Scripture itself. The other three are, in m
view, equally clear in their significance though not made the object of exegesis by other Scripture. |
this article, we will consider Genesis 2:18. The explicit declaration of (podfsosein Genesis 2:18

that the woman was mader the manintrinsically involves the creation of hierarchy—with the

man as the head and the woman as the subordinaffettingthis purpose, God differentiated the
woman from the man in @mannerthat was appropriate to serve this purpose. That is to say that the
sexual differentiation of Eve from Adam served God’s purpose of creating the viontae man—

an inherentlyhierarchical concept. Feminist commentators despise this truth, but there is simply no
rational denial of it. It is an elementary, basic, fundamental fact of our creation as man and woma
That this ordinancealid not ceasewith Adam and Eve is obvious in that sexual differentiation
continues to manifest itself in us, their descendants. There is no reasonable way to restrict tl
hierarchy here to just the first husband and wife. Since sexual differentiation itself served the purpo:
of effecting the first patriarchal hierarchy, the same is therefore trualivitisbands and wives. We
may conclude, therefore, that Genesis 2:18 is sufficient in and of itself to establish the doctrine c
God-ordained patriarchy.

But Genesis 2:18 does not exist by itself. In the New Testament, the apostle Paul refers to Gene
2:18 in | Corinthians 11:9: “Neither was the man created for the woman, but the woman for the
man.” It is clear from Paul’s language that Genesis 2:18 is the referent. Paul's summary, based up
this passage, is “the head of every man is Christilatiead of the woman is the niafhis is an
explicit declaration of hierarchy between man and womaa patriarchal, not a matriarchal
hierarchy. Feminists have gone to utterly ludicrous and ridiculous extremes to repudiate the plai
teaching of God's word here. Suffice to say, anyone with a modicum of common sense ca
understand the plain meaning of Paul's words. Tucker’s statement cited above is representative
how feminists put on the blinders when the Bible presents truths they do not want to see. Gene:
2:18 isa reference to male headship prior to the fall, explicitly exegeted by Paul, and only a rebelliou
heart and uncircumcised ears prevent Tucker and other feminists from hearing what God says he
The “organizational structure’—Ilet’s call it “patriarchy’is-mentioned in the fact that trexplicit
language of Genesis 2:18 is that the woman was nfadéAdam).”

Feminists try to evade the plain significance of this fact, but the apostle Pauldiihédy inspired
commentary on this passaga | Corinthians 11:3, 8-9, declares what feminists, in slavery to their
sin, cannot bear to acknowledge—that the woman was made for the man, who is the head of t
woman. This same fact Paul reiterates in Ephesians 5:22-24:
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Wives, submit to your own husbands, as to the Lord. For the husband is the head of
the wife as also Christ is the head of the church...Therefore, just as the church is
subject to Christ, so let the wives be to their own husbands in everything.

As is clear from | Corinthians 11:3, 8-9, these truths are groundégdis creation purposdf the

implicit significanceof Genesis 2:18 is not immediately clear to feminists, Paxpsicit commentary

on it oughtto settle the question once and for all. But—alas!'—hearts in rebellion against God are deaf
even to the explicit testimony of God’s word. Feminists resort to all manner of equivocation and
scripture-twisting to reject the Bible’s plain teaching about this subject.

God did not merely make a replica of Adam, a clone. God made a woman, a being from Adam’s own
substance; the same as himself in many crucial ways (most importantly, being also in the image of
God), yet different. Through an act of sexual differentiation, God created a sétagto be an
appropriate helpefior the man and subordinate to him. Inherent in this differentiation and appointed
function is the creation of patriarchal hierarchy.



Article 3:
Patriarchy Before the Fall, Part 2

The creation of Eve

And the Lord God caused a deep sleep to fall upon Adam, and he slept: and he took
one of his ribs, and closed up the flesh instead thereof; And the rib, which the LORD

God had taken from man, made he a woman, and brought her unto the man. And
Adam said, This is now bone of my bones, and flesh of my flesh: She shall be called
Woman, because she was taken out of m&@enresis 2:21-23

For a man indeed ought not to cover his head, forasmuch as he is the image and
glory of God: but the woman is the glory of the m&ar the man is not of the
woman,; but the woman of the mar- Cor. 11:7-8

Before exploring Eve’s creation from the body of Adam, it will be helpful to note something very
interesting about Adam’s creation, and the significance of this regarding the authority of God. | woulc
presume that the vast majority of those who call themselves Bible-believing Christians woulc
intuitively appeal to the creation as validation of God’'s own authority. This validation of God’s
authority is appealed to in many places in Scripture both directly and indirectly. For example
Revelation 4:11 states, “Thou art worthy, O Lord, to receive glory and honor and favwkou hast
created all thingsand for thy pleasure they are and were created.”

The ethical imperative to obey God is inextricably bound up in the fact that He is the source of al
things else

One aspect of God’s role as creator and source of all things that is unique among all of God
creations is recorded in Genesis 2:7: “And the LORD God formed man of the dust of the ground an
breathed intohis nostrils the breath of life; and the man became a living soul.” There is a very
profound question with many implications to be asked here: Was the breath that God “breathed int
Adam acreatedsubstance? Did it come into existereenihild? There are many who believe so, but
the evidence is decidedly against this view. Note first of all the contrast between the creation of plan
and animals and of man.

Let the earth bring forthgrass, the herb yielding seed, and the fruit tree yielding
fruit after his kind.—-Gen. 1:11
9
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And God saidlet thewaters bring forth abundantly the moving creature that has
life...after their kind.—Gen. 1:20-21

And God saidlet the earth bring forththe living creature after his kind, cattle and
creeping thing.-Gen. 1:24

Plant life and animal life were all derived from the earth or the walkékewise, man’s bodis of the

earth. In this respect, there is no difference between man and the animals. But when Scripture
declares that God “breathed into the man’s nostrils the breath of life,” it says something different
about man and man distinguishedby this from the animals. Man’s soul (or spirit, the terms are
synonymous) comesnmediatelyfrom God throughderivation This breath is said neither to be
“brought forth” from that which already existed nor to be “made” or “created.” It is simply “breathed
into” the body of the man and is, therefore, spoken afraady existinglt is the very life essence of

God Himself which Heommunicateénd propagatetio Adam.

I don’t want to digress too much from my main point here, but upon Genesis 2:7 stands the doctrine
of the immortality of the human soul, and the statement in the New Testament about God alone
possessing immortality must be understood as qualified by the teaching of Genesis. Genesis 2:7
refutes the doctrine of “annihilationism” taught by several denominations, because that which is

derived from God’'s own essensienply cannot be destroyed. Truly, eternity is in the heart of man.

Adam, then, wasderived immediately from Gad his spirit, but from the earth in his body. Rousas J.
Rushdoony, in his massive and landmark volume, “The Institutes of Biblicgl bates Simpson’s
observation that “God Himself is the Archetype of parentage,” (pg. 339). It is clear from Genesis 2:7
that God's fatherhood of the human race is more than a mere archetype or metaphor. His fatherhood is
guite actual and substantivein nature. God gave dlis seedto the human body of Adam, His life
essence. God, in effeggproduced God propagateda being after his own image. God is truly the
Father of the human race. Thus it is that the genealogy of Luke 3 places God Himself in the human
genealogy: “which was the son of Nathan, which was the son of David...which was the son of Jacab,
which was the son of Isaac, which was the son of Abraham...which was the/Adenpivhich was

the son of God Adam was the son of God as truly as Seth was the son of Adam:

This is the book of the generations of Adam. In the day that God created man, in the

likeness of God made he him; 2 Male and female created he them; and blessed them,
and called their name Adam, in the day when they were created. 3 And Adam...begat
a son in his own likeness, after his image; and called his name-S&nesis 5:1-3

Note the parallelism to God’s own creation of Adam in Genesis 1-2. Adam assuredly knew of the
mode of his own creation; and he assuredly knew that there was a fathaugwrity relation
between himself and his father, God, instituted thereby. The point | wish to stress here is that there is
a direct connection between Adam®deof creation and his subordinate status to his father, God.
Everything about Adam’s creation stressed Gad#hority over him, including thelerivation of his

soul from Him. Now Genesis 2:21-23 informs us that Eve’s creation wasxmohilg but from the
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man, as a result of Divine action, even as the man was from God. Obviously God is primary in all
this. Yet it is also clear that thisodeof creation, being an analog of Adam’s own creation from God,
stresses Eve’s subordination to Adamer own immediate source of existenag Adam’s mode of
creation stresses his subordination to God

God'’s creative actions here are not just utilitarian in natureneaningful They do not just illustrate

His power but Hispurposeand will, as well. The apostle Paul's citation and explication of this
passage in | Corinthians 11 is clearly to the effect thatnbde of Eve’s creation institutes an
authority relationship between the man and the woman, with the man as the head and the woman
the subordinate.

Now again, as | said concerning Genesis 2:18, if the implicit significance of Genesis 2:21-23 is Nnc
immediately clear to feminists, Pauégplicit explanation of its meaningught tosettle the question
once and for all. Feminists, however, in slavery to their sin, cannot bear to acknowledge that th
woman is of the mawho is, therefore, the head of the woman.

And, again, it is to be noted that all of this occutvetbre the fall Patriarchal hierarchy is inherent in
the creation itself.



Article 4.
Patriarchy Before the Fall, Part 3

Adam'’s temporal precedence to Eve
In the beginning God created the heaven and the eaf@en 1:1

These words spake Jesus, and lifted up his eyes to heaven, and said, Father, the hour
is come; glorify thy son...glorify thou me with thine own self with the glory which |
had with thee before the world waslehn 17:1, 5

One of the most fundamental of all truths given to us in Scripture is the authority of God over all of
heaven and earth. | pointed out in the previous article that Scripture appeals to God-as-creator as a
defense of His authority, He being thaurce of all things else. Not quite so widely recognized is that

the scriptures also appeal to lpisor existencgo man as a basis of His authority. As God said to Job

in Job 38:4, “Where were you when | laid the foundations of the earth?” Colossians 1:15-18 is also
relevant in this regard:

15 Who (Christ) is the image of the invisible God, the firstborn of every creature: 16
For by him were all things created that are in heaven and that are in earth...all
things were created by him and for him: 17 And he is before all things, and by him
all things consist. 18 And he is the head of the body, the church, the firstborn from
the dead; that in all things he might have the preeminence.

Note that Paul, in stressing Christ's authority, cites him as “the firstboravefy creature,”
(indicating his preexistence before the creation), and the “firstborn from the dead.” This passage
clearly affirms the full deity of the Lord Jesus Christ. A similar appeal is made by John the baptist in
John 1:27-30:

27 He it is, who coming after me is preferred before me, whose shoe latchet | am not
worthy to unloose...28 John seeth Jesus coming unto him, and saith...29 This is he of
whom | said, After me cometh a man which is preferred before me: for he was before
me.

12
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Since John was conceived and born six months prior to Jesus, this can only refer to his pre-incarn:
existence in heaven. Another appeal to God’s authority, based upon His prior existence, is Jeremi
51:19; “The portion of Jacob is not like them (idol®r he is the formeKprior, previous)of all
things...The LORD of Hosts is His name.”

It is a patent fact of the Divine revelation that Adam was created first. Afterwards, Eve was create
for Adam (Gen. 2:18) anflom Adam (Gen. 2:21-23). It is an oft-repeated argument among feminists
that if temporal precedence should confer authority on Adam over Eve, then the animals would hay
authority over man because, after all, the animals were created first. The force of this assertion
nullified by at least two factors: first, the actual substance of the human sleuivied from Gogdhad

no beginningis eternalin nature, and existgatior to the creation of the animals. Man, therefore, has
temporal precedence over the animals and not vice-versa; second, even granting the factual accur
and logical force of this feminist argument (which we do not), this consideration is overshadowed an
outweighed by the more fundamental fact of man’s creation in the image of God. Man is a differen
kind of being than the animals saperiorkind. Temporal precedence is not the only factor relevant to
the question of authority. In the case of Adam and Eve, the Divine image inheres in both. On thi
basis, neither Adam nor Eve had any priority of authority. But Adam’s temporal precedence as
discreet being is a fact; and Scripture bases its apologetic for God's authority partly on His tempor:
precedence. Indeed we see this as a basic principle in Scripture: rise up before the grey head—resj
for elders; the right of the inheritance of the firstborn is his—priority in inheritance, etc.

Since temporal precedence is a basis of God’s authority, then there is a good reason to believe t
God is stressing Adam’s authority over Eve by creating her subsequent to Adam rather tha
simultaneously. We learn also from Genesis 2:16-17 that God also communicated His commandme
to Adam prior to Eve's creation, the implication being that Adam afterwards passed this
commandment along to Eve, thus placing Adam in the position as teacher and instructor of th
woman.

What is implicit in these Divine actions is the stress on the authority of the man over the womarn
Again, the distinguishing of the male and female in their descendants logically implies that this fac
applies to future husbands and wives after them.

Let the woman learn in silence with all subjection. But | suffer not a woman to teach,
nor to usurp authority over the man, but to be in silefmeAdam was first formed,
then Eve— Tim. 2:11-13

In the apostle Paul's Divinely inspired comments here, wesgkitly that temporal precedence of
Adam, indeed, has significance—in this instance in the church (Paul is instructing Timso#ny
ordained elderin the church). Thus, there is significance in Adam’s temporal precedence in the
relation of men and women in geneledyond the scope of marriage, at least in the church.

The inference the apostle Paul draws here from the order of creation of Adam and Eve as pertaini
to the church assuredly means that it has significance in the marital relation, as well—indeed eve
more so. To reiterate what was said in the previous articles, if the implicit significance of the man’s
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temporal precedence in Genesis 2 is not obvious to feminists, Baplisit and Divinely inspired
exegesis of the faatughtto settle the question once and for all. But—alasl—on this point also,
feminists, in bondage to their sin, cannot bear to acknowledge even the explicit testimony of the holy
Scriptures, preferring instead to twist the Scriptures unto their own destruction.



Article 5:
Patriarchy Before the Fall, Part 4

“She Shall Be Called Woman”

In Genesis 1, we learn that God created man to be the ruler over the animals and to exercise domin
over them. Adam, in following his Divinely appointed function to exercise dominion over the

animals, proceeds ttamethem, even as God had named much of the creation Himself. This naming
function is clearly an extension of Adam’s rulership function, acting as God’s vicegerent over His
creation.

As we are told, Adam names not only the animals, but Eve as well, giving her both her generi
designation as “woman” and her personal name of “Eve.” What is significant in Genesis 2 is that th
creation of the woman and the animals, and the naming of the animals and the woman, is treated a
single subjectConsider the sequence:

vs. 18: God declares His intention to create woman

vs. 19a: God brings the animals to Adam to name them
vs. 19b: Adam names the animals.

vs. 21-21a: God creates thheman

vs. 22b: God brings the womsmAdam.

vs. 23: Adam names havoman.”

It is quite clear, not only from theontentof this passage, but from tleequence— i.e., the
alternating back and forth from the woman to the animals, thatfébesis upon Adam’s naming
authority, his function of dominion in this regard. This whole alternating sequence clearly constitute:
the conceptual particulars, a sub-unit, of the main topic stressing Adam’s authority—not only over th
animals, but over Eve, as well. | am aware of no other biblical commentator who has noted thi
alternating back and forth sequence, yet it stares us plainly in the face.

To approach this from a slightly different angle, let us note that versseéfhs logically
discontinuouswith verse 18. Since verse 18 introduces us to the topic of God’s intent to create the
woman,why does verse 19 immediately digress (seemingly) to the altogether different topic of the
naming of the animals, and ortlyenrevert back to the creation and naming of the woman? Have we

15
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found here an example of incoherence and blatant lack of conceptual organization in the biblical text?
No! It is the focus and implicit stress upon Adam’s naming authority which preserves the logical
coherence of verses 18-23. Once we see this, then we can see that there is no real incoherence in the
biblical record here.

There is no commentary in the New Testament on this facet of the creation, as there is concerning 1)
the woman’s mode of creation (I Cor. 11:8), and as there is concerning 2) her beirfgmtaelenan

(I Cor. 11:9), and as there is concerning 3) the temporal precedence of the man (I Tim. 2:11-13). Yet,
since these other aspects clearly reveal the centrality of the concern of authority in Genesis 2, it
should come as no surprise thast anotheraspect of creation contains logical inferences about
Adam’s authority over Eve. Just because the significance of this is not explicitly stated does not mean
that it is not being inferred. In the case of the naming of Eve, and the relevance of this to the issue of
authority, the concern of authority is everore apparent than in the other cases from which the
apostle Paul derives this inference.

By mixing the accounts of the creation and naming of the animals and the creation and naming of the
woman, Moses makes the issue of authority apparent even if not verbally explicit. And the inference
is that Adam possessed authority over Eve from the very beginning bedded!.

Now | have no delusions about the denials from feminists that this analysis will engender. They have
gone to great lengths to deny even the explicit commentary of the apostle Paul on this topic, so they
are not about to acknowledge a logical inference not backed up with explicit exegesis in the New
Testament. Feminists fall into the negative category of people of whom Messiah spoke when he said,
“Blessed are the eyes and ears of you, for it has been given unto you to know the mysteries (i.e., the
spiritual truths) of the kingdom of heaven, but unto them it has not been given. Their eyes have they
closed, and their ears are waxed shut, and their hearts are hardened.” Let us not be of those who
harden their hearts against the revealed truths of God.



Article 6:
Patriarchy Before the Fall, Part 5

“And brought her unto the man...”

The patriarchal significance of this aspect of the creation narrative goes unnoticed by almost &
Westerners except those who already understand the patriarchal nature of biblical law and revelatic
and, perhaps, those with a little knowledge of how marriages were actually formed in the ancier
world. Marriage in nearly the entirety of the ancient world, and certainly in biblical Israel, was a
family affair. Almost all marriages entered into by virgins wareanged by the parents, especially

the fathers.

The bringing of Eve unto Adam paralleled the reality of everyday family life that every Israelite
would have immediately recognized. God acts in a dual role, both as a father to his son/grool
(Adam) and as a father to his daughter/bride (Eve). As Israelite fathers would arrange marriages f
their sons and daughters, agigte a daughteto a man to marry, so God gave his daughter, Eve, to
His son, Adam; secondly, as an Israelite father wgatda wifefor his son, so God got a wife for His
son, Adam.

As among Israelite families there wasransfer of authority over the woman from the father to the
husband, so it was with Adam and Eve. The transfer of authority over the woman is so basic here,
fundamentally presupposed, that no lIsraelite in Moses’ day would ever have conceived of thi
incident in any other light. It is part of the “warp and woof” (as the late Francis A. Schaeffer used ftc
say) of the biblical text.

This same insight is expressed by Stephen B. Clark in his book, “Man and Woman if Christ

“Luke 3:38 provides further insight...Luke 3:38 falls at the end of a
genealogy...continuing back to...'Enos, the son of Seth, the son of Adam, the son of
God.” God appears in the genealogy along with all of the other fathers...In Genesis 2,
God is treating Adam as His sohle creates him and gives him a place in life,
especially by providing an occupation for him and getting him a.v@fed places the

man (Adam oHumar) over his creation, just as a Jewish father would place his only

17
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son over his house. The man, (Adam, Human) is descended from God, his creator,
and represents him.—pg. 17, “Man and Woman in Christ

The parallel to the usual Israelite marriage is, of course, no mere “coincidence” but God’s prescription
of the way things aremeantby Him to be. This aspect of Genesis is, therefore, yet another
prescriptive endorsement of patriarchy by God praothe fall.

As a postscript to this article, | highly recommend Clark’s book. It contains a lot of good material for
those of us who believe in patriarchy. Clark's book is very thorough, scholarly, and clearly in
deference to scriptural authority. The surprise is that Clark is Catholic. As a rather strong proponent of
Reformation Christianity | hate to admit it, but, of all the Christian literature dealing with feminism
and related subjects, Clark’s is, in my estimation, the best in print.



Article 7:
Patriarchy Before the Fall, Part 6

The Name of Adam

A sixth element of Genesis 1 and 2 which infers a Divinely instituted patriarchal order from the very
beginning is the very name of “Adam.” Stephen B. Clark observes:

“It is the man who is called ‘Man’ or ‘Human’ and not the woman. He bears the name
which is the designation of the whole race, and...he keeps that name even after the
woman is formed and he is no longer the only human. What we meet at the end of
Genesis 4 is Human and his wife. Feminists today strongly object to using “male”
terms to refer to groups that include men and women or to an individual of
intermediate gender (for example, using ‘Man’ or ‘Mankind’ as the term for the
human race). Here there is a similar linguistic situation: The term for the human race
in Genesis is the proper name of the man who is half of the first human couple. Some
object to such usage on the ground that it makes men seem more important than
women, or at least makes men the part of the human race that is the most important to
take into account...Part of this interpretation involves understanding the significance
of the document’s language. Genesis clearly uses the word ‘Man’ or ‘Human,'— the
term for the race—as a name for the male partner (Adam). He is the embodiment of
the race. The woman (Eve) is the mother of all human beings, but she was not the
embodiment of the race. Rather, she was the woman (wife) to the man who was the
embodiment of the race. That too indicates a kind of subordination.” — “Man and
Woman in Christ pg. 25

Indeed it does. Adam individually is called “Adam.” Adam and Eve collectively are called “Adam.”
Eve individually isnot called “Adam.” But no individual after Adam is called Adam in the generic
sense.

Consider now what we have examined thus far in the way of biblical evidence to the effect tha
patriarchy was God’s original intended order. There are three facets of Genesis 1 and 2 which &
explicitly exegeted by the apostle Paul in which he infers God-ordained patriarchy: 1) that the woma
was maddor the man, 2) that the woman was mé&den the man, 3) that Adam was formiast and
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then Eve. | have now pointed out three other facets which also logically infer a God-ordained
patriarchal order: 4) Adamisamingof Eve, 5) God'’s act of bringing the woman unto the man, and 6)
the very name of Adam.

What shall we say, then, to the feminists’ contention that there is no indication in Genesis of any God-
ordained patriarchy before the fall? Quite simply, it is a satanically inspired lie. Patq@mchgates

the creation narrative. It is there at virtually every turn. The problem (from the feminist perspective)
is not that there is so littkevidence of God-ordained patriarchy, but that there is so.much

| pointed out in the first article on feminism that the doctrine of original sin provides a seventh
(theological) basis for the doctrine of patriarchy. There is one final observation on this issue which |
believe provides one more indication that patriarchal authority was in pffectto the fall, this one

in the area of typology. In Genesis, we are told that Eve was seduced by the lies of the serpent and ate
the forbidden fruit. Note well thaat this poinf nothing happens. Next we are told that Adam also ate

of the fruit: ‘then” the scripture says, the eyes of them both were opened and they knew that they
were naked. Wy were not Eve’s eyes opened immediately upon eating the fruit? Why was not Eve
enlightened about her nakedness waftér Adamalso ate of the fruit? Because, as long as Adem,

head remained sinless, a “covering” was provided for Eve. Covenantally, Eve was “in” Adam, who
was sinless before God. That changed immediately when Adam also sinned and darkness flooded the
souls of them both.

We see here typology and allegory of the Church in Chwitlt,her sin not imputed unto hbecause
of the righteousness of her head, Jesus Christ.

As | said in the first article on feminism, patriarchy and the Gospel are bound together like the twin
strands of the double helix. Tamper with the doctrine of patriarchy and you tamper with the Gospel.

We have now seeaight separate exegetical or theological factors which prove that God instituted
patriarchy for the human race from the very beginning prior to the fall into sin. Patriarchy, therefore,
is neither sin nor the result of sin but the righteous order of God. It is an inherent aspect of His
creation andleviationsfrom patriarchy are either sin or the result of sin. | would not doubt that there
are yet more aspects of Genesis 1-2 proving God-ordained patriarchy that your present writer has
failed to discern, yet these are sufficient to conclusively establish the point.

Today feminism pervades our culture and deep inroads have been made even into the believing
Church. These inroads have been accomplished through the persistent proclamation of feminist
propagandaWe alsoneed to speak up and make our collective persuasion felt. The eight aspects of
patriarchy delineated here provide potent source for this persuasion and should be proclaimed and
taught to the Lord’s people that the light of God’s truth may shine among us.



Article 8:
In Defense of Patriarchy and Polygamy

“In the beginning”

“We should not assume that our ways are normal and that God's ways are an
abnormality which needs vindication.” —Greg Bahnsen, “Theonomy in Christian
Ethics” pg. 580

“The continued obligation of the Levitical law on this subject is also recognized in
the New Testament. This recognition is involved in the constant reference to the law
of Moses as the law of Godf. in any of its parts or specifications it is no longer
obligatory, that is to be provedf God gives a law to men, those who deny its
perpetual obligation are bound to prove it. The presumption is that it continues in
force until the contrary is proved. It must be hard to prove that the laws founded on
the permanent social relations of men were intended to be temporary.” —Charles
Hodge, “Systematic Theologyol. Ill, sect. 11, pg. 411-412

There is nothing which so strikingly illustrates the patriarchal nature of Israeli society under the
Divine Law and commandments, and which so powerfully maintained it, as the simultaneou:s
approval of polygamy (i.e., polygyny) and utter rejection of polyandry (multiple husbands), which
was, and is, defined as adultery.

The unbiblical monogamy-only doctrine is in irreconcilable conflict with the Bible’s teaching of the
headship of the father and husband. Male headship, when legally enforced monogamy is in effect,
delusive fiction. Legally enforced monogamy is, in operation, a logicatlaffdctonegation of the
hierarchy of the Biblical family. A “patriarchal” law-order without polygamy is patriarchal in name
only.

Understand that | am speaking of whole societies, communities, and not necessarily of individua
within a society. The oft-cited fact that the majority of Israeli men were monogamous, because of th
numerical distribution of the sexes, is irrelevant. Israetiietywas patriarchal becaus¥ery man

was potentially a polygamigbut no woman potentially a polyandrigts the great John Murray has
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observed, “Polygamy we have in the Old Testament, but not polyandry,” (“Principles of Gbnduct
pg. 250).

The early Church, under the legal reforms of Justinian in the late fifth century A.D. (Rushdoony, “The
Institutes of Biblical Law’ pg. 786), missed the mark when it outlawed polygamy. For, in principle,
by doing so the doctrine of male headship within the family was implicitly rejected. The
subordination of the wife to her husband logicallgcessitateghe validity of polygamy (more
technically, polygyny). This is true because of the veure of authority. Consider this observation

of St. Augustine:

“For by a secret law of naturthings that stand chief love to be singulbaut things

that are subject are set undawt only one under onéut, if the system of nature or
society allowgeven several under oneot without becoming beauty. For neither hath
one slave so several masters, in the way that several slaves have onelmastee

read notthat any of the holy womeserved two or more livingusbandsbut we read

that many females served one hushaviten the social state of the nation allowed it,
and the purpose of the time persuadedoit:neither is it contrary to the nature of
marriage For several females can conceive from one man: but one female cannot
from several men (such is the power of things principal) as many souls are rightly
made subject to one God.” —from “A Selected Library of Nicene and Post-Nicene
Fathers of the Christian Churtted. by Philip Schaff, Vol. lil, pg. 407-408

Polygamy, according to St. Augustinenist contrary to the nature of marriage because of the logical
relation of “things principal” to those things which are subordinate. That this was not merely an
inadvertent remark on Augustine’s part may be seen in his explicit comments on the polygamy of
Jacob:

“Jacob, the son of Isaac is charged with having committed a great crime because he
had four wives. But there is no ground for a criminal accusation: for a plurality of
wives was no crime when it was the custom; and it is a crime now because it is no
longer the custom. There are sins against nature, and sins against custom, and sins
against the laws. In which, then, of these senses did Jacob sin in having a plurality of
wives?...The only reason of its being a crime now to doighHiecause custom and

the laws forbid if’ —same source, pg. 289.

There is ndoiblical ground for disallowing polygamy. (Please, indulge my lack of technical precision
in using the more general “polygamy” for “polygyny,” as | shall continue throughout this article.) The
tradition of exclusive monogamy is a carry-over from pagan Roman law and custom. To cite
Augustine one last time: “Now indeed in our timed in keeping with Roman custairs no longer
allowed to take another wife, so as to have more than one wife living,” (again, same source, pg. 428).

Genesis 2:18 (which, correctly understood, is a patriarchal mandate) and the New Testament
commentary upon it (I Cor. 11:3, 9) hagtecisiveimplications concerning polygamy. The essential
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principle in the creation of Adam and Eve relevant to polygamy isd¢hdship and authority of the
man the implication concerning polygamy flows immediately from this fagtoman cannot have
multiple husbands because this would entail installing two heads in the marriage, a logicall
unacceptable result. Manifestly, polyandry is rejected on the basis of the creation. Polyandry is
perversion of God’s express purpose of creating the woman for the man. Unlike polyandry, polygam
involves no confusion of authority.

Most Evangelical commentators have misinterpreted the implications of the creation narrative a
establishing monogamy as the exclusive norm and standard for Christian marriage; most understant
to prohibit polygamy altogether. These assertions represent a superficial and misguided reading of t
creation account and overlook the more fundamental aspects of the text (the concern of authority a
its implications) brought out explicitly by Paul in the New Testament.

An enormous amount of significance has been m#adhe exampleof Adam’s monogamy, asserting
it to be a normative “pattern’—in the same sense that the pattern of the Tabernacle given to Moses
God was to be copied in every particular.

Even a little bit of reflection, however, should make it manifest that the Biblggficitly stated
purposeof the woman’s creation (to be a helper the manin his task of dominion) conflicts with

the man-made doctrine that the specific example (monogamy) is a normativeath#e,than the
explicitly stated purposélhose who propose a mandate of monogamy in the creation nadetiye

the headship of the maon the one hand, and/or implicitly assert the existence of a contradiction
within God’s Word.

We see, therefore, two contrary interpretive principles here: the first draws its inference from Adam’
specificexampleof monogamy andniversalizegshe example as prescriptivenorm forall men; the
secondbeginswith a universal principle, patriarchy, and applies that principle. The first interpretive
method clearly involves the basic logical fallacy of reasoning from the particular to the universa
basedsolelyon the example alone, a clear non-sequitur; not only this, but it does so in the face of
universal principle with exactly theppositelogical inference. One cannot validly reason on the basis
of an example alone because the logical possibility exists that the specific example mayobe one

of expression of a more general principle which admitsaiethan one form of expression. And that

is what we see in Genesis: we see an example of patriarchy in Adam’s monogamous headship o
Eve; and we seexamplesof patriarchy in the Biblical examples of polygamy. Polygaragnotbe
logically repudiated on the basis of Adam’s example. Patriarchy is the valid, categorical determinativ
principle here.

If Adam and Eve had been created simultaneously (see | Tim. 2:11-13) twedBible did not
explicitly tell us that the woman was mafe the manthe doctrine of monogamy might have some
validity. But Adam was created first, and Eiee Adam, hence the man is the head of the woman.
This —this— is the crucial pattern presented to us in the creation account, for every man partakes «
the “manness” of Adam and every woman partakes of the “womanness” of Eve. The necessa
validity of polygamy flows immediately from this fact. The creation account not only does not
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prescribe monogamy as the exclusive extent of the marital itquositively establishes polygarag
part of the norm and acceptable for the man

So, to emphasizehe validity of polygamy is based upon the creation account in the. Bibie

sounds strange to the ears of Evangelicals who have been taught that the creation account invalidates
polygamy. “After all, did not God give Adam only om@man?” This rhetorical question has a certain
immediate appeal to “common sense” but it fails upon scrutiny. There wiathierentreason why

Adam could not be a polygamist. There was simply no opportunity; and any subsequent women were
his daughters. Reading a “law” of monogamy into the example of Adam’s monogamy is eisegesis, not
exegesis, inductive, not deductive reasoning. Monogamy wadawofor Adam. It was a
circumstanceAugustine, to his credit, was not deceived by the sophistries of the naysayers.

The fallacy of the “monogamy-only” doctrine consists in the attempt to reason from the particular to
the universal, which is turning proper reasoning and logic on its head. A sp&difiaple of
something cannot, by itself, establistugiversalrule. The reason being that an example does not
necessarily exhaust eategory This is logic 101, an elementary principle. Tt&tegory under
discussion here is marriage; even if God had created a thousand men in the beginning and gave them
all only one wife, this could never, by itself, establish a universal rule. To logically invalidate
polygamy, an express prohibition would be necessary.

Let me now turn to some of the objections | have received from fellow Christians that are urged
against polygamy as “deduced” from the creation.

One of those objections is that patriarchy doeshrogessarilyinvolve the lawfulness of polygamy. |
must demur. The appropriate response to this objection is to ask the following questions, over which |
hope the reader will linger long and consider prayerfully:

1) Does polyandry (multiple husbands) logically negate and violate male headship?
2) Does polygamy (i.e., polygyny) logically negate matriarchy, female headship?

3) Would not polyandry affirm female headship?

4) Does not polygyny embody the principle of patriarchy, male headship?

If polygamy (polygyny) is a logicalffirmation of male headship, then the denial of the legitimacy of
polygyny constitutes a denial of the legitimacy of patriarchy. Moreover, if polygyny affirms male
headship, then male headship must entail the legitimacy of polygyny. Polygyny is one of the “modes”
by which the law of patriarchy is expressed and manifested.

It is no accident that the propaganda of feminism is frequently coupled with condemnation of
polygamy. The feminists understand thiére is an inexorable logical flow from patriarchy to
polygamy In assailing the institution of Biblical polygamy, the feminists are logically repudiating
patriarchy. In this regard, feminists are more logically consistent than orthodox Evangelicals. It is an
unfortunate fact, but a fact nonetheless, that the Evangelical church has begun its counter-offensive
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against “Biblical (yeah, right!) feminism” with @ajor, inherent, logical concession to feminism by
its repudiation of polygamy.

In the Bible there are numerous examples of men with multiple wiveadbexamples of women

with multiple husbandsiVhy? What is the distinction? Upon what principle? This difference can be
accounted foonly on the basis of the lawful hierarchy of the Biblical family. Polygamy could exist in
Israel because polygamy is consistent with Divinely ordained patriarchy. Why was there no polyandr
in Israel? This also is explained by the Biblically ordained family hierarchy. Polyandry cowdgisiot

in Israel because polyandry logically negates male headship.

Another objection | have encountered against Biblical polygamy isahjecturalassertion that, “If
there had been no sin, there would have been no polygamy.” Or, expressed in other words, “In
perfectworld, there would be no polygamy.” The flaw in these assertions is that this speculatior
assumeghat polygamy is less than morally perfect. But, of course, anything less than perfect (Mat
5:48) issin. This speculation, therefore, cannot escape the chaegpradri reasoning, assuming as a
premise the point under contention. Secondly, as already pointed out, polygamy finds its validation i
patriarchy, gpre-fall ordinance (Gen. 2:18, etc.). It is inconsistent to maintain that polygamy would
not have existed in an unfallen world because polygamy is consistent with a righétaarshy.

Another similar objection | have encountered is the claim that, “Though the [@&ibigtspolygamy,
monogamy is thedeal” This argument is not so much an “objection” against polygamge it
concedes the essential pgias it is asubversion of the biblical concept of moraliorality is that
which is permitted by Divine Law; immorality is that which is forbidden by Divine Law (see 1 John
3:4). The gradations of “good,” “better,” and “ideal” are contingencies of individual circumstances.
Morally speaking, monogamy and polygamy boghideal and perfect since both are consistent with
Divine Law. To smuggle a practical, utilitarian concern for good, better and ideal into the question o
Biblical ethics is to undermine the categories of sin and righteousness.



Article 9:
“Contradictions” Between Genesis and the Law of Moses,
Part 1

What advantage, then, is there in being a Jew, or what value is there in
circumcision? Much in every way! First of all, they have been entrusted with the
very words of God. —Romans 3:1-2, NIV

In any doctrinal study of the theme of Man & Woman in the Bible, the book of Genesis, and
particularly the record of the creation, must inevitably assume a prominent place in the discussion. In
addition to Genesis, the laws given to Moses by God on Sinai must be considered foundational. This
raises an extremely important question which, as far as | am aware, only one other commentator has
ever asked heretofore (and then only peripheralipat is the relationship of Genesis to the rest of

the Pentateuch

What s the relationship of Genesis to the rest of the Pentateuch? It is very commonly asserted by
Biblical scholars (Evangelical and otherwise) that the Mosaic provisions on divorce, marriage, male
headship, polygamy, bondservice, the levirate, arranged marriages, etccomtisnlyasserted that

these Mosaic provisions are “contradictory to God’s creation purpose revealed in Genesis.”

Now, stop right there. Is not this assertion absolutely astonishing? Ought not a rigorously reasoned
defense be made to establish the theological and exegetical foundation for such a monumental
assertion? But commentators make such assertions without, apparently, so much as an inkling that
they are asserting an outrageous heresy. Such an assertion—that God'’s pteptieais at odds

with His own positive Law—impugns the consistency and unity of the scriptures, and of God
Himself!

Examples of such assertions ceoutinely be found all the way across the wide spectrum of
theological opinion. In attempting to explain whateigoneouslyperceived as “contrary ethical
norms” between the Old and New Covenants, or even within the Pentateuch itself (“Genesis vs. the
Law”), commentators have often resorted to the “explanation” that the patterns of conduct
necessitated by the creation were substituted with “concessions to sin” under Moses. The Mosaic
provisions are thusly relegated to the dung heap of “tolerated evils.”

26
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Whatall of these assertions have in common is the evasion (or, usually, dismissal) of a gargantus
theological difficulty, to speak metaphorically, the size of Mount Everest: nathelyholiness of

God (“Be ye holy, for I am holy”). For the holy God to mercifully forbear transgressions of His holy
Law and grant space to sinners to repent (based upon Christ’'s anticipated or fulfilled atonement
the cross) is one thing. But to assert that the holy Godhkatsited permission to commit evik the
provisions of the Law He Himself gave is to make God the author, validator and encourager of sir
The claim that the laws of Moses (which, after all, came directly from the mouth of God) institute
“toleration of evil” is, in effect, to accuse God of sin and unrighteousness. There is the further logica
and exegetical dilemma posed by the clainSofipture itselfthat the Law is “perfect,” and “right”

and “pure” and “righteous altogether,” (Psalm 19:7-9).

John Murray is about the only theologian to face this difficulty squarely in the face. Given the fact
that Murray, who was assuredly onetbé best theologians in the history of the Church, ended up
admitting that he could not resolve all of the “difficulties” of this issue (see, “Principles of C@gnduct
pg. 18), it is not likely that other theologians will meet with any better success. Murray’s admitted
failure to resolve this dilemma should serve as a cue to the resttofressxamine some of our
fundamental premisamn this issue.

That the reader may get a better grasp on exactly what it is that | am refuting, let us make an extenc
survey of some specific statements of commentators who allege, in one form or anothe
contradictions (contrary ethical norms) between Genesis and the laws of Moses or between the C
and New Testaments, and the notion that God tolerated (permitted) sin via the provisions of His Lav
As we shall presently see, the issuednforce is at the heart of this view because of exegetical
considerations.

The statements quoted below reflect a wide range of theological and denominational backgroun
including Lutheran, Reformed, Catholic, Dispensational, Pentecostal and Charismatic. | have select
thirteen commentators’ writings as examples.

1. Walter C. Kaiser

“Permission and toleration may exist for something that is basically evil and wrong” (“Toward Old
Testament Ethicspg. 201). Kaiser also states: “Deuteronomy 24:1-4...provided faethaationof
divorce without thereby either condoning it or relinquishing God’s original, monogamous purpose in
marriage” (pg. 94).

2. James B. Hurley

“A second historical observation relates to Jesus’ assertion that either the man or the woman m
commit adultery against the other...

“Jewish law recognized adultery as an offense against a husband which could be committed only |
or with a married woman. Jesus says that a man who divorces his wife and marries another comm
adultery against his wife (Mat. 19:9). This moves beyond the formal legal categories to the more
issue (a procedure which was followed in the sermon on the mount, Mt.5). This step is radical in it
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historical context, placing husband and wife on the same level, but...springs naturally from Jesus’
view of marriage and divorce” (“Man and Woman in Biblical Perspettmg. 97). On page 101 of

the same book, Hurley says, “Genesis 2, in Jesus’ opinion, shows the Creator’s intent that marriage
should produce a new and indivisible unity, ‘one flesh.’...Why then, they asked, did Moses command
that a man give his wife a certificate of divorce...?...Jesus responded by interpreting Moses in a
fashion which overturnetoth sides of the Rabbinic debate: Moses did not command divorce, he
permitted it because of the hardness of your hearts...Thus whereas the Pharisees had taken Moses
concession of divorce as God’s design, Jesus took it as a regulatory measure to deal with the result of
sin. Moses did not command divorce or lay down conditions under which it was legitimate. Moses
suffered and regulated divorce.” Hurley makes the most emphatic statements on page 104: “Jesus’
teaching, as we have seen, does agrdirely with the Mosaic divorce provision (Dt. 24:1)...Mosaic
divorce provisions were dismissed.”

3. Werner Neuer

An even more extreme statement is expressed by Neuer. Under the heading of “The Oppression of
Women,” (!!), Neuer states:

“The generally high place given to women in the Old Testament was spoiled by legal
rules...

“Legally the man counted as ‘owner’ of the wife (cf. Exod. 21:3,22; Deut. 24:4; 2
Samuel 11:26)...Although this point must not be overrated, as other laws do maintain
the wife’s dignity as a person, it is obvious that such classification of her as property
does totally contradict her valuation as the equal partner of her husband in Genesis 2.
The same goes for polygamy, which was legally permitted in Israel (cf. Lev. 18:18;
Deut. 21:15). It clearly contradicts Genesis 2:24...

“Another example of legal disadvantage of being a woman is seen in the rules about
divorce and adultery...(T)he woman had no right to divorce. Whereas a man was
guilty of adultery only when he had intercourse with a married or betrothed woman
(cf. Deut. 22:22-29), any wife having sex outside of her marriage counted as
adulterous. A husband could not therefore commit adultery against his own marriage
partner, only against someone else’s...All these examples show the undervaluation of
women and discrimination against them in the Old Testament” (“Man & Woman in
Christian Perspectivepg. 86-87).

4. Susan T. Foh

Speaking on Deuteronomy 24:1-4, Foh states: “God through Moses is regulating a sinful procedure
(divorce).” — (“Women and the Word of Godyg. 76)
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5. John Murray

In his classic masterpiece, “Principles of Condulgturray writes: “The only thesis that appears to
me to be compatible with these data is that polygamy and divorce (for light cause) were permitted
tolerated under the Old Testament, tolerated in such a way that regulatory provisions were enacted
prevent some of the grosser evils and abuses attendant upon them, and tolerated in the sense that
were not openly condemned and censured with civil and ecclesiastical penalties, but that neverthele
they were not legitimated...they were violations of a creation ordinance...which had been establishe
by God at the beginning. They were really contrary to the revealed will of God and rested under h
judgment.” (pg. 16)

On page 119 of the same volume, Murray writes, “Our Lord instituted divorce for adultery (Matthew
5:31, 32; 19:9); by implication he abrogated the death penalty.”

6. Charles Hodge

Princeton’s Charles Hodge had this to say: “In the first place, God can no more allow evil than he ce
command it. An act otherwise evil, ceases to be so when he either allows (i.e., sanctions) it,
commands it. If he commands a man to be put to death, it ceases to be murder to put him to dee
There are two principles of morality generally accepted and clearly scriptural; one of which is, tha
any of those moral laws which are founded, not on the immutable nature of God, but on the relatior
of men in the present state of existence, may be set aside by the divine law-giver whenever it see
good in his sight; just as God under the old dispensation set aside the original monogamic law
marriage. Polygamy was not sinful as long as God permitted it. The same principle is involved in th
words of Christ, God loves mercy and not sacrifice. When two laws conflict, the weaker yields to the
stronger.” (“Systematic Theologyol. I, pg. 410)

7. Noel Weeks

Noel Weeks states, “There is an element in Old Testament legislation which is normative for us &
well as Old Testament saints...There are elements which are valid only for the time before Christ
coming. Finally, there are cases in which the Old Testament legislation, because of the hardness
men’s hearts, sought to regulate an abuse rather than to eliminate the crime. This last is a particula
difficult issue. The one clear case has to do with the Old Testament’s failure to enforce endurin
monogamous marriage. (Matt. 19:3-9).” — (“The Sufficiency of Scrigtypg 151-152)

8. J. Carl Laney

“Jesus explains in Matthew 19:8 and Mark 10:5 that the Mosaic concession with
regard to divorce was due to the hardness of the Israelite hearts. Their hearts were
hardened by their sinful rejection of God’'s original plan for marriage.” — (“The

Divorce Myth” pg. 32)

And: “Jesus encourages inner conformity to the spirit of the law rather than mere outward conformit
to the letter of the Law. In Matthew 5:31-32 we find that while the Pharisees allowed divorce on the
basis of the Mosaic concession (Deut. 24:1-4, Jesus disallowed it but for one exception” — (pg. 63).
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9. Stanley A. Ellisen

Ellisen comments, “To reconcile these passages, various approaches have been taken. Most writers
have recognized the dispensational nature of the Mosaic legislation and have handily relegated its
significance to the pre-Christian era.” — (“Divorce and Remarriage in the Chpg:t22)

10. M. G. McLuhan

“Another important fact to be observed about God’s marital standards for His people
is that they have changed significantly through the ages. His requirements in the
patriarchal age were less stringent than under Mosaic law. Now, the revelation of His
marital standards for His children in the church far transcend both the patriarchal and
Mosaic regulations in every way.” — (“Marriage and Divgtqey. 27)

11. Gordon Wenham

“In certain respects, then, Old Testament marriage is less strict than that of the New
Testament. Infidelity by the husband does not count as adultery in the Old Testament.
It does in the New Testament. ‘Every one who divorces his wife and marries another
commits adultery’ (Lk. 16:18 parallels Mt. 19:3-12; Mk.10:2-12).

“These Gospel sayings also explicitly rule out remarriage after divorce and, by
implication polygamy as well, equating them with adultery. Thus at three points—
polygamy, remarriage, and a husband’s adultery—the Old Testament laws plainly
conflict with the New Testament ideal of life-long monogamous marriage.” — (“Law,
Morality and the Bibl¢' Ed. by Bruce Kaye and Gordon Wenham, pg. 37)

12. Stephen B. Clark

In his seminal and masterful work, “Man and Woman in Chri3iark writes: “The matter of interest

at this point is not Jesus’ position on divorce, but the way Jesus approaches the question. He begins
his reply by referring to the creation account in Genesis 1 and then adds a verse from the account of
the creation of woman in Genesis 2. From these two verses he concludes that a man and his wife are
no longer two but one and that divorce violates the unity that God establishes when he joins a man
and woman together. When Jesus’ questioners object that Moses allowed divorce and refer to a
passage from Deuteronomy to prove their point, Jesus replies that the law they quoted was only given
because of “your hardness of heart,” that is, as a concession to man’'s obduracy and therefore as a
protective measure for situations where hardness of heart is what can normally be expected.” (pg. 4)

13. John Piper and Wayne Grudem

“We recognize that scripture sometimegulatesundesirable relationships without
condoningthem as permanent ideals. For example, Jesus said to the Pharisees,
‘Moses permitted you to divorce your wives because your hearts were hard. But it
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was not this way from the beginning’.” — _(“Recovering Biblical Manhood and
Womanhood' pg. 66)

There are countless other statements, hundreds and thousands, similar to these that could be ci
With the lone exception of John Murray, these sentiments are expressed with little or no thought ¢
the logical and theological difficulties inherent in the notion that God permitted sin via His laws. The
same may be said concerning the notion that there are two antithetical sets of moral stipulatio
within the Old Testament and between the testaments.

As against all of this nonsense, the position taken in this present work is that therdifference
whatsoevebetween Old and New Testament morality, nor are there contradictory elavitbimtshe

Old Covenant. Let the reader carefully consider Greg Bahnsen’s response to the prevailing notion
Commenting on the meaning of the word “suffered” or “allowed” in Matthew 19:8, Bahnsen, like a
bright ray of light penetrating the darkness, comments thusly:

“Some commentators have mistakenly viewed this word as indicating deprecated toleration c
a positive evil (i.e., reluctantly forbearing something against which you have strong scruple:
or detest). Such a connotation must be re#dl the word. It is used quite simply for the
giving of candid permission (without overtones of disapprobation). \Wgitrépd is used
elsewhere in the NT there is no reason to think that the person using it intends to approve
something that he considers definitely improper. It is primarily used for the gaining of
authorization from a superiodn. 19"43...Acts 21:39-40...Acts 26:1...Acts 27:3...Acts
28:16...Mat. 8:21...1 Cor. 16:7..Heb. 6:3..Gen 39:6 (LXX)...Est. 9:14..Job 32:14...
Therefore, it is unwarranted to maintain that, in Matt. 19:8, Jesus represents the Mosaic lay
as ‘tolerating with disapproval’ an immoral activity, viz. divorce. The verse simply reports
that Mosesauthorizedthe use of divorce. One should note, in passing, that the commentators
who read the connotation of disapproval-of-an-immoral-activity into the vemittepo fail

to justify their view that an all holy God could enact an immoral lew, one must ask in
astonishment, could the God who is ‘of purer eyes than to behold evil and cannot look ol
iniquity’ (Hab. 1:13), the just Lord who ‘will do no iniquity’ (Zeph. 3:5), tolerate the
legislation of immorality in His law, which is itself perfect, right, pure, and righteous
altogether (Ps. 19:7-9)? Even leaving linguistic considerations aside this theological difficulty
with the view is insurmountable.” — (“Theonomy in Christian Etfiios pg. 102)

Insurmountable, indeéd hus, like a thunderbolt and an irresistible juggernaut, Bahnsen completely
vaporizes the whole “tolerated evils” doctrine in a single stroke. But the vast majority of the
Evangelical church is on the other side of the mountain from Bahnsen on this point, riding (to mi
metaphors) a different bandwagon, which bandwagon is stranded in an exegetical no-man’s land a
a theological waste howling wilderness. Unfortunately, those who are inclined to agree with Bahnse
and myself on this point are going to experience some very acute discomfort as they grapple with tl
specific provisions of God’'s Law. This discomfort may be avoided by shutting one’s eyes to
Bahnsen’s insight and the implications thereof. In one sense, this whole work is all about facing thos
implications. Those on the other side of the mountain will, no doubt, dismiss the conclusions of thi
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work with a wave of the hand. But for those on the same side of the mountain as Bahnsen, the issues |
am raising in this work are inescapable.

I will pick up on this theme in the next article.



Article 10:
“Contradictions” Between Genesis
and the Law of Moses,

Part 2

And unto the Jews | became as a Jew...to them that are under the law, as under the
law...to them that are without law as without laveifg not without law to God but
under the law to Christ.)—I Corinthians 9:20-21

For sin shall not have dominion over yode are not under the law but under
grace What then? Shall we sin because we are not under the law but under grace?
God forbid—Romans 6:14-15

The subject of this work is the respective place and roles of men and women under God’s Lav
Unfortunately, the central topic, Man & Woman, cannot be properly understood without a prior
resolution ofthe place of the Law in biblical ethicd thorough, “no stone unturned,” systematic
treatment of this issue is not possible in this present work. The reader is urged to obtain a copy
Greg Bahnsen’'s, “Theonomy in Christian Ethicand Rousas J. Rushdoony’s, “The Institutes of
Biblical Law.”

“Theonomy in Christian Ethi¢ds a formal, systematic, scholarly treatment of the subject and is, in
my opinion, far and awayhe best work in print on the topic. “The Institutes of Biblical "ae a
systematic statement aagplicationof virtually every Biblical law. | share many, if not most, of the
doctrinal presuppositions of those two authors. (They are of a Reformed, Calvinistic persuasion, ¢
aml.)

It is necessary in this present work to at least give an outline of the basics of some of the centr
features of the theonomic (“theos”-God, “nomos”-law) approach to Biblical ethics. Perhaps the bes

place to begin is to contrast the presuppositions undergirding this present work waihptsite
view:

“It was a tragic hour when the Reformation Churches wrote the Ten Commandments
into the creeds and catechisms and sought to bring the Gentile believers into bondage

33
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to Jewish law, which was never intended either for the Gentile nations or for the
Church.” (Donald Gray Barnhouse, quoted by Gary North in “Tools of Dominion

pg. 16)

| believe the writing of the Ten Commandments into the creeds of the Protestant churches was a
glorious hour, hardly a tragic one. The Ten Commandments are certainly foundational to New
Testament ethics as well as Old Testament ethics. | ask the reader, just how many of the Ten
Commandments are you willing to violate?

In the quotations of Romans 6:14-15 and | Corinthians 9:20-21 cited at the head of this article, we see
two statements which might seem, upon a superficial examination, to be exact opposites,
contradictions. However, one of the most fundamental and bedrock of all Christian doctrines is the
inspiration, inerrancy, preservation, and authority of the scriptures. The Bible is not merely another
great human book. It is the very word of God. Bhigin of the Bible is God Himself (Il Peter 1:20-

21). The human authorship of the Bible came at Divine direction, as countless passages attest. The
preservation of the Bible is guaranteed by Divine oath (Isa. 59:21). From all of this, it follows that
there are no contradictiornis the Bible,no contrary principlesor “antinomies” of any kind.

It is necessary, therefore, when we see two statements which aypptir face to conflict, to not be
content with a superficial interpretation. When the apostle Paul says in one place thabharider
law,” and in another place that ie“under the law to Christ,” we must, of necessity, conclude that
both statements are qualified. We araler the law in one sense and mader it in another.

Because of common opinion which circulates among many Christians regarding the meaning of being
“free from the law,” it is necessary to point out, first of all, that Paul's statement in | Corinthians 9:21
is a clear assertion that hes a Christian is emphatically fiot without law, but under the law to
Christ” Clearly, the Law is not antithetical to being a Christian nor to Christ himself. Being in Christ
involves, in some sense, being “under the law.” Therefore, the wholesale, indiscriminate repudiation
of the Law (as in the example of Barnhouse) is contrary to Christ. Paul clearly asserts harmony
between Christ and “the law.” To reject the Lamvtoto is most definitely anti-Christ. We, as
Christians, are “not without law, but under the law to Christ.”

Let us, therefore, approach this subject in fear and trembling lest in rejecting the Law we reject Christ
also. For it is clear that Christ is the administrator of the Law: the Father has committed all judgment
unto the Son (In. 5:22). Véee “under the law to Christ.”

“The antinomian believes that faith frees the Christian from the law, so that he is not
outside of the law but is rather dead to the law. There is no warrant whatsoever in
Scripture for antinomianism. The expression ‘dead to the law’ is indeed in Scripture
(Gal. 2:9; Rom. 7:4), but it has reference to the believer in relationship to the atoning
work of Christ as the believers’ representative and substtheeheliever is dead to

the law as an indictmena legal sentence of death against limmRushdoony, “The
Institutes of Biblical Law’ pg. 23
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Christ paid the penalty of the Law (death) to redeem his people from its curse—not so they migkt
repudiate the Law but tobeyit: “What then?Shall we sin because we are not under the law but
under grac@ God forbid Know ye not that to whom ye yield yourselves servants to obey, his
servants ye are to whom ye obey: whether of sin unto death, or of obedience unto righteousnes
(Rom. 6:15-16). Not beingnderthe Law (i.e., under its condemnation) is no warramtigobeythe

Law.

There are three main prepositional phrases found in the New Testament which antinomians al
libertarians have seized upon to advocate a doctrine of lawlessneiseXydni the Law, 2) ‘dead

to” the Law and 3) hiot undet the Law.” It is crucial to the thesis of this present work that the reader
understands what these statements mean—and what tim®y mie@an. The citation from Rushdoony
explained one of those meanings. Bahnsen also gives a nice summary of what virtually every N
passage means which uses these phrases.

“The apparently negative passages basically fall into three groups: 1) those which
renounce the law as a means of justification, 2) those which point to the death-
dealing nature of sin in relation to the holy law, and 3) those pertaining to the
ceremonial law."—Bahnsen, “Theonomy in Christian Etfiipg. 217

What the negative passagesriit mean is that the Law has been done away with as the standard of
righteousness. The New Covenant most emphatically does not abolish the distinction between go
and evil, which distinction iglefined by the Law, as attests thiNew Testament declaration:
“Whosoever committeth sin transgresseth also the Faw:sin is the transgression of the l1awl

John 3:4). That whiciwasgood under the Old Covenantsidll good, and that whictvasevil under

the Old Covenant is stidvil under the New Covenant. Good and evil, sin and righteousness, holiness
and wickedness are still definbg the Law of Moses.

If we are not permitted to sin, thaépso factg we are not permitted to transgress the Law. In fact, our
heavenly Father chastises insaccordance witlthe holy demands of His Law “that we might be
partakers of his holiness” (see Heb. 12:7-10). Jtaedardof that holiness ithe Law as 1 John 3:4
makes perfectly plain. The Lord Jesus himself declared:

Think not that | am come to destroy the law, or the prophets: | am not come to
destroy, but to fulfill. For verily | say unto yaill heaven and earth pass awagne

jot or one tittle shall in no wise pass from the latil all be fulfilled.—Matt. 5:17-

19

Jesus declares here in this passage thatrtirety of the Law remains authoritative until heaven and
earth shall pass away—that is, until the resurrection. We have in this passage something Bib
students are very familiar with from countless other passages, tlsgh@)ymous parallelisnthe
phrases, “till heaven and earth pass away,” and, “till all be fulfilled,” express the same concept. Man
attempts to interpret this passage are flawed by the failure to recognize this simple fact and to attacl
different referent to the two phrases. In point of fact at the time that heaven and earth pass away
things will be fulfilled: the second coming of Christ, the general resurrection, and the day of
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judgment.Moreover, the word “fulfill” in the first clause is a completely different Greek word than
the word “fulfill” in the second clause; in the first clause, it has the meaninguiffy'” To wit, “l am

not come to destroy the law but to rafiffhere is no valid way to escape the conclusion that the Law
remains in force throughout the entire period of the New Covenant.

This, of course, raises the issue of the ceremonial law (i.e., the Levitical priesthood, the sacrificial
system, dietary and separation ordinances, observances of new moons and sabbaths, the called-ous
status of Israel as a separate nation and such like), as distinct from the moral law proper. | cannot here
go into all the issues raised by this question. For our present purposes, what needs to be recognized is
thatthe distinction between the ceremonial law and the moral law was a feature of the Old Covenant
itself, and not at all introduced for the first time by the New Covenafstsee this very clearly, for
example, in Isaiah 1:10-18:

10 Hear the word of the LORD, ye rulers of Sodben, Jerusalem, metaphorically)

give ear unto the law of our God, ye people of Gomorrah. 11 To what purpose is the
multitude of your sacrifices unto me? saith the LORD: | am full of the burnt
offerings of rams, and the fat of fed beasts; and | delight not in the blood of bullocks,
or of lambs, or of he goats. 12 When ye come to appear before me, who hath
required this at your hand, to tread my courts? 13 Bring no more vain oblations;
incense is an abomination unto me; the new moons and sabbaths, the calling of
assemblies, | cannot away with; it is iniquity, even the solemn meeting. 14 Your new
moons and your appointed feasts my soul hateth: for they are a trouble unto me; |
am weary to bear them. 15 And when you spread forth your hands, | will hide mine
eyes from you: yea, when ye make many prayers, | will not hear you; your hands are
full of blood. 16 Wash you, make you clean, put away the evil of your doings from
before mine eyes; cease to do evil. 17 Learn to do well; seek judgment, relieve the
oppressed, judge the fatherless, plead for the widow. 18 Come now, and let us reason
together, saith the LORD: though your sins be as scarlet, they shall be white as
snow; though they be red like crimson, they shall be as wool.

The alert reader will note that God makedistinctionin this passage between ceremonial ordinances
and moral law. It will be beneficial to highlight the two sets of laws which are contrasted here. The
ceremonial ordinances referred to are:

sacrifices of animals
offerings of oblations
incense

the calling of assemblies
new moon observances
sabbaths

ogalrwNE
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Contrastedwith these ceremonial ordinances are mais:

1. judgment (that is, justice court)

2. relieving the oppressed

3. judging the fatherless and widow

4. murder

5. debasement of the currency (i.e., fraud)
6. dishonesty in business

7. theft

8. bribery in court

9. idolatry

Let the Pietists (those who believe God’s commands have no application outside of pgngial
realm) among us note well that tlecial political and economicconcerns enumerated here are
prominent in this text. These areas of concerrcargrastedwith the purely ceremonial ordinances.
The political order, economics, and social concerns are all presentedralslaw, and definitely
distinguishedfrom the ceremonial law. It is to be noted that Isaiah’s list of ceremonial ordinances
corresponds closely with Paul’s list in Colossians 2:16 and elsewhere in the epistles. Similar Ol
Testament passages are | Samuel 15:22, Hosea 6:6-7 and Psalm 40:6-8. Indeed, in Psalm 40 sacri
are explicitlycontrasted td'thy law:” “Sacrifice and offering thou didst not desire...burnt offering
and sin offeringhast thou not required...| delight to do thy will o God yea, thy law is within my
heart.” New Testament passages such as Hebrews 7:12 (which speak of the abolition of the Law) c
not speak of the Lavin toto but of the cultic aspect of the Law. The moral laws governing the
relations of individuals to one another, and of relations with the State, remain authoritativeahs

law. We ignore this fact at our peril.

Concerning Jesus’ pronouncement of the continuing binding nature @nthety of the Law in
Matthew 5:17-19, we must of necessity include even the ceremonial laws in this statement, includin
all the blood sacrifices of animals for skhow can this be®uite simply, the ceremonial ordinances
never didhave as their primary reference and meaningthe/ard form they were given under the

Old Covenant; their inward, spiritual meaning vehsaystheir fulfillment at the coming of Messiah

and the New Covenant. So while there isa#teration of these laws in theiapplication there is
certainly no abrogatiomf them.

One of the more telling of Old Testament passages revealing the distinction between moral ar
ceremonial laws is Leviticus 20: 22-26:

22 Ye shall therefore keep all my statutes, and all my judgments, and do them: that
the land, whither | bring you to dwell therein, spew you not out.

23 And ye shall not walk in the manner of the nation, which | cast out before you: for
they committed all these things, and therefore | abhorred them.

24 But | have said unto you, Ye shall inherit their land, and | will give it unto you to
possess it, a land that floweth with milk and honey: | am the LORD youmauh



38 MAN AND WOMAN IN BIBLICAL LAW

have separated you from other people.

25 Ye shalthereforeput difference between clean beasts and unclean: and between
unclean fowls and clean: and ye shall not make your souls abominable by beast, or
by fowl, or by any manner of living thing that creepeth on the ground, which | have
separated from you as unclean.

26 And ye shall be holy unto me: for | the LORD am holy, and have severed you
from other people, that ye should be mine.

Note that we are explicitly given a reason by God Himself for the cleanliness and dietary laws of the
Old Covenant: to effect mational separatiorbetween Israel and the other nations. With the cutting

off of Israel effected by the New Covenant and the expansion of the scope of the kingdom of God to a
global scale under the New Covenant (see Daniel 7:27) the purpose of these laws becomes obsolete in
their outward form. God now commands all men everywhere to repent and to believe in Jesus Christ.
The dietary and separation laws are thus revealed tygpbkgicalof the call to be separat®m sin

— not from nations other than national Israel. This is their true character.

This treatise, therefore, begins upon the presupposition that the Law of God, every jot and tittle
thereof, remains in force as the authoritaitendardby which the relations of Man and Woman are

to be judged. This means thhe entire exegesis and commentary upon the Old Testament passages
concerning patriarchy and polygamy in the following parts of this waaky over to the New
Covenant without any alteratioiin dealing with marriage, we are most clearly dealing witiral

law.

| am aware that this very brief treatment of the Law does not address every conceivable pertinent
guestion. But | am convinced that it does provide a Biblically faithful synopsis and foundation for our
analysis of patriarchy and polygamy in the New Testament.

The Heart of the Issue

Anyone who studies the Bible in any depth at all is inevitably confronted by the pervasiveness of the
theme ofauthority. Authority is a central aspect of Biblical doctrine. Perhaps it is justifiable to say
that authority ighe central aspect of Biblical doctrine (Gen. 2:16-17; Eccl. 12:13-14). This presents a
serious problem for modern readers, even Christians who believe the Bible to be the word of God,;
namely, both the modern concept of the nature of authority and the modern attitude toward authority
are radically different from ancient views and attitudes. This assuredly affects how the reader will
interpret the text of Scripture. The inferences and implications which Moses or the other writers of
scripture could confidently expect his contemporaries to infer are often missed entirely by the modern
reader. Ancient cultures, virtuallgll of them, were extremely circumspect concerning authority.
Questions and issues of authority pervaded virtually every area of life. This is not true today,
especially in the West. Modern readers, imbued as they are with the ethic of individualism (if not
nihilism) and the spirit of secular scientific inquiry tend to view the book of Genesis and the record of
creation (and all of Scripture) from a primarily phenomenological perspectiveihtiteand how of
creation. This was undoubtedly not the primary concern of Moses, the human author of Genesis, nor
of God Himself who inspired the words Moses wrote. Moses wad#liwerer of Israel, the
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undisputed leader of the whole congregation. For Moses, Genesis was a Homk fifst and
foremost; the entire history of Genesis, including the account of creatgbordinate to that end
This is what modern interpreters, almost to a man, are blind to.

God did not inspire Moses to write Genesis primarily to satisfy the epistemological curiosity of the
modern readerput to lay down the theological, cosmological and historical apologetic for the
establishment of a covenantal law-ord€his is the answer to the question posed in the last article of
this work, “What is the relationship of the book of Genesis to the rest of the Pentateuch?” The firs
readers and hearers of Genesis would have understood this implicitly. For Aaron and the other lead
of Israel, no other perspective would have been possible. Whatever other knowledge or insight was
be gained from Genesis was secondary. Knowledge ofa@@ddof his covenant-lawvas first and
foremost.

The book of Genesis is a book of lais the prologue, the preamble to the giving ofgrescriptive

Law in Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, and Deuteronomy. Genesis is the apoldbetitogical
validation and foundation of the Mosaic ordinanc€be laws of Moses are thehat the record of
Genesis is thevhy. The Ten Commandments and the case laws of the Pentateuch elucidate and mal
explicit the inherent principles within the creation accodrte Law of Moses (including the
provisions for polygamy in Exodus 21:10 and Deuteronomy 21:15-17) is absolutely consistent witl
God’s purposes as revealed in the creation account and other history in GeRasis are no
antithetical principles in God's dealings with men. There are no “contradictions” between the
purposes of God revealed in the creation account and the purposes of the laws given by God to Mo
on Mount Sinai. With God “there is no variableness or shadow of turning.”

So the concern of Genesis is authority and law first and foremost. From the very beginning
submission to authority has been a part of the Divine plan. This submission is implemented via verb
and/or written commands. God created a man and gave him a commandment, a lav
Dispensationalists should note that law antedated the Fall. The imposition of aushlamty Lawis

the imposition of authority. In Romans, the apostle Paul tells us, THwe is holy and the
commandmentioly and just and good,” (Rom.7:12). Modern Evangelicals will often commendably
endorse obeying God’s “commands” and gehge at the suggestion of keeping the “law.” This is
gross shallowness of mind. “Law” and “commandment” are synonymous terms as Romans 7:1
incontrovertibly proves.

These considerations, let it be noted, militate powerfully against an antinomian interpretation of th
Gospel. Since law and authority are central to all of God’s dealings with men, it is no surprise that las
is central to the Gospel as well. For if there is no law, or if the Law has been nullified, then there ca
be no transgression of the Law. And if there can be no transgression of the Law, then theeeds no

of deliverance from the penalty of the Lalherefore a denial of the continuing validity of the Law
constitutes a denial of the Gospel of Jesus Christ

Let the reader keep this ever in the forefront of his mind as we proceed to examine the Law of Gc
concerning, and the biblical examples of, polygamy.



Article 11:
The Laws of God, Part 1

Exodus 21:7-10

As we examine the laws of the Pentateuch on polygamy, we will see that the Law that Moses gave to
Israel from the hand and mouth of Gotstitutes polygamyas part of the social structure God
intended His people to live by. We will seenclusivelythat polygamy is permitted. And we will see

that there is no law which prohibits polygamy anywhere in the Billefact, as we shall see,
sometimes under certain circumstances polygamy is maeatory And, as even casual readers of

the Bible are aware, many righteous men of God were polygamists.

The first biblical law we shall examine is Exodus 21:7-10:

7 And if a man sell his daughter to be a maidservant, she shall not ghatus( to

be freed from her servitul@s the menservants do. 8 If she please not her master,
who hathbetrothedher to himself(note that marriage is the objective of selling
one’s daughter as a maidservaiitS.), then he shall let her be redeemed: to sell her

to a strange nation he shall have no power, seeing he hath dealt deceitfully with her.
9 And if he hath betrothed her unto his son, he shall deal with her after the manner
of daughters. 10f he take him another wife her food, her clothing, and her duty of
marriage he shall not diminish.

This law addresses three possible situations in which a concubine could find herself. (This passage
does not use the term, “concubine,” but that is what a daugplteior marriage is.First, if the man

who bought her decides not to marry her, he is to let her be redeemed, by her family again or another
Israelite, but not to a foreigner. Second, if the man who bought her did so for the purpose of giving
her to his son to marry, he is to treat her as a daughter. This provision enunciates the principle that a
concubine is not mere chattel, despite the economic reality involved in concublinage.and
immediately relevant to our topic, if the man who buys her takasther wife’ that is, an additional

wife (whether free or bond), “her food, her clothing, and her duty of marriage shall he not ditninish

That a polygamous situation is in view here is explicit and manifest on its face. The “duty of
marriage” refers to sexual relations. The man who takes a second wife is commanded by God to

40
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continue having sexual relations with the first wife. Moreover, he is hot commanded to repent of th
second marriage. Nor is there any command here to punish the man for such an arrangement. T
passage of Scripture constitutes Divine approval of polygamy and removes it from classification a
adultery.

Now, if some Christians had their way, verse 10 would read, “If he take him another wife, he shall b
stoned to death for committing adultery.” Or, those more forgiving would say, “If he take him another
wife, he shall repent and divorce the second wife.” This law, astuially exists in the Bible, is an
offense and an outrage to most modern Christians, especially those who call themselves “Christi
feminists,” which term is an oxymoron. Ironically, even Gary North, that staunch defender of biblical
law as in force under the New Covenant, does not take this law seriously:

“The Bible is silent regarding the execution of an adulterous husband who commits
adultery with an unmarried woman. It is clear, however, that the wife is the primary
earthly victim. It seems to me that the wife, as the primary earthly victim, then gains
the legal authority to prosecute the two adulterers to the limit of the law. She can
require the execution of both partners if they are convicted of adultery by a civil (?)
court."—Gary North, “Tools of Dominion,pg. 305

Gary North is no slouch when it comes to biblical law, and is well aware of Exodus 21, so let this b
stated as plainly as possibExodus 21:10 gives approval to polyganiyie command of God in
verse 10 igo continue in the polygamous situatidPolygamy cannot constitute adultery, as North
presupposes, because this law, in a case of polygamy, stipulates that the husband treat his concul
equally to a second wife who is subsequently married to her master. If the man (and woman) i
Exodus 21 were guilty of adultery, the law would mandate the execution of the two “adulterers.’
Instead, this lawegulatespolygamous marriage even as it does monogamous marriage.

Exodus 21gives approval to polygarmgnd removes it from the sphere of adultery. North presumes to
advocate the death penalty for an act upon which the Bible is supposedly “silent.” The presumptiol
however, which isiot silent but isexplicitly given us in the text, is th#te man should continua

this polygamous relationshigreatingboth of his wives fairly, that is, he should maintain sexual
relations with both wives. Exodus 21 proceeds on the basis of the validity of polygamy, assumes th
as its logical premise, and commands the continuatignolygamy in this example.

There is no rational way to deny the validation of polygamy (i.e., polygyny) here. Exodus 21:10
presupposes that the man will have sexual relations withelmnsvife; as a matter of moral principle,

this law commandghe husband to not set aside his first wife (i.e., de facto divorce) but to continue
having sexual relations with har addition tothe sexual relations he will be having with his second
wife.

This commandment is totally inconsistent with the view that polygamy constitutes adultery.



Article 12:
The Laws of God, Part 2

Deuteronomy 21:15-17

Some commentators have concocted an imaginary “exception to the ordinary law of monogamy” in
Exodus 21:10, proposing that the concubine’s legal bondservant status somehow creates a basis for
the husband to take a second, free wife. | am aware of no commentator, however, who has undertaken
to propose an exegetical and logibakisfor such an exception. In any event, there can be no such
“exception” when the “law of monogamy” is an illusion to begin with. As pointed out befae, is

no law in the Bible which prohibits polygamy.

The considerations which apply to Exodus 21:10 apply not only to concubinesfiagwmmen, as
well. This is well-attested in Deuteronomy 21:15-17:

151f a man have two wivesone beloved, and one hated, and they have borne him
children, both the beloved and the hated: 16 Then it shall be, when he maketh his
sons to inherit that which he hath, that he may not make the son of the beloved
firstborn before the son of the hated, which is indeed the firstborn: 17 But he shall
acknowledge the son of the hated the firstborn, by giving him a double portion of all
that he hath: for he is the beginning of his strength: the right of the firstborn is his.

This law obviates any difficulty that could be imagined by any consideration of a concubine’s legal
standing in Exodus 21:10. Clearly, itfree women and their sons who come under the purview of
this law, because under the Law of Godpncubines and their children possess no inheritance rights
Indeed, this is the chief characteristic of concubinage.

We are told in Proverbs 30:21-23:
21 For three things the earth is disquieted and for four which it cannot bear. 22 For

a servant when he reigneth: and a fool when he is filled with meat: 23 For an odious
woman when she is marriednd a handmaid that is heir to her mistress
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Note that all four of these things are “disquieting” and “unbearable,” that is, they are inappropriate
The point of verse 23 is that the free wife is childless and a second wife, a concubine, has bori
children to her husband. In other words, Proverbs here is discussing a polygamous marriage situatic

One immediately thinks of Abraham, his concubine Hagar and her son Ishmael, and his wife Sara al
her son Isaac. According to this passage in Proverbs, Hagar and Isiuglatehot tohave been heir
to her mistress, Sara. Consequently, Ishmael had no claim on the inheritance, either.

This legal fact is brought out sufficiently clear in Genesis 21:9-12:

9 And Sara saw the son of Hagar the Egyptian, which she had born unto Abraham,
mocking.10 Wherefore she said unto Abraham, Cast out this bondwoman and her
son:for the son of the bondwoman shall not be heir with my semen with Isaac.

11 And the thing was very grievous in Abraham’s sight because of his son. 12 And
God said unto Abraham, Let it not be grievous in thy sight because of the lad, and
because of thy bondwomain:all that Sara hath said unto thee, hearken unto her
voice; for in Isaac shall thy seed be called

Ishmael's lack of lawful inheritance rights was the basis and justification of Sara’s demand. God*
words to Abraham prove this point: “In Isaac shall thy seed be called,” that is, a concubine and he
children are not counted among the seed as far as inheritance is concerned. But as long as Isaac
Ishmael lived together, there existed the danger that Ishmael weuidlsaac’s right by stealth or
violence. (Bear in mind here that Ishmael was the firstborn.) As in our Lord’s parable, “This is the
heir; come, let us kill him, and let us seize on his inheritance” (Matthew 21:35).

This legal fact of the Law of God is also the foundation of Paul's allegory in Galatians 4. As Paul
states, “Now | say, that the heir, as long as he is a child, differs nothing from a servant, though he |
lord of all; but he is under tutors and governors until the time appointed of the father.” Here is ¢
contrast: the heir vs. the servant. The son can inherit but the servant cannot. Ishmael, remember, \
the son of the bondwoman. Paul continues this theme in verses 21-31 and asks, “Do you not hear
law?” He then goes on to cite the story of Isaac and Ishmael, in which he points out that the two bo
are an allegory of the Old and New covenants, “the one from the Mount \Bimel gendereth to
bondage, which is HagarSo then, we are not children of the bondwoman but of the free.”

Paul calls this “the law.” Clearly, Paul understood that it was unlawful for Ishmael to inherit while
there existed a son born of a free woman. This fact stemmed from the legal, economic status of |
mother, Hagar, who was a concubine, a bondwife.

All of this establishes that the women in Deuteronomy 21:15-17 are both contempldted as
women. | have gone into length on this point to put aside any wrangling that might be raised becau
of any supposed special circumstances relating to polygamy and concubines. Any appeal to a “spec
exception” to the “ordinary law of monogamy” in Exodus 21:10 cannot possibly apply in
Deuteronomy 21:15-17. The beloved wife and the hated wife ardreetivomen.
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It needs to be emphasized once again that the pemihise of Deuteronomy 21:15-17 is that
polygamy is morally acceptablé/hichever wifehe man marries first, the firstbosonreceives the

right of the firstborn. This is true whether the son is born to the firstawife the second wife. For
example, let us suppose that a man was married for twenty years and his wife bore no children. Then,
the man takes a second wife who bares him a son. Let us suppose further that, after this, the first wife
subsequently bares a son. This law commands that the son of the wéedmechom some would call
“illegitimate™) has the right of the firstborn. This would make no sense if the second marriage were
considered by God to be illegitimate and constituted adultery. Should the son of “adultery,” a bastard,
be granted preference over a “legitimate” son? Hardly! This considef@twrsthe legitimacy of

the second marriage.

As with Exodus 21:10, the polygamy which is brought within the purview of this laat dassified
as adultery. This becomes all the more crystal clear when we examine the standard of the Law with
regard to adultery. Consider:

And the man that comitteth adultery with his neighbor’s wife, the adulterer and the
adulteress shall surely be put to deathewiticus 20:10

And:

If a man be found lying with a woman married to a husband, they shall both of them
die, both the man that lay with the woman, and the woman: so shalt thou put away
evil from Israel. Beuteronomy 22:22

And consider onérm of polygamy that wasotto be countenanced:

If a man take a wife and her mother, it is wickedness: they shall be burnt with fire,
both he and they: that there be no wickedness among yavitieus 20:14

As Harcourt Fenton Mudd told Mr. Spock on that memorable episode of “Star Trek:” “The key word,
Mr. Spock, in each instance is d...d...d...dBdthnder biblical law, the adulterer and adulteress both
become liable to execution.

Now, put yourself in the position of a judge in Israel under the Law. A woman comes into your court
with a complaint: her husband, she says, refuses to give her oldest son, her husband’s firstborn, the
inheritance right. Instead, he insists on giving ihi®other wife’s soecause he likes his other wife

better. Both the complainants (the hated wife and the firstborn son) and the defendants (the husband
and the first wife) and all the relatives testify to the facts of the case, and there is no factual dispute.

Question: now that you, as a judge, have legally acceptable evidence from two or three witnesses (and
more!) what do you do? Do you find in favor of the complainant as Deuteronomy 21:15-17 clearly
commands®r, do you decree that the defendant and his second wife be taken away and executed for
the heinous sin of adultery? After all, “Thou shalt put away evil from among you.”
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This scenario reveals just how utterly absurd is the notion that polygamy constitutes adultery unds
biblical law. Such a decision would clearly conflict with the mandate and purpose of Deuteronomy

21:15-17. Those who wish to maintain that polygashmesconstitute adultery must explain away
both Exodus 21:10 and Deuteronomy 21:15-17. Explain away, not merely explain.

The truth is these two passages of scripture place an utterly insurmountable obstacle in the path of
“monogamy only” doctrine.



Article 13:
The Laws of God, Part 3

Exodus 22:16-17; Deut. 22:28-29; Deut. 21:10-14; Deut. 25:5-10

There are four laws in the Pentateuch which may be classified as “one flesh” laws, that is they lay
down the rule by way of case law that upon becoming one flesh via sexual relations, a marriage
covenant and obligation then commences. Those four laws are the following:

1. Exodus 22:16-17

16 And if a man entice a maid that is not betrothed, and lieth with her, he shall
surely endow heto be his wife. 17 If her father utterly refuse to give her unto him,
he shall pay money according to the dowry of virgins.

(The point of the giving of the dowry in this passage is to secure the woman'’s statiseasii;
that is, a woman seduced into marriage without her father’'s consent canrmrmbwafe. “He shall
surelyendowher to be his wife” does not mean he mustrry her, butto bestow a dowrpecause of
the marriage that has already taken place via sexual relations.)

2. Deuteronomy 22:28-29

28 If a man find a damsel that is a virgin, which is not betrothed, and lay hold on
her, and lie with her, and they be found; 29 Then the man that lay with her shall give
unto the damsel’s father fifty shekels of silver, and she shall be his wife; because he
hath humbled her, he may not put her away all his days.

3. Deuteronomy 21:10-14

10 When thou goest forth to war against thine enemies, and the LORD thy God hath
delivered them into thine hands, and thou hast taken them captive, 11 And seest
among the captives a beautiful woman, and hast a desire unto her, that thou

wouldest have her to thy wife, 12 Then thou shalt bring her home to thine house; and
she shall shave her head, and pare her nails; 13 And she shall put the raiment of her
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captivity from off her, and shall remain in thine house and bewail her father and her
mother a full monthand after that thou shalt go in unto her and be her husband
and she shall be thy wife. 14 And it shall be, If thou have no delight in her, then thou
shalt let her go whither she will but thou shalt not sell her at all for money, thou
shalt not make merchandise of her, because thou hast humbled her.

4. Deuteronomy 25:5-10

5 If bretheren dwell together, and one of them die, and he have no child, the wife of
the dead shall not marry without unto a strandser husband’s brother shall go in

unto her, and take her to him to wifeand perform the duty of a husband’s brother
unto her. 6 And it shall be, that the firstborn which she beareth shall succeed in the
name of his brother which is dead, that his name be not put out of Israel. 7 And if the
man like not to take his brother’s wife, then let his brother's wife go up to the gate
unto the elders, and say, My husband’s brother refuseth to raise up unto his brother
a name in Israel, he will not perform the duty of my husband’s brother. 8 Then the
elders of his city shall call him, and speak unto him: and if he stand to it, and say, |
like not to take her; 9 Then shall his brother’s wife come unto him in the presence of
the elders, and loose his shoe from off his foot, and spit in his face, and shall answer
and say, So shall it be done unto that man that will not build up his brother’s house.
10 And his name shall be called in Israel, The house of him that hath his shoe
loosed.

These four laws have a rather direct bearing upon the subject of polygamy. Numerous commentatc
have discerned that these laws still agplgn if the man is already married.

For example, Ralph Gower comments:

“If the wife was unfaithful to her husband and family, she paid with the death penalty
(Leviticus 20:10). But when a husband was unfaithful to his wife with an unmarried
girl, the girl became a member of his fan{iBeuteronomy 22:13-30; compare v. 22
with v 28 and 29).” — “The New Manners and Customs of Bible Tinyss, 63

And more explicitly:

“Marriage was allowed with more than one woman simultaneously.” (Also pg.
63)

Gower is not the only Evangelical commentator to discern this. M. G. McLuhan writes:

“The law appliedwhether or not the man was already marrieed one or more
women. The account in Exodus seems to imply seduction and willing consent on the
part of the woman. The Deuteronomy account seems to imply the rape of an
unengaged woman. In either catiee woman in question became the wife of her
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male partner in the sex att— “Marriage and Divorce: God's Call, God’s
Compassiofi pg. 50

In a similar vein, James B. Hurley writes:

“Jewish law recognized adultery as an offense which could be commithedby or
with a married womalfi — “Man and Woman in Biblical Perspective-pg. 97

And Susan B. Foh comments:

“Many say that marriage laws are entirely in the husband’s best interests. The woman
cannot have extra-marital liaisons, but the husband can if he does not trespass on
another man'’s property, that is, his wife and daughters...

“Was the OIld Testament marriage legislation fair to wives?...(W)e could question
whether the opportunity for extra-marital sex and easy divorce were in the husband’s
best interests, as some claim."—*Women and the Word of"Ggd 70

In reference to Neufeld’s book, “Ancient Hebrew Marriage Lawh says: “Perhaps in the
legislation for divorce and adultery, the woman’s position appears weakest. It has been said that the
Hebrew law offers no restraints for the husband regarding extra-marital intercourse. Yet the wife is
severely punished for sex outside marriage.”— (ibid., pg. 74-75)

On the same page, Foh states:

“The wife had no law to keep her husband faithful to her. The man is punished only if
he lies with another man’'s wife (Leviticus 20:10-12). The two principles, the
husband’s headship and the one-flesh idea in marriage, may explain the Old
Testament adultery laws. The status of the woman, single, engaged, or married,
determines the fate of the offenddifsthe woman is unattached, the man, whether
married or not, marries hefDeut. 22:18ff)...The one flesh principle God established
(cf. I Cor. 6:16) is taken seriously; violation of it is punished severely. When a man
and woman have sexual intercourse they become one flesh."— “Women and the
Word of Gog” pg 75-76

Susan T. Foh has truly discerned the two fundamental principles at work: “the husband’s headship and
the one flesh idea.” Though Foh incorrectly characterizes such a union as “extra-marital sex,” her
conclusion is right on target: “If the woman is unattached, the wiagther married or not, marries

her.” In other words, polygamy isnandatory under these circumstances. Few commentators,
including Foh, are willing to acknowledge this so bluntly, but her meaning is unmistakable.

Gordon Wenham, likewise, reads these laws in the same manner:
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“In contrast (to adultery) the penalties imposed for other sexual misconduct are

lighter. After betrothal...a girl was legally as good as married and intercourse with her

by a third party was regarded as adultery and therefore liable to the death penalty (Dt.
22:23-27). But when an unbetrothed girl was caught lying with a man, both escaped
more lightly. The man was made to marry the girl and give the appropriate betrothal

gift to the girl's father...

“In certain respects, then, Old Testament marriage law is less strict than that of the
New Testamentlnfidelity by the husband does not count as aduliarghe Old
Testament.” — “Law, Morality and the Bihlepg. 37, Ed. by Kaye & Wenham

It is the view of your present writer that Old Testament lisWew Testament Law in respect to
marriage; the term “infidelity” used by Wenham is a misnomer for the Biblical concept of marriage,
in this instance, polygamous.

Let us also consider Deuteronomy 21:10-14, the law of the captive foreign woman. The gree
Matthew Henry, in his famous “Commentgdrgaid of this law:

“By this law a soldier is allowed to marry his captive if he pleased. For the hardness
of their hearts Moses gave them this permission, lest, if they had not liberty given
them to marry such, they should have taken liberty to defile themselves with them,
and by such wickedness the camp would have been troubled. The man is supposed to
have a wife already, and to take this wife for a secondary wife, as the Jews called
them. This indulgence of men’s inordinate desires, in which their hearts walked after
their eyes, is by no means agreeable to the law of Christ, which therefore in this
respect, among others, far exceeds in glory the law of Moses.” — pg. 192, Zondervan
edition, 1978

Henry errs in supposing that this law was given to the Jews as a concession to their sinfulness; amc
other things, this law has the purpose of bringing the captive woman into covenant with Israel an
Israel's God. Though reflecting the usual anti-polygamy stance, Henry clearly understood that “th
man is supposed (i.gresupposed) to have a wife already” and was, therefenenitted to take a
second wifeunder Divine Law. Henry’s grasp of the meaning and status of this law as it relates tc
polygamy within the Law is discerning, though suffering the usual Evangelical defect concerning the
New Covenant.

Before going on to deal with the Levirate in particular, let us pause to summarize what we hav
discovered thus far in our survey of Biblical material. Under the Divine Law, there is a complete se
of interrelated laws all of which, ultimately, are founded upon God’s patriarchal creation pampose

all of which institute polygamy as a normal part of God's moral order within the Biblical,
hierarchical, covenantal family

1. Genesis 1-2 institutes patriarchy, and therefore polygamy, as part of God’s order.
2. Exodus 21:10 permits a man married to a concubine to take additional wives.
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3. Deuteronomy 21:15-17 commands a man married to two free women to be impartial in his
treatment of his multiple wives and their sons in respect of the right of inheritance.

4. Exodus 22:16-17 mandates polygamy case of the seduction of an unbetrothed virgin.

5. Deuteronomy 22:28-29 mandates polygama case of the rape of an unbetrothed virgin.

6. Deuteronomy 21:10-14 permits an already married man (a soldier) to marry a captive
foreign virgin.

7. And the Levirate law (which we will examine next), Deuteronomy 25:5¥iEhdates
polygamy when the surviving brother of a childless widow is already married.

All of these laws, especially taken as a whole, assuredlyotl@dd up to the view that God has
disapprobated polygamy. Quite the contrary. They show, both individually and in the aggregate, that
polygamy is agood andhonorableinstitution established by God Himself, and upon which He has
bestowed His favor and blessing. Polygamy is not to be despised, the wrongheadedness of traditional
“orthodoxy” notwithstanding.

Due to consideration of length, we will look at the levirate in our next article.



Article 14:
The Laws of God, Part 4

Deuteronomy 25:5-10

With the law of the levirate in Deuteronomy 25:5-10 (also called the “law of the kinsman redeemer”)
we see yet another instance under God's law of a situation in which polygamy will often be
mandatory

Of all of the laws pertaining to polygamy the levirate is, to me, upon scrutiny, one of the most
supremely interesting laws of the Bible. The more it is examined, the broader are its implications.

In his landmark and watershed volume, “The Institutes of Biblical,LBRwusas J. Rushdoony, in his
section on the levirate, comments:

“Mace observed, concerning ‘the true cause of Hebrew polygamy,’ that ‘There can be
no doubt this was the desire for an heir.’ This is true if we realize that the desire for
an heir was more than simply love of a son. The family was basic to Biblical society
and culture; the godly family had to be perpetuated, and the ungodly family cut
off...The purpose of Hebrew polygamy, which was usually bigamy, to be accurate,
was thus the perpetuation of the family. Moreover, in terms of the facts, as Mace
pointed out, ‘we are bound to envisage the community as being in general almost
entirely monogamous.’ "—Rushdoony, “The Institutes of Biblical L,gvg. 375

The primary cause of Hebrew polygamy, thus, netsautonomous man’s sexual desires, but the Law
of God. Rushdoony clearly recognizes (though he does not expressly acknowledge it) that the levire
law of Deuteronomy 25:5-10 inevitablgesulted in widespread polygamy in Isra&lery little
attention has been given to this aspect of the levirate by commentators, even though it is manifest tf
it mandates polygamy when the surviving brother is married. The childless widovbiddento

marry outside of her dead husband’s family rather than an already married brother-in-lamusshe
become the second (or third or fourth...) wife of her brother-in-law. Since Rushdoony is pained t
uphold monogamy as the standard, he comments upon the levirate in such a manner as to obscure
necessary implications of this law as it pertains to polygamy. The “desire for an heir” is,
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euphemistically, Rushdoony’s method of describihg Divinely mandated way of obtaining that
heir.

The reason that the levirate guaranteed the widespread and regular occurrence of polygamy is because
of the statistically assured occurrence of the circumstance of a childless widow in conjunction with
married brothers-in-law. In every generation, and in every geographical area, there will be a certain
percentage of such situations. Moreover, it is clear from Genesis 38:6-8, Ruth 3, and Matthew 22:23-
33 that the levirate law was taken seriously throughout Israel’s entire history. Ralph Gower, though
admitting the legality of polygamy under Biblical law, has stated: “Polygamy was not common in
Biblical times,” (“The New Manners and Customs of Bible Tifhgsy. 63). But the frequent
examples of polygamy among men of God, combined with the laws both permitting and mandating
polygamy, militate against Gower’s assertion here. The law of the levirate, in conjunction with the
laws on seduction and rape of virgins, and of foreign captive women, assuregiuiae and frequent
occurrence of polygamy in Israel. We are irresistibly persuaded to the conclusion that God’s
commands in this regard were given for the purpose and intent of keeping the institution of polygamy
alive and vital in Israel as a perpetual testimony to the patriarchal nature of the Biblical family.
Therefore, polygamy is not merely “incidental” or “tolerated” under Biblical lawgebkgéntiako the

Biblical law-order. Polygamy igood It is part of the law-order God has given us and a fundamental
part at that. It is not to be berated as an inferior kind of marriage.

Rushdoony quotes Josephus on the levirate to the effect that:

“The creation and perpetuation of godly families is thus basic to the law. Josephus
cited three purposes for the levirate: 1) the continuation of a godly family, 2) the
preservation of the property and 3) the welfare of widows.”— “The Institutes of
Biblical Law,” pg. 380

Rushdoony also cites Luther:

“The law that a man should take the wife left behind by his brother and raise up a
seed for the deceased brother was established for a very good reason.
First...households should not die out but should be multiplied...Secondly, in this way
God provides for widows and the pitiable sex, to sustain and support them...He
enforces this charity however by means of an oustanding disgrace. Such a man is
called shoeless, and people are to spit out before him...He deserves the contempt of
all...because he does not cultivate or increase the commonwealth in which he
sojourns and whose laws he enjoys. His bared foot is to be a sign of shame and a
cause of unending denunciation. He deserves to be naked of foot, that is, without
household and dependents which are denoted by the footcovering.” “The Institutes of
Biblical Law,” pg. 377

Rushdoony also quotes John Calvin on the levirate:
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“This law has some similarity with that which permits a betrothed person to return to
the wife, whom he has not yet taken; since the object of both is to preserve to every
man that which he possesses so that he may not be obliged to leave it to strangers, but
that he may have heirs begotten of his own body. Unless, therefore, his kinsman
should obviate the dead man’s childlessness, this inhumanity is accounted a kind of
theft. For, since to be childless was a curse of God, it was a consolation to hope for a
borrowed offspring, that the name might not be altogether extinct.” —Rushdoony,
“The Institutes of Biblical Law/ pg. 378

Rushdoony’s conclusion also deserves to be heeded:

“The levirate is still a better answer to the problem it addresses itself to than any man
has been able to devise. Its general disuse today is because the laws of humanism are
essentially hostile to the family and its welfare. When the family is restored again to
its Biblical place, the levirate will quietly take its place in that framework of law.” —

(pg. 381)

Clearly, Rushdoony believes that the leviratestii law under the New Covenant, as does your
present writer. The purposes which he enunciates for this law are undoubtedly correct and of cent
importance. We can only pray that Rushdoony and other theonomists will not flinch at applying thi
law in its full extent. | hasten to add that the family will not, and cannot, be restored to its Biblical
place without the re-establishment of polygamy as a central pillar and cornerstone of the patriarch
family. It is simply inconsistent to advocate the Biblical levirate aoidthe concomitant polygamy
which it involves.

Susan T. Foh also briefly discusses the levirate, but her comments leave much to be desired:

“Scanzoni and Hardesty (so-called “Christian feminists,”—T.S.) criticize the levirate
law because it prevents a woman from being her own person; they see it as one more
law to keep a woman under the jurisdiction of a man all her life. Scanzoni and
Hardesty misrepresent the law when they say that Deuteronomy 28Bidifes a
childless widow to marry her husband’s brother...levirate law emphasizes the duty of
the husband’s brother...rather than the widow’s. It's not just any brother who is
involved but a brother who has been living with the deceased. And even he has the
option of refusing though that means shame for him. Deuteronomy 25:5-10 is
expressly intended to protect the deceased, to give him an heir to perpetuate his name
and to inherit the land. These were important matters to the Israelites. Note the
intensity of the phrase, “that his name may not be blotted out of Israel” (v. 6). This
law assumes that the widow will want the marriage, out of a concern for her dead
husband’s name or out of concern for herself...It is the brother-in-law who is more
likely to object to the levirate law. The widow has ttight to bring a reluctant
brother-in-law before the elders; it is the widow who performs the ceremony of
disgrace if the brother-in-law continues to refuse. If the widow did not want to marry
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her brother-in-law, she would not have to exercise her rights."— Susan T. Foh,
“Women and the Word of Ggtpg. 72-73

Several observations are in order here. First, | find myself in the unenviable position of agreeing with
“Christian” feminsists, Scanzoni and Hardesty, concerningrélogiirementof the levirate. The
express language of the commandment is in the natur@rmohéition: “The wife of the deadhall

not marry without unto a stranger.” The widowfigbiddento marry anyonexceptthe next of kin.

That the wife is under the jurisdiction of her husband is assumed in the levirate, but that is not the
focus of the law. The focus is upon maintaining the family line of the dead brother. The levirate law
emphasizes the duty bbth the brother-in-lanand the widow to raise up a seed in the name of the
deceased.

Foh is off the mark in saying that the brother has the option of refusing. The whole point in verses 7-
10 is to drive home the point that he doeshave that option; and let us not forget that God struck
Onan dead when he refused to fulfill this requirement (Genesis 38). The levirate law “assumes”
neither that the widow nor that the brother-in-law will necessarily want the marriage. In fact, the
levirate is intended to guard against those instances when one party or the other does not want the
marriage; the levirate law shuts the door on the option of refusing. Foh attempts to soften the force of
this law by characterizing it as “optional.” In fact, it is a commandment. Concerning the brother-in-
law, the stipulation is: “Her husband’s brotterall go in unto her, and take her to him to wife.”
Clearly, this is a commandment, not an option or suggestion. God did not institute this law merely
because “these matters were important to the Israelites.” The family and its welfare is important to
God, and this importance is imputed to the family via the levirate. Neither the widow nor the brother-
in-law has the right to disobey this commandment.

Finally, consider the severity of the punishment to obey the levirate, which severity seems to escape
Foh’s understanding. The “ceremony” described here has the significance of making the obstinate
brother-in-law aroutcastandunclean In other words, this is aexcommunicatioprocedure. When

Aaron and Miriam rebelled against Moses, the LORD struck Miriam with leprosy. When Moses
intervened for her, God responded, “If her father had but spit in her face, should she not be ashamed
seven daysRet her be shut odtom the camp seven days, and after that let her be received in again,”
(Numbers 12).

Notice that God equates the spitting in the face with the uncleanness of leprosy. The brother-in-law
who will not build up his brother’s housedst off from the congregation of Israel. He becomes “in
Israel, the house of him that hath his shoe loosed.” The symbolism here is of being in contact with the
ground which is accursed by God, and also of the loss of possessions and inheritance. This is, indeed,
a “shame,” as Foh correctly notes, but it is much more than that. He becomes as a leper in Israel—
permanently uncleaand accursed by God. In the light of this, it is simply irrational to characterize

the levirate as “optional.”
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In conclusion, to return to our main thought, the law of the levirate applies even if the surviving
brother already has a wife. The polygamy involved here in this law goes beyond being optional; it i
in fact, mandatory.



Article 15:
All the Polygamists of the Bible, #1.:
Lamech

Beginning with this article, we now turn to examine all of the actual instances of polygamy recorded
in the Bible. There are about forty polygamists mentioned, depending upon how you do the counting.
Our main focus will be upon those aspects of the biblical text which bear upon the question of the
lawfulness of polygamy. As will be seen, there is actually quite a lot said by the Bible which supports
the proposition that polygamy is lawful. We will examine the Bible’s polygamists more or less in the
sequence in which they occur. They are not listed in the order of importance. Much important
material will be covered in later articles.

#1. Lamech
Genesis 4:19-24:

19 And Lamech took unto him two wives: the name of the one was Adah, and the
name of the other Zillah. 20 And Adah bare Jabal: he was the father of such as dwell
in tents, and of such as have cattle. 21 And his brother’s name was Jubal: he was the
father of all such as handle the harp and organ. 22 And Zillah, she also bare Tubal-
Cain, an instructor of every artificer in brass and iron: and the sister of Tubal-Cain
was Naamah. 23 And Lamech said unto his two wives, Adah and Zillah, hear my
voice; ye wives of Lamech, hearken unto my speech: for | have slain a man to my
wounding, and a young man to my hurt. 24 If Cain shall be avenged sevenfold, truly
Lamech seventy and sevenfold.

Lamech is the first polygamist mentioned in the Bible. (This does not necessarily mean he was the
first polygamist, only the firstnentioned It is not my purpose here to examine the precise meaning

of Lamech’s much-disputed words to his wives. What is important is that Lamech is a perverse
character no matter which view of his words one takes. In comparing his crime to Cain’s, we may
safely conclude that his act was murder and not merely self-defense or an accidental killing. Lamech

was a true son of Cain.
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It is often claimed by biblical commentators that the perverseness of Lamech’s character “proves
that his polygamy was evil, as well. Polygamy, we are assured, is a result of the Fall. God, we a
told, manifested His way to the sons of men by providing only one woman for Adam, but pervers
Lamech “corrupted God’s plan for holy matrimony.”

| pointed out in the previous article, “In Defense of Patriarchy and Polygamy,” and in the series o
articles, “Patriarchy Before the Fall,” that the relevant and determinative principle concerning
polygamy arising out of the creationttee headship of the mafhere can be legitimately only one

head butmanysubordinates. | also pointed out the logical fallacy of reasoning from the particular
(Adam) to the universal (all men). Monogamy was no “law” for Adam; it was a circumstance. The
standard explanation of Lamech’s polygamy is also logically fallacious. The syllogism goes like this:

Major premise: Lamech was evil.
Minor premise: Lamech was a polygamist.
Conclusion: Polygamy is evil.

The logical fallacy lies in tha-priori assumptiorthatall of Lamech’s acts were evil. But good men
and evil men have many activities in common; eating and drinking, working and resting, laughing an
crying, sleeping and rising, marrying and raising children, etc. The fact that Lamech was evil doe
not, andcannot prove that his polygamy was evil, as well. Thus, we see that the above syllogism is
“reductio ad absurdurh

And really, men who are Biblical scholars should set a much higher standard of argumentation for tt
rest of the Church than this all-too-typical and shoddy approach to Lamech’s polygamy.

A more likely explanation to account for the inclusion of the fact of Lamech’s polygamy in the
biblical text is to show the contrasbetween God's goodness toward Lamech and the utter
unthankfulness of Lamech toward God; God in His providésessed_amech with two wives and
children by them both, yet Lamech, instead of rendering thanks and praise to God, violates
fundamental law against taking human life. Looked at in this light, we can see the true magnitude ¢
Lamech’s perversity.

In any event, the standard approach to Lamech’s polygamy by Christian scholars is not worthy ¢
their profession. The “logic” behind the typical commentary is utterly without merit. It is amazing
that those who make this argument are not called to task by other scholars for the “dumbing down” «
their profession. But because the anti-polygamy stance within Christian circles is so monolithic
shoddy commentary such as dealt with above is bypassed with hardly a blink of the eye. Thi
constitutes toleration of the practice of “handling the word of God deceitfully,” something Christian
commentators should not tolerate, either on their own part or others.



Article 16:
All the Polygamists of the Bible, #2:
Abraham

#2. Abraham
Genesis 16:1-4:

1 Now Sarai, Abram’s wife, bare him no children: and she had a handmaid, an
Egyptian, whose name was Hagar. 2 And Sarai said unto Abram, Behold now, the
LORD hath restrained me from bearing: | pray thee, go in unto my maid; it may be
that | may obtain children by her. 3 And Sarai, Abram’s wife, took Hagar her maid,
the Egyptian, after Abram had dwelt ten years in the land of Canaan, and gave her
to her husband Abram to be his wife. 4 And he went in unto Hagar, and she
conceived...

Of all the examples of polygamy in the Bible, Abraham’s is one of the most relevant to the question
of thelawfulnessthereof. John Knox, the great Reformer, once argued that the Biblical incidents or
exampleof polygamy cannot inform us of the issudat.

“The men that object the same are not altogether ignorant that examples have no
strength when the question is of law. As if | should ask, what marriage is lawful? And

it should be answered that lawful it is to a man, not only to have many wives at once,
but it is also lawful to marry two sisters and to enjoy them both living at once,
because that David, Jacob, and Solomon, servants of God, did the same. | trust that
no man would justify the vanity of this reasdor..examples may establish no law
(emph. supp.-T.S.), but we are bound to the law written and to the commandment
expressed in the same.” —John Knox, “The First Blast of the Trumpet Against the
Monstrous Regiment of Womgmpg. 63-64

I have no qualm with Knox’s logic here. It is sound. @&@mpleof conduct certainly does njistify
the conduct or establish any kind of norm. | trust that the reader will perceive that suthhis
argument being advocated here. It is to be wished that the monogamy-only proponents would be

58



All the Polygamists of the Bible, #2: Abraham 59

rationally consistenin advocating this point when it comes to the exarapfdam’s monogamy, and
confess that “examples may establish no law.”

Knox’s comments, however, treat the subject of polygamy as if it exists in isolation, apart from othe
textual factors which contribute to an understanding of polygamy’s legal status. For example, if all wi
know about the man is that he was a polygamist, then this tells us nothing about the legal status
polygamy. But if we addo the fact of polygamy the additional fact that the man was declared by God
Himself to be aighteousandobedientman of Godthenthis certainlyis relevant to the question of

the lawfulness of polygamy. For if polygamy is disobedience against God, then the man who is

polygamist cannot be declared obedient.

If polygamy is nothing but the heinous sin of adultery, then a man’s polygarsiyeflect negatively
upon the moral evaluation of the polygamist. But if we know that the polygamist was righteous, thel
a strong presumption, if not certainty, is created in favor of the proposition that polygamy is lawful.

Adultery is not a peccadillo in God’s eyes. It is a “great” and heinous sin. It is a form of wickednes:
for which the Bible commands the death penalty. Adultery, especially continual unrepented o
adultery, cannot be simply overlooked or ignored.

John Knox’s valid logical observation that an example of conduct cannot settle a question of law i
just too simplistic to answer the question of the relevance of David's, Jacob’s, and Solomon’
polygamy. David, Jacob, and Solomon (despite later failures) were all righteous men. They were al
polygamists. Moreover, when David committed murder and adultery, he was severely rebuked ar
punished for both of these sins. Yet nowhere was he (or anyone else) ever condemned for polygar
How is this to be explaineskcept by the proposition that polygamy is lawful?

If it be objected that, “If the polygamy of a righteous man implies the lawfulness of polygamy, then
why can’t we turn the logic right around and conclude that the polygamy ofraghteous man
implies theunlawfulness of polygamy?” We have already touched upon this question in regard to
Lamech. Many aspects of the lives of the righteous and unrighteous are the same. The fact that me
of the unrighteous do many of thewful things that the righteous do does not make them righteous.
The unrighteousare so by virtue of the fact that there remain other sins unrepented of. If, then,
polygamy constitutes adultery, or is otherwise unlawful, then he who practices polygamy and doe
not repentmustbe counted among tharighteous. If a polygamist is otherwise unrighteous (i.e.,
Lamech), this tells us nothing of the status of polygamy. But if we kaitvthat a man is righteous

and also a polygamist, then we may rationally conclude that polygamy is lawful.

There is another exegetical factor in regard to Abraham and Jacob which makes the lawfulness
polygamy virtually certain even without any other supporting evidence.

Consider Genesis 18:17-19:

17 And the LORD said, Shall | hide from Abraham that thing which | do; 18 Seeing
that Abraham shall surely become a great and mighty nation, and all the nations of
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the earth blessed in him? 19 For | know hitmt he will command his children
and his household after him, and they shall keep the way of the LORD

And one more relevant statement regarding Abraham:

Because that Abrahawbeyedmy voice, andkept my charge, my commandments,
my statutes, and my laws. —Genesis 26:5

God’s statement to Isaac in Genesis 26:5 plainly shows that His revelation to Abraham of His laws
was veryextensive Unquestionably, the proper regulation of marriage is included in this statement
(e.g. Genesis 20). We are explicitly told directly from the mouth of God Himself that both Abraham
and his household wouldkéepthe way of the Lord,” and then after the fact, that Abraham had in fact
done so. Now “keeping” the way of the Lord obviously excludes the notion that Abxaplaredthe

way of the Lord, yet if we are to believe the traditional line about polygamy, then Abraham was an
egregious unrepentant violator of God’'s Law. And, indeed, if polygamy constitutes adultery, or is
otherwise unlawful, then that conclusion is inescapable. One cannot commit a “great” sin and live in
it for many years without repentance, and still be said to be obedient or righteous.

The conclusion to be drawn from these considerations is inevitable: if Abraham andkdjpidbie
way of the Lord and were also polygamists, then it follows by logical necessity that polygashy
be lawful.



Article 17:
All the Polygamists of the Bible, #3:
Jacob

#3. Jacob

With Jacob, we come to our third example of polygamy in the Bible.
Genesis 30:1-6:

1 And when Rachel saw that she bare Jacob no children, Rachel envied her sister;
and said unto Jacob, Give me children or else | die. 2 And Jacob’s anger was
kindled against Rachel: and he said, Am | in God’s stead, who has withheld thee the
fruit of the womb? 3 And she said, Behold my maid Bilhah, go in unto her; and she
shall bare upon my knees, that | may also have children by her. 4 And she gave him
Bilhah her handmaid to wife: and Jacob went in unto her. 5 And Bilhah conceived,
and bare Jacob a son. 6 And Rachel s&@idd hath judged meand hath also heard

my voice and hath given me a sonherefore she called his name Dan.

We are told in Genesis 29:31 that because of Jacob’s partiality towards Rachel over Leah, God clos
up Rachel's womb, but opened Leah’s to bare children. Rachel complained to Jacob about h
barrenness and gave Jacob Bilhah as a third wife.

From the modern, Western perspective, contemporary Christians would wonder how God woul
punish Rachel and Jacob for this arrangement. It is quite clear from our text that this moderr
perspective was alien to the patriarchal household. Rachel clearly regarded the outcome (the birth
Dan) of her plan to give Bilhah to Jacob as a third wife as the answesvaad of God: “God hath
heard my voice,” said Rachel. Rachel does not intimate a direct prayer to God by this statement: wt
she means is that God heard her complaint to Jacob and vindicated her plan to obtain children. Rac
saw her act of giving her maid to Jacob as a third wife as an act of winiak God blessed

Was Rachel, the wife of Jacob, horribly misinformed about the basic morality of Jacob’s God? Let i
be noted in this connection that Rachel’'s words presuppose the sovereignty of God. In this respect,
modern Evangelical will dispute the correctness of Rachel’'s opinion. No, we must presuppose th
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Jacob, heir of the covenant, communicated his faith and the laws of his God to his wives. If this plan
of Rachel's had been seen as sinful or a departure from the “law of monogamy,” Rachel would

certainly have viewed her plan as merely her own, rather than the answer of God, and liable to the
punishment of God. But Rachel saw God's providential hand in the birth of D@onds blessing

upon her planThere is simply no basis to contradict this opinion.

Let us not forget in this connection what we saw in the case of Abraham. God himself said that
Abraham would command his household in the ways of God and that the patriarchal household would
keepthe way of the LORD.

We also saw from Genesis 26:5 that the patriarchal household had extergivaevelation of the
commandments, statutes, and laws of God.

Many modern commentators would have us believe that the extensive polygamy in the patriarchal
household representsdeparturefrom the way of God. This assertion blatantly contradicts God’s
own statement about thebedience

Moreover, in the very next verses of Genesis 30, we see that Leah also has the same perspective as
Rachel about this incident.

9 And when Leah saw that she had left beasheg, took Zilpah her maid, and gave

her to Jacob to wife1l0 And Zilpah Leah’s maid bare Jacob a son...14 And Reuben
went in the days of wheat harvest, and found mandrakes in the field, and brought
them unto his mother Leah. Then Rachel said to Leah, Give me | pray thee, of thy
son’s mandrakes. 15 And she said unto her, Is it a small matter that thou hast taken
my husband? And wouldest thou take away my son’s mandrakes also? And Rachel
said, Therefore he shall lie with thee tonight for thy son’'s mandrakes. 16 And Jacob
came out of the field in the evening, And Leah went out to meet him, and said, Thou
must come in unto me; for surely | have hired thee with my son’s mandrakes. And he
lay with her that night. 1And Godhearkened unto Leahand she conceived, and

bare Jacob the fifth son. 18 And Leah s&ad hath given memy hire because |
havegiven my maideno my husbangdand she called his name Issachar.

From the modern perspective this is a truly bizarre episode. But no matter how bizarre it may seem to
us, it should be noted that “God hearkened unto Leah.”

One cannot help but pity Leah. Jacob was clearly preferential in his affections, and Leah is consigned
to bartering with her sister so that her own husband might lie with her. Jacob is surely culpable here.
But is he, and Leah, culpabtd sinin the matter of giving Zilpah to Jacob as yet another wife?
Assuredly Leah did not believe so: “God hath given me my b&eause | have given my maiden to

my husband.”



All the Polygamists of the Bible, #3: Jacob 63

What is expressed here by Leah is the belief that God renders His judgments among men, good
good, evil for evil. Reaping and sowing. Leah, beyond any shadow of a doubt, regards her act «
giving her maid Zilpah to Jacob aggaodact. This would simply be impossible if polygamy were
regarded as a “sinful departure from the creation pattern of monogamy.” Leah believed, and we mu
concur, that God Himself rewarded her.

So here we have in regard to Jacob a clear perspective expressed abmuralityeof polygamy by
both of Jacob’s wives, as well as the perspective of the narrative itself (which is the narrative c
Moses) affirming that God heard Leah and Rachel on these matters.

In all of this, there is not so much as a hint or even the appearance that God disapproved of Jaco
polygamy. Indeed, in Jacob’s case his multiple wives is clearly presented to us as a Divine blessing.



Article 18:
All the Polygamists of the Bible, #4:
Esau

#4. Esau

And Esau was forty years old when he took to wife Judith the daughter of Beeri the
Hittite, and Bashemath the daughter of Elon the Hittite; Which were a grief of mind
to Isaac and to Rebekah.Genesis 26:34-35

And Rebekah said to Isaac, | am weary of my life because of the daughters of Heth:
If Jacob take a wife of the daughters of Heth, such as these which are daughters of
the land, what good shall my life do me®enesis 27:46

And Esau seeing that the daughters of Canaan pleased not Isaac his father; Then
went Esau unto Ishmael, and took unto the wives which he had Mahalath the
daughter of Ishmael Abraham’s son, the sister of Nebajoth, to be his-wienesis
28:8-9

Unlike Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, faithful covenant keepers, Esau was, as we know, “hated” of God,
and is called a “profane” person by the Scriptures. We, therefore, cannot reach the same conclusions
about polygamy based upon Esau’s actions as we can from Abraham’s and Jacob’ss What
instructive in regard to Esau, however, is the contrast which is evident on the part of Isaac and
Rebekah in their attitude toward polygamy, on the one hand, and intermarriage with the wicked
Canaanites, on the other.

Esau certainly knew that his parents would not approve of marriage to Canaanite women. Rebekah
was “weary of (her) life” because Esau married “such as these...daughters of the land.” Note well that
it is not Esau’s polygamy which was grievous to Rebekah but his intermarriage with heathen,
Canaanite women. This is quite a contrast to many modern Christian parents who would agonize unto
death if their son marrietivo godly Christian women, but who would not bat an eyelid if the same

son married one unbelievetow far astray we have come from Biblical morality!
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It is quite clear that Esau knew that the offense to his parents was not that he twarGedaanite
women, but that he married tvi@anaanitewomen. We see this clearly because when Esau knew his
parents were unhappy with his two wives, he tries to placate them by marryengpileer wifé This

one, as we see, was the granddaughter of Abraham, and daughter of Ishmael.

So once again, we see another member of the patriarchal household who had not the slightest qui:
with polygamy. Indeed, the book of Genesis gives us ample evidence in regard to practically evel
prominent member of the patriarchal household to the effect that polygamy (polygyny) was totally
normal: Abraham, Sara, Hagar, Isaac, Rebekah, Jacob, Rachel, Leah, Bilhah, Zilpah and Esau.
polygamy were, as most modern Christians believe, “a violation of God’s creation ordinance,” thel
we have to wonder strongly why at least eleven members of this righteous and obedient househc
had no problem with it at all. Bear in mind that all this occurred 400+ years prior to Moses’ giving of
the Law; the typical claim of the anti-polygamy adherents is that “concessions to sin” originated witt
Moses in the allowance of divorce and polygamy in the Law. If this is true, then why do we see bot
polygamy and divorce (Abraham and Hagar) four hundred and some odd years before the:
“concessions to sin” supposedly originated with the Law of Moses? Something’s wrong with this
picture! The truth of the matter is, those who say such things understand neither the status and nat
of polygamy nor divorce. It ipatriarchy which is “God’s creation ordinance,” and polygamy is a
valid and logical expression of that patriarchy.



Article 19:
All the Polygamists of the Bible, #5:
Moses

#5. Moses

And Miriam and Aaron spake against Moses because of the Ethiopian woman whom
he had married. — Numbers 12:1

It might come as a surprise for some to see the name of Moses listed as an example of Biblical
polygamy. Moses is often cited by commentators as an exampiermfgamyBut this is an attempt

to marshal support for the “monogamy-only” doctrine where the Bible is ambiguous. Moses married

the Ethiopian woman approximately two years after the exodus (see Num. 9:1 and Num. 10:11). The
reason this is significant is because Moses’ other wife, Zipporah, was alive two months after the
exodus (Exo. 18:2-5).

Nothing more is mentioned of Zipporah in the Bible. It is entirely possible that she was still alive two
years later when Moses married the Ethiopian. Of course, it is equally pasatfépporah had died

in the meantime. It could even be that this is what occasioned Moses taking another wife. We simply
cannot know for certain. There is insufficient information to know if Moses was polygamous or not.
And he may very well have had concubines, or even other free wives, who are not mentioned at all.
Therefore, it is invalid to cite Moses as an example of monogamy.

This same point should be made about many other men of the Bible about whose families we know
little or nothing. Unless the Bible specifically tells us that such and such had only one wife, the
possibility remains that he may have had more. Isaac is another man who is cited as a monogamist.
But this is merely an argument from silence. Isaac could have had other wives or concubines about
whom the Bible tells us nothing. The lack ofmgntionof multiple wives is not a sufficient basis to
concludethere were none.

Moses, therefore, is counted in this list because firabable that Zipporah was still living when
Moses took the Ethiopian woman.
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Article 20:
All the Polygamists of the Bible, #6:
Gideon

#6. Gideon

Our next example of polygamy in the Bible is Gideon, also referred to by his other name,
“Jerubbaal,” (which means, “let Baal contend.”)

And Jerubbaal the son of Joash went and dwelt in his own house. And Gideon had
three score and ten sons of his body begottenhe had many wivesAnd his
concubine that was in Shechem, she also bare him a son, whose name is called
Abimelech. And Gideon the son of Joash died in a good old age, and was buried in
the sepulchre of Joash his father, in Ophrah of the Abiezritdadges 8:29-32

Although the Bible does not tell us the exact number of Gideon’s wives, we may safely assume, bas
upon statistical averaging, that he also had aboulavghters In other words, Gideon probably had
about 140 children! If his wives averaged ten children per wife, then Gideon would have had fourtee
wives. This is probably a low estimate. His concubine, after all, hadomelgon. If we reduce the
average number of children per wife to seven, then Gideon would have had 20 wives. This i
probably a fair estimate. In any event, we know for certain that Gideonntaayvives.” What is
important for our purposes here is not to know the precise number, but to ascertain the significance
Gideon’s polygamy.

As we will see in our next articles, commentator James B. Jordan sees Gideon’s polygamy as “tl
natural man in him acting up,” that polygamy is a manifestation of the corruption of human nature
brought upon us all by original sin. In other words, Gideon’s polygamy represents indulgence i
profligacy. It is my contention that Judges 8:29-32 is a kind of tombstone epit@dsfblessings

upon Gideon:

1) “And Gideon went and dwelt in his own house.”
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This statement is analogous to Micah 4:4 and Zechariah 3:10 which speak of times of blessing from
God when a man sits “under his own vine and under his fig tree: and none shall make them afraid.”
This is a description of peace, prosperity and security.

2) “And Gideon the son of Joash died in a good old age.”

That this is a description of blessing is manifest. It calls to mind the record of Abraham, Isaac, Jacob
and Joseph and other men of God whom God blessed with long life. Gideon obeyed the voice of God;
in faith he subdued the Midianites in answer to God's call. Because of his obedience, God blessed
him.

3) “And Gideon had three score and ten sons of his body begotten.”

One immediately thinks of Deuteronomy 28: “And all these blessings shall come upon thee and
overtake thee, if thou shalt hearken unto the voice of the LORD thy God...blessed shall be the fruit of
thy body...” (vs. 2, 4; see also Gen. 15:5 and Deut. 1:10-11). Gideon certainly had a full quiver. And
the Bible affirms in many places that many children is a blessing of God.

4) “And he was buried in the sepulchre of Joash his father.”

In other words, Gideon dieid peace in the midst of his family. This is in contradistinction to the
ignominious deaths suffered by otlesfil persons the Bible mentions (Jezebel comes immediately to
mind).

5) “For he had many wives.”

The context of this statement, following on the heels of the four previous declarations, is all in favor
of this being a description dilessing Gideon was at ease and peace among his unusually large
family, where he died the death of the righteous. His many wives is included in the list of his
blessings. This statement in Judges is akin to Il Samuel 12:7-8 where God speaks of His blessing
upon king David of giving him multiple wives (a passage we will examine later on in this work).

No doubt, some will object to this interpretation by pointing out that Gideon’s seventy sons were slain
(Jud. 9:1-5) at the hands of the evil Abimelech, and argue that Gideon’s household must have been
reaping the results of Gideon’s “adulterous” polygamy, the sins of the father being visited upon the
children. There are numerous commentaries in which it is argued that the problems mentioned in the
Bible concerning strife and other problems in polygamous households was God’s punishment upon
them for the “sin” of polygamy.

Even if we allow the idea that the slaughter of Gideon’s sons was God’s vengeance on Gideon, it does
not follow that his polygamy was the offense being punished. Gideon, after all, made an ephod
“which thing became a snare unto Gideon and his house” (Judges 8:27). This act would appear to be a
violation of the second commandmelftthe slaying of Gideon’s sons by the hand of Abimelech
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represents God’s wrath against Gideon, then this violation of the second commandment is far mo
likely to be the reason than anything else, especially Gideon’s |paifgdamy.

But | deem even this explanation to be unlikely, as well. We are told in Judges 8:35, “Neither showe
they (the Israelites who were complicit with Abimelech) kindness to the house of Jerubbaal, namel
Gideon, according to all the goodness which he had showed to Israel.” This seems to intimate that t
evil of this event is attributed, not to Gideon or his sins, but to Abimelech (Judges 9:7-21, 52-57
whom, we are expressly told, reaped the consequencesesfilastions.

Also relevant to this point is the curse of Jotham upon Abimelech which specifiedf'tfaideon

and his sons had received “according to the deserving of their hands,” then they (Israel) shou
“rejoice in Abimelech and let Abimelech rejoice in you,” (vs.16,19). Since Abimelech was
subsequently slain, this would seem to be conclusive proof that the calamity that came upon Gideor
sons was no work of God, but purely the doing of evil, bloody hands.

With this consideration taken into account, the conclusion we must reach is that the polygamy c
Gideon can only be seen as the blessing of God.



Article 21.:
All the Polygamists of the Bible, #7: Jair

H#7. Jair

Jair is our seventh example of polygamy in the Bible.

And after him arose Jair, a Gileadite, and he judged Israel twenty and two years.
And he had thirty sons that rode on thirty ass colts, and they had thirty cities, which
are called Havoth-Jair unto this day, which are in the land of Gilead. And Jair died,
and was buried in Camon-Judges 10:3-5

Though not approaching Gideon’s seventy sons, Jair still had too many sons to have had only one
wife. It is quite clear from this record that Jair the judge is yet another example of polygamy among
men of God in the Bible.

Commenting upon this passage of Scripture, James B. Jordan states,

“Jair judged in Gilead, across the Jordan, for 22 years. Jair means “splendid.” This
might be an honorable name, but we see something of self-aggrandizement in Mr.
Splendid as well. We are told that he had 30 sons. Therefore, he had more than one
wife. We are also told that he appointed his thirty sons over 30 cities, and that they
rode honorably on 30 donkeys. Jair, then, in contrast to Tola, is seen as moving in the
direction of royal and dynastic privileges.

“An earlier Jair had conquered the towns that were known as “towns of Jair” (Num.
32:41). According to | Chron. 2:22, these only numbered 23. The later Jair expanded
the towns of Jair to 30, to accommodate his designs for his sons.

“Jair was a judge. Therefore, the Spirit of God was with him, and he was undoubtedly
a wise and godly man for the most part. He had weaknesses, however, and he gave in
to the pressures of the time, pressures toward an exalted, humanistic state.” —
“Judges, God'’s War Against Humanismg.180
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James B. Jordan is a commentator | highly respect, but | must take issue with Jordan’s analysis he
Notice, first of all, how Jordan assesses the role of Jair’s polygamy. He sees it as giving into
weakness, on the one hand, and playing a vital role in a supposed drift toward monarchy, on the ott
hand. This colors the rest of Jordan’s perspective and commentary upon Jair. Presupposing polyga
to be a carnal sin, he cannot possibly correctly assess its role in these other aspects of Jair’s life.

Jordan is in error on three points, 1) that there was “self-aggrandizement” on Jair’s part, 2) that Je
was moving towards “royal and dynastic” privileges and 3) that Jair himself expanded the number c
towns from 23 to 30.

Keil & Delitsch note that the thirty donkeys were “a sign of distinguished rank,” (“Commentary On
the Old TestameritVol. 2, Part 1, pg. 372). In other words, Jair's sons were themseldess and
Judges Goslinga likewise notes, “The donkeys they rode on were a sign of their wealth and
prominence,” (“Joshua, Judges, Ruth, Bible Students’ Commehnpayy374).

Matthew Henry’s comments are of special note here:

“Quiet and peaceable were the reigns of these two judges, Tola and Jair...But no
doubt they were were bothised up by Godo serve their country in the quality of
judges,not pretendingas Abimelech had don® the grandeur of kingsor like him

taking the honor to themselves, but being called of God to it.Jair was a
Gileadite...That which is chiefly remarkable concerning Jair is the increase and honor
of his family: he had thirty songhat is,they were judges itineranivho as deputies

to their father, rode from place to place in their several circuits to administer justice...
They had good possessions, every one a city, out of those that were called, from their
ancestor of the same name with their father, Havoth-Jair — the villages of Jair...while
these two judgedola and Jair presided ovethe affairs of Israglthings went well

but afterwardslsrael returned to their idolatry.” — “Commentdrgg. 257

I would like to add to these comments that there is no reason to suppose that the towns of Jair had
already expanded, either by conquest of the Canaanites or population increase prior to Jair the jud
That Jair himself founded the thirty cities for his sons is just pure speculation. In all probability, they
were appointed over thirty existing cities with the complete approval of the elders of those cities. Ja
would have been, in essence, a one man Supreme Court and his sons a kind of appellate cour
inferior in authority and answerable to Jair.

Concerning Jair, then, it can be said, 1) he was a judge raised up by God over Israel, 2) his influen
was agoodinfluence on Israel, in stark contrast to Abimelech, 3) his 30 sons were also judges unde
him, 4) the ass colts they rode upon were a sign of their authority in much the same way that o
judges today wear black robes, and 5) Jair’'s numerous sons and multiple wives were in the nature
God's blessingipon Jair.

Concerning Tola the Judge, James Jordan assumes that Tola must have been monogamous becau:
special mention is made of multiple wives or numerous children. But, as noted before, just becau:
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Tola is notsaidto be polygamous does not prove he was not. Gideon’s and Jair’s sons are mentioned
in the Bible because they figured so prominently in their judgeships. Tola may have been just another
ordinary Israelite with only two or three wives whose sons merited no special attention.

Jordan, in effect, slanders God’s goodness toward his servant Jair by characterizing His blessings
upon Jair as Jair’s “self-aggrandizement.” That Jair's influence kept Israel from apostasy and idolatry

during his judgeship certainly contradicts Jordan’s assertion that there was a move on Jair’s part to
“royal and dynastic privileges.” Jair honorably fulfilled his role @sdgein Israel with a responsible

and godly exercise of authority. If he had wanted to be king, he would no doubt have done as

Abimelech and asked Israel to anoint him as such.

In conclusion, we have in Jair the judge yet another occurrence in which polygamy plays an integral
part in thepositiveportrayal of a man of God. The detail we are told about his 30 sons is in the nature
of an honorable mention



Article 22:
All the Polygamists of the Bible, #8:
Ibzan

#8: Ibzan

Our eighth biblical example of polygamy is Ibzan, another judge of Israel and man of God.

And after him Ibzan of Bethlehem judged Israel. And he had thirty sons, and thirty

daughters, whom he sent abroad, and took in thirty daughters from abroad for his

sons. And he judged Israel seven years. Then died Ibzan, and was buried at
Bethlehem—Judges 12:8-10

Before going on to comment on Ibzan, it will be helpful at this point to note something about the
organization of the Israeli republic during the period of the judges. The relevance of this will becom:e
evident.

Beginning with Moses, the leadership of Israel was divided up betinibaehelders who were heads

of their households. These were “elders” in the literal sense of the word. The older one was in
family, clan, and tribe, the higher one rose in the hierarchy of Israeli government. This was broke
down numerically by heads of tens, fifties, hundreds, thousands, and presumably tens of thousan
and hundreds of thousands.

If one meditates upon this arrangement for a moment, it becomes clear that there had to always b
ruling council of tribal elders and a single man who would correspond to our Chief Justice of the
Supreme Court. Unless specifically called by God Himself at a younger age like Sampson or Gideo
these rulers would almost always be the oldest living people of their respective tribes. This system:
rule by tribal elders was firmly in place in Israel for 430 years until the time of Saul, the first king.

Unlike all of the surrounding nations, Israel had, for all practical purposes, no executive branch ¢

government. Israel was essentially a thoroughly participatory democracy. Authority was highly
decentralized in Israel, being vested in the heads of families.
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The judge, Ibzan, and most of the other judges mentioned in the book of Judges, were old men who
became heads of their tribes.

Let us note, once again, what James B. Jordan has to say about this passage of Scripture:

“Ibzan had 60 children, therefore several wives. The text stresses his patriarchal
dynasticism by mentioning the careful disposition of his daughters and the careful
arranging of the marriages of his sons, each of which would have involved some sort
of alliance.” — “Judges, God’s War Against Humanispy. 181

Commentator Goslinga has this to say:

“He was buried in the same place after a seven year judgeship that probably was
limited to the tribe of Zebulun and the bordering regiohghe other northern tribes

“Ibzan’s successor, Elon, was likewise a Zebululonite and must have reigned in the
same area. After leading Israel for ten years, he died...Here again we st that
judgeship was not hereditgriput we are not told why Ibzan was not succeeded by
his sons...

“(S)ince Elon and Abdon had such large families and brief reigns, they probably
assumed the judgeship at an advanced.’age “Joshua, Judges, Ruth, Bible
Students Commentafypg. 401-402

Note well what Goslinga says about the area where Ibzan judged, the fact that the judgeship was not
hereditary, and that these judges assumed the judgeship at an advanced age. This means that the
polygamists who became the chief judges waready polygamists as they were moving up the
national hierarchy. It seems quite clear from this fact that there was no objection on the part of the
Israelites to their polygamy, and that they did not see their polygamy as a disqualifying factor.

Matthew Henry’s comments are again worth noting:

“We have here a short account of the short reigns of three of the judges of Israel, the
first of whom governed but seven years, the second ten, and the third eight.

“I. Ibzan of Bethlehem...ruled but seven years, but by the number of his children, and
his disposing of them all in marriage himself it appears that he lived long.That which
is remarkable concerning him is, 1; That he had many children, sixty in all. 2. That he
had an equal number of each sex, thirty sons and thirty daughters...3. That he took
care to marry them all. The Jews sasery father owes three things his sonto

teach him to read the lgwive him a tradeand get him a wifé “Commentary” pg.
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Goslinga’s and Henry’s remarks are sufficient to dispense with Jordan’s contention that there wel
“royal and dynastic tendencies” inherent in Jair or Ibzan. They wlerevhen they assumed the
(chief) judgeship, reflecting the normal rule by elders in Israel. They would have moved up the
national hierarchy slowly, over tens, fifties, hundreds, etc. as the older rulers died off. Moreover thei
judgeship was “not hereditary” from their fathers and they were not succeeded by their own son
There is simply nothing in the text to warrant the conclusion that there was any threat of monarch
here. Concerning Jordan’s remarks pertaining to Ibzan’s arranging of his sixty children’s marriages,
is a simple fact that this was (ai®)ithe duty ofeveryparent (see Deut. 7:1-5) who is a worshipper of
God. The disobedience of modern Christian parents in this regard is so pervasive and monolithic th
Jordan sees something extraordinary in what is commanded by God to be the norm.

Jordan also sees some sort of “alliance” in the fact that Ibzan married his daughters to men “abroac
What is intimated here is not “abroad” in the sense of outside Israel, but outside of Ibzan’s immedia
territory of Zebulun to the other tribes. If there was any alliance here, it was to the Covenant of Goc
Ibzan would certainly have become acquainted with the other ruling elders of Israel during his rise t
prominence, and it would only be natural to find suitable husbands among them. The exchanging
daughters for their sons to marry would simply have tended to unify Israel as a nation rather than |
disassociated states.

In conclusion, Ibzan is yet another example of polygamy among men of God in the Bible, whos
polygamy is cast in a positive light. It should be clear from our survey to this point that this was ¢
ratherroutine occurrence in Israel.



Article 23:
All the Polygamists of the Bible, #9:
Abdon

#9. Abdon

Our ninth biblical example of polygamy, Abdon, is yet another judge of Israel, and man of God.

“And after him Abdon the son of Hillel, a Pirathonite, judged Israel. And he had
forty sons and thirty (grandsons) that rode on threescore and ten ass colts: and he
judged Israel eight years. And Abdon the son of Hillel the Pirathonite died, and was
buried in the land of Ephraim, in the mount of the AmalekitesJudges 12:13-15

Concerning Abdon, James B. Jordan continues in the same vein as with Jair and Ibzan:

“Abdon must have been an old man when he became a judge, for he already had 40
sons and 30 grandsons (not nephews as the AV has it). Abdon means “servant,” but
he was obviously not as much a servant as he should have been, because he also was
a polygamist. He extended his dynastic activity to his grandsons....” — “Judges:
God’s War Against Humanishpg. 182

Note that Jordan recognizes the advanced age of the judges we have examined. Jordan plainly sees
the fact that this is a reflection of the system of rule by elders that existed in Israel. He even says so
explicitly:

“It is apparent from these notices that the last three judges were old men when they
began to judge, and probably Tola and Jair were getting along in years also. In
contrast to Gideon, these were important men in their communities, probably known
as wise and responsible citizens, and they were made judges as dtrasit.be
simply thatthat they rose in rankom being elders oves0’'s, 100’s and 1000’s until

they became the judge of all Israel (Ex. 18:21ff.). Because they were elderly when
they came to office, there is no particular message in the fact that they only judged
for a short time.” — Judges’ pg. 182-183
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Since Jordan acknowledges all of this, it is somewhat mystifying why he argues that these judge
jurisdictions indicate a drift to humanistic kingship. This contention seems to be dmsidipon

their polygamy. The system of elders and judges (elder judges) was obviously firmly in place ir
Israel, and was nothing like Abimelech’s self-exaltation as king. Jair, Ibzan and Abdon were all judge
“getting along in years,” to quote Jordan, and were thus the natbeltors (not usurpers) of the
chief judgeship.

Jordan continues:

“The three polygamists, Jair, Ibzan and Abdon, must have indulged this vice prior to
becoming judges over all Israel, for Abdon (for instance) could not have produced 40
sons and 30 grandsons in eight years. What this indicates is that the leaders in Israel
were drifting into a position of seeking special honors and privileges, and as viewing
themselves as above certain provisions in the Law, (in) particular the prohibition
against polygamy. We see the trappings, the effects, the manifestations of kingship
but without the name of it. The powerful were beginning to act less like servants of
the Lord, and more like an aristocracy.” — “Judges, God's War Against Humanism”
— pg. 183

Jordan’s commentary here is all much ado about nothing or, to use another of Shakespeare’s phra:
sound and fury signifying nothing. It is a flight of fancy based upon the illusion of a law against
polygamy in the Law in the face of explicit laws permitting polygamy. Jordan’s book as a whole is
commendable, but sections like this make you stop and question whether the book came out of t
fiction section. There is simply no “prohibition” against polygamy in the Law, neither in
Deuteronomy 17:17 (which is probably the passage Jordan misconstrues, and which we will look at
#13 in connection with Solomon), nor Deuteronomy 18:18, which are the two most commonly citec
OT passages used to support this position—nor anywhere else.

Jair, Ibzan, and Abdon were elderly, distinguished men of God liwidgpary lives. They were
polygamists like many other Israeli men—"wise and responsible citizens,” to quote Jordan again, ne
men indulging in sinful “vice” inviolation of the Law they were commissioned to uphold (in which
case, they would be neither wise nor responsible). The biblical records of these three men—Ja
Ibzan and Abdon, are Divinhonorable mentionscommendations of righteous men who served
admirably in the administration of the Law of God. They waessed of Ggdand the mention of

their multiple wives and large families is intended to stress this fact. James B. Jordan, because of |
misunderstanding of biblical polygamy, misinterprets God's goodness as “leaders...seeking speci
honors and privileges.” This condemnation is appropriate for Abimelech, who appointed himself king
but it is a misdiagnosis in reference to Jair, Ibzan and Abdon. They were simply exercising thei
lawful prerogatives as husbands and fathers under the Law of God.



Article 24:.
All the Polygamists of the Bible, #10:
Elkanah

#10. Elkanah

With Elkanah, we come to our tenth example of polygamy in the Bible, once again a righteous man of
God.

Before going on to deal directly with Elkanah, let us pause and emphasize the obvious: we have now
come to outenthexample of polygamy in the Bible, eight of whom were righteous men of God, and
highly prominent men of God at that: the patriarchs of the faith themselves, Moses the giver of the
Law of God which itself provides for polygamy, the chief judges of Israel, and Elkanah the father of
the great prophet, Samuel.

Ten examples is a lot of examples of any one thing. It should be obvious to anyone who has read this
far with Bible in hand that there has not been so much as a single negative word said in the Scriptures
about the polygamy ainy of these men. And we still have about thirty more examples to go; to give
the reader an advance summary, when we have looleddcdithe examples, it will still be seen that

there is no negative word said about the polygamy of any of the forty examples.

| would not want to be arguing amti-polygamy thesis in the face of this overwhelming fact. In the
face of this truth, any anti-polygamy thesis must stretch credudijsbeyond the breaking point. If a

thing is a sin, would we not expect to see at leastclear and explicit biblical declaration to this

effect in roughly forty examples? Indeed, would we not expect to see manethan that? | assert

that the complete absence of any such negative statement is powerful evidence in its own right of the
lawfulness of polygamy. It simply staggers the imagination to think that the Bible, with such a total
slant toward the moral and ethical aspect of life, would leave such a “horrible sin” uncommented
upon. | conclude that the cumulative weight of all of this evidence is virtually as persuasive as the
prescriptive laws explicitly permitting polygamy.

Now to Elkanah...
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Due to the length of the chapter, | will not quote the passage, but the reader should now read | Sam
1:1-28 and | Samuel 2:20-21, the story of Elkanah and his two wives, Hannah and Penninah.

The overall picture that emerges from | Samuel 1 isgddly household (vs. 3, 8, 11, 16, 19, 21, 22,
23, 27-28). Although Elkanah is certainly to be faulted for showing partiality toward his wife Hannah
over his other wife Penninah, he and his wives were obviously genuine worshippers of the LORLC
Elkanah’s diligence to attend the yearly sacrifice (which | presume to be the Passover) and Hannal
devotion to her vow to the LORD, as well as the LOR&iswerto her prayer, all testify to this fact.
Penninah’s provoking of Hannah may have been unjustified but, as verses 4-7 make clear, it wi
precipitated by Elkanah’s actions over the sacrificial portions. There is no reason to believe the
Penninah did not also know the LORD. Eli the priest, was disturbed at Hannah’'s supposed
drunkenness and moved to rebuke her, was not moved to say any negative word at all about t
obviously polygamous household before him. Are we to believe that Eli, priest of the LORD, thought
thatboth drunkenness at the Tabernaated polygamy were wrong, but that only Hannah’s supposed
drunkenness was worth rebuking? Eli was certainly aware that the two women with Elkanah were h
wives. If he thought Hannah was desecrating the Tabernacle by drunkenness, would he not have |
evengreater objection to an obvious “polygamous adulterer” being there? Admittedly, this line of
reasoning is rather indirect. But since many anti-polygamy commentators are very freewheeling whe
it comes to finding an indirect condemnation of polygamy because of the problems of Elkanah’
household, then should we not look at the entire episodallfdactors relevant to this question?
Including Eli's lackof consternation over Elkanah’s polygamy?

The fact is, what we see in | Samuel 1 is a rather ordinary Israeli household coming to Shiloh t
worship the LORD. Elkanah’s polygamy was no object of concern to Eli nor to anyone else. Elkana
was just another man with his family. No big deal. What we see in | Samuel 1 concerning Elkanah’
polygamy is nothing ado about nothing. It is modern Christians, superimposing the mores an
customs of their contemporary culture onto the pages of the Bible, who make much ado abol
nothing.

If someone would want to object (as some indeed do) that Hannah's barrenness was “God
punishment” upon her and Elkanah’s household because of their polygamy, the sufficient answer
that Scripture does not inform us whether Elkanah married Hannah first or Penninah. Moreover, if he
barrennessvas in the nature of Divine chastisement, as many commentators assert, then it wa
probably forthe same reasotihat God openetleah’'s womtio bear childrerbut left Rachel barren
because of the favoritism and partiality of their husband Jacob toward Rachel over Leah, as Gene
29:31 clearly tells us.

Deuteronomy 21:15-17 plainly establishes the principle of impartiality on the part of polygamists
towards their wives and children. Elkanah was clearly in violation of this particular command. Since
God saw fit to deal with Jacob for this offense by shutting Rachel’'s womb, then there is no reason 1
suppose that He did not see fit to deal with Elkanah in the same manner for the exact same offen
Despite Elkanah’s failure in this regard, he was, nevertheless, a godly man. He was also a m
blessed with two wives. In due time, he was also blessed by God with children bybaliem
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including Hannah'’s firstborn, Samuel, judge and prophet of God.dddsimply God'’s favor and
blessing upon Elkanah’s polygamous household.



Article 25:
All the Polygamists of the Bible, #11.:
Saul

#11. Saul

And the name of Saul’s wife was Ahinoanm Samuel 14:50

And Saul had a concubine, whose name was Rizpah, the daughter ofAliah.
Samuel 3:7

And Nathan said to David, Thou art the man. Thus saith the LORD God of Israel, |
anointed thee king over Israel, and | delivered thee out of the hand of Bwall;

gave thee thy masterBouse, and thy mastengives into thy bosom. H-Samuel
12:7-8

The passages above reveal that king Saul had atfétemstives and probably more. We know this
because Scripture tells us that Rizpah and Ahinoam were two of Saul's wives winat detome
David’s wives. The statement in Il Samuel 12:7-8, therefore, does not include them, and indicates (
least) two additional wives of Saul. | will show in following articles that the wives mentioned in Il
Samuel 12:7-8 were indeed wives and that they were given to Davidwaivdgsafter Saul’s death.

How do we explain the fact that king Saul's polygamy was “tolerated” by Israel? Scholar and
commentator, Walter Kaiser, answers as follows:

“In the next period, moving through the divided monarchy, there are only thirteen
single instances besides the children of Uzzi...Of these thirteen instances, twelve
(are)...of persons possessed of absolute power.” — “Toward Old Testamen{’ Ethics
pg. 183

In a footnote to this statement, Kaiser states:

“These are Gideon, Jair, Ibzan, Abdon, Samson, Elkanah (sons of Uzzi), Saul, David,
Solomon, Rehoboam, Abijah, Ahab and Jehoram. The case of Joash (2 Chron. 24:2-
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3) depends upon the interpretation of ‘for him' or ‘for himself’ and whether he
married these two wives in succession or simultaneously. These statistics are
according to S.E. Dwight “The Hebrew WiféNew York: Leavitt, 1836, 24-29).

Some observations are in order here. Notice first of all that Kaiser indulges in a little hyperbole,
saying that these men were all possessed of “absolute power,” a designation that can only be rightly
ascribed to God. Do you suppose that Kaiser is trying to bolster a weak logical point by appealing to
emotive factors here?

Kaiser’s point basically is that the men in this list were too powerful for anyone to punish them for
what Kaiser call§ adulterous action.” There is more rationalizing in Kaiser’s remarks than rationality.
None of the judges were exempt from being called to account for their actions under the Law of
Moses. This is simply (once again) a radical misrepresentation of the nature of the Hebrew republic
on the part of a commentator; power and authority in Israel were greatly decentralized, with nearly
total independence from any central bureaucracy. What authority did exist was vested primarily
within the tribal allotments in a system of rule by family elders. Anything that deeply offended Israeli
sensibilities was liable to confrontation by the elders of one’s tribe, and also by the other tribes
themselves. Witness Israel’s confrontation of the entire tribe of Benjamin in the latter part of the book
of Judges. The judges of Israel certainly did not possess anything even close to dictatorial power.
Concerning the kings, there was undoubtedly centralization which took place under their reigns.
However, this does not mean that even the kings were free to do anything they pleased. The system of
judges and tribal elders remained intact. There were always those among these who could mount an
effective opposition to the kings, if need be. The kings’ power may have been real but it certainly was
not absolute as Kaiser claims.

Moreover, evenif we grant the claim that the judges and kings were immune from human
punishment, this still does not enlighten us at all as to why they were not punys@ediif, indeed,
polygamy constitutes “adulterous action,” as Kaiser claims. This is a gaping hole of great magnitude
in Kaiser’s thesis. In the case of king David wessclearly punished by God, and severely at that, for

his adultery with Bathsheba, but not one word of rebuke was uttered in regard to his plural wives.
This particular “explanation” to account for the lack of punishment for polygamy in the Bible is
woefully inadequate. Theasonwe do not see any punishment in the Bible for polygamy is because
there waso reasorfor the polygamists to be punished.

Finally, one minor note: the citation of Samson as a polygamist appears to be incorrect. With Samson,
there was serial monogamy, but no polygamy that is told us in the scriptures. Saayd@mve been
a polygamist, but there is no statement to this effect.



Article 26:
All the Polygamists of the Bible, #12:
David, Part 1

#12. David, Part 1 Polygamy and Adultery

With king David, we come to our twelfth and, perhaps, most noteworthy Biblical example of
polygamy. We have already of necessity dealt to some degree with the subject of adultery as it relai
to polygamy; with king David, however, the issue of adultery comes to the very center of our focus.

Il Samuel 12:1-12 reads as follows:

And the LORD sent Nathan unto David. And he came unto him, and said unto him,
There were two men in one city; the one rich and the other poor. The rich man had
exceeding many flocks and herds. But the poor man had nothing, save one little ewe
lamb, which he had bought and nourished up: and it grew up together with him, and
with his children; it did eat of his own meat, and drink of his own cup, and lay in his
bosom, and was unto him as a daughter. And there came a traveler unto the rich
man, and he spared to take of his own flock and of his own herd to dress for the
wayfaring man that was come unto him; but took the poor man’s lamb, and dressed
it for the man that was come to him. And David’s anger was greatly kindled against
the man; and he said to Nathan, as the LORD liveth, the man that hath done this
thing shall surely die: And he shall restore the lamb fourfold, because he did this
thing and had no pity. And Nathan said to David, Thou art the man. Thus saith the
LORD God of Israel, | anointed thee king over Israel, and | delivered thee out of the
hand of Sauland | gave thee thy masterisouse, and thy mastensgives into thy
bosom and gave thee the house of Israel and of Judah; and if that had been too
little, 1 would moreover have given unto thee such and such things. Wherefore hast
thou despised the commandment of the LORD, to do evil in his sight? thou hast
killed Uriah the Hittite with the sword, and hast taken his wife to be thy wife, and
hast slain him with the sword of the children of Ammon. Now therefore the sword
shall never depart from thy house; because thou hast despised me, and taken the
wife of Uriah the Hittite to be thy wife. Thus saith the LORD, Behold, | will raise up
evil against thee out of thine own house, and | will take thy wives before thine eyes,
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and give them unto thy neighbor, and he shall lie with thy wives in the sight of this
sun. For thou didst it secretly: but | will do this thing before all Israel, and before
the sun.

When we examine the subject of polygamy in the Bible, we must also, of necessity, ponder the
guestion: Does polygamy constitiadultery? Strangely enough, this question is very seldom posed
by commentators who have addressed the issue of polydoeg.polygamy constitute adultery?
Overwhelmingly, commentators begin their inquiry into the subject with the semi-conscious
presuppositiorthat polygamy does constitute adultery, and then try to incorporate the Biblical data in
accordance with this guiding premise. This leads inevitably to the bewildering appearance—or, more
accuratelyjllusion—of paradox in the Bible. As Rushdoony notes, “One of the facts which disturbs
many persons with respect to Biblical laws concerning marriage is the seeming tolerance of
polygamy, of more than one wife, and the total intolerance of adultery, which in the Old Testament
called for the death penalty,” (*“The Institutes of Biblical Lawg. 362). Rushdoony notes this
anomaly but then proceeds tmeg the central question, “Does polygamy constitute adultery?”
Rushdoony neither asks nor answers this critical question. Since Rushdoony endorses the usual view
that monogamy is the Divine standard, he, like practically everyone else, avoids giving a direct “Yes”
answer to this question. The reason is obvious: if polygamaglultery, then it is obviously something
which must beseverelycondemned. Rushdoony goes on to argue, following in Charles Hodge's and
John Murray’s footsteps, that polygamy was “tolerated” as an evil under Biblical law (in Old
Testament times). Made explicit, what this means is @ad toleratedadultery underthe Old
Covenant (Strange talk from a theonomist!) Of course, Rushdoony did not make this thesis explicit.
Given the theological and exegetical nightmare it would entail to defend such a thesis, this is
understandable. However, | once heard John F. MacArthur, on his popular, syndicated radio program,
“Grace to You,” assert unequivocally that David's and Solomon’s polyghdgonstitute adultery. |

don’t know if MacArthur had any nightmares over making this assertion, but he didn’'t undertake an
exegetical or theological defense of that assertion either. | hope MacArthur and the readers will now
forgive me for being the bearer of a heavy-duty theological and exegetical nightmare.

The penalty for committing the crime of adultery is death.

And the man that committeth adultery with another man's wife, even he that
committeth adultery with his neighbor’s wife, the adulterer and the adulteress shall
surely be put to death keviticus 20:10

If a man be found lying with a woman married to a husband, then they shall both of
them die, both the man that lay with the woman, and the woman: so shalt thou put
away evil from Israel. If a damsel that is a virgin be betrothed unto a husband, and a
man find her in the city, and lie with her; Then ye shall bring them both out unto the
gate of that city, and ye shall stone them with stones that they die; the damsel,
because she cried not, being in the city; and the man, because he hath humbled his
neighbor’s wife: so shalt thou put away evil from among-yddeuteronomy 22:22-
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This does not mean that the death penalty was mandatory under the law. But it does mean that
offenders were liabléo execution at the insistence of the complainant.

Moreover, it is commanded:

Thou shalt not lie carnally with thy neighbor’s wife, to defile thyself with her...Defile
not yourselves in any of these things: for in all these the nations are defiled which |
cast out before you. And the land is defiled: therefore do | visit the iniquity thereof
upon it, and the land vomiteth out her inhabitants...Ye shall therefore keep my
statutes and my judgments, and shall not commit any of these abominations...that the
land spew not out you also...For whosoever shall commit any of these abominations,
even the souls that commit them shall be cut off from among their pebelédtieds

18

Note the words “defile,” “abomination,” “iniquity.” Adultery is one of the “abominations” listed in
this chapter. It is clear, therefore, that adultery m@do be tolerated in Israel. Adultery was regarded
as arexceedinghheinous and wicked sin.

In discussing Leviticus, Walter C. Kaiser observes:

“The issue at stake in every one of these crimes is the holy status of the family. Every
assault against an individual here is simultaneously an attack on the existence of the
family. Said Kellog: ‘where there is incest or adultery, we may truly say the family is
murdered; what murder is to the individual, that precisely, are the crimes of this class
to the family.” In God’s sight, the sins against the seventh commandment are not
comparatively less heinous than the apparently grosser sins of bestiality, incest, and
sodomy. They all rate the same degree of severity in their punishments. Therefore, we
may not treat these attacks on the family as relatively slight and somewhat more
trifling than we regard murder or similar crimes. The gravity of the punishment
ought, instead, to indicate the importance and the significance of the family in any
kind of holy living and responsible system of ethics. Not only was the intrinsic
seriousness of these sins against the family indicated by the death penalty, but a
signal was also given of the danger such crimes posed to the moral and spiritual well-
being of the community.” (“Toward Old Testament Ettiiggy. 124-125)

Kaiser’'s statement here is, of course, quite accurate.

With this overview of the subject in mind, let us now ask the question one mor®te®polygamy
constitute adultery It now becomes obvious why commentators are so shy about directly asking this
guestion. To do so entails calling into question an axiom of contemporary Evangelical ethics.

If polygamy constitutes adultery, this makes the words of God to David, via the prophet Nathan in |
Samuel 12, enigmati®/hywould God single out to David his adultery with Bathshebanbthis
“adultery” with Ahinoam, Abigail, Maacah, Haggith, Abital, Eglah and his many bondwives? Even
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more striking is the statement in verses 7-8. There we have in one breath 1) the enumeration of God'’s
blessings upon David, including the multiple wives of Saul given into David’s own bosom and 2) the
simultaneous condemnation of his adultery with Bathsheba. One may try, but there is no reasonable
way to rationalize away the obvious Divine approval of polygamy here.

That the phrase, “I gave thee thy master’s...wints thy bosom,” refers to actual marriage can be
convincingly demonstrated by several factors. (Walter Kaiser, among others, denies that the women
referred to here were actually wives.) First, the phrase, “into thy bosom,” is used consistently in this
sense throughout scripture.

In Genesis 16:5, Sara, speaking of Hagar, said, “I have given myint@ithy bosomand when she
saw that she had conceived, | was despised in her eyes.” The meaning of Sara’s words is manifest.

Deuteronomy 13:6 speaks of “the wife of thy bosom.” Deuteronomy 28:54 and 56 speak of “the wife
of his bosom” and “the husband of her bosom.”

In | Kings 1:1-4, when David was sick, there was found a beautiful young virgin named Abishag for
him, and they said to Davidl_&t her lie in thy bosombut the king knew her not.”

This same phraseology is used in the same way in Proverbs 5:20, Proverbs 6:27, 29 and Micah 7:5.
When used of men and women, the phrase always denotes sexual-marital intimacy. There is no basis
at all to suppose that it means anything else in [l Samuel 12:8.

Even more pertinent is the fact that in Nathan’'s parable to David, in verse 3 the little ewe lamb, which
represents Bathsheba, is said to “lay in his bosom.” The “his,” of course, refers to Uriah, her husband.
The description speaks of tharital tie between Uriah and Bathsheba. Now since the phrase “lay in
his bosom” carries this obvious marital-sexual denotation in verse 3, it would be particularly
incongruous if it carried a different meaning in the same context and same conversation in verse 8.
That the phrase, “I gave thee thy master’s wives into thy bosom,” does indeed refewioetwf

Saul given to David as his wives is also strongly supported by the logical contrast within Nathan’s
words to David. Remember, the sins for which David was rebuked were 1) murder and 2) adultery.
God declares to David:

1. “Idelivered theeout of the hand of Saul and”
2. “l gave thee.thy masters’ wives into thy bosdm

The antithesiss:

1. “Thou hast killedUriah the Hittite and”
2. “hast taken his wifeo be thy wife.”

God spared David frobeing murderedbut then Davidcommittedmurder. God multiplied wiveato
David’'s bosom, but then Davidolatesthe wife of another man. God is here telling David of his
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blessings He had bestowed upon him. There were undoulpti@aigrousand various blessings God
could have enumerated to David, but these were specifically menti@eadise they had a direct
logical and subject-matter relatioto the sins which David committedWe see this exact same
parallel yet again in the punishments God pronounces:

1. “The swordshall never depart from thine house.”
2. “lwill take thy wivesdefore thine eyes, and give them unto thy neighlior

God spared David from death, David committed murder, and now four of his own sons will be slain
God multiplied wives, including the wives of Saul into David’s bosom; David committed adultery
and now his wives will be given unto another to defile. The fact that God gave David theiwesy

of Saul as his own wives an integral part of this whole scenario.

Thus the textual support for rendering the Hebrew word in Il Samuel 12:8 as “wives” is
overwhelmingly strong. The only objection to this assertion that has any weight at all is the lack of
specific namingf Saul's wives. (We'll eventually get around to this point when we examine Kaiser’s
views along with other commentators.) But thigaismore than compensated for by the phrase “into
his bosom,” and the logical considerations inherent within the blessing-sin-punishment sequence v
considered above.

The true difficulty with Il Samuel 12:8 lies, not in seeing the blessing of polygamy, dehinngit.
We see, then, that God gave multiple wives to David—and not just the former wives of Saul but all
the others, as well. The Lord’s providence is particularly evident in the case of Abigail.

The question then must be posed: Would God have given multiple wives to David if polygamy
constituted adultery? Manifestly not. God is immutable and infinitely consistent with Himself. He
would not outlaw adultery on the one hand, condemn it in no uncertain terms, and then, in blatal
contradiction to Himself, lead one of His servants into adultery. Thus, Il Samus} &gelf is quite
sufficient to throw the whole “polygamy = adultery” thesis into great doubt. For there we have, in
Rushdoony’s words, “the tolerance of polygamy, of more than one wife, and the total intolerance ¢
adultery.”

Out of consideration of length, we will continue this thesis in the next article, in which we will
examine the Biblicadlefinition of adultery.



Article 27:
All the Polygamists of the Bible, #12:
David, Part 2

#12. David, Part 2: Polygamy and Adultery

In the last article we examined the polygamy of king David, whom the scriptures say was a man after
God’s own heart, and looked at factors relevant to the lawfulness of polygamy. We saw very, very
clearly in the case of David extremely persuasive exegetical considerations showing the validity of
polygamy. We saw that Il Samuel 12:7-8 does, indeed, refer to the mwitige of Saul given to

David by God as hiwives and not simply as mere servants to him, as some suggest; that adultery is
condemned in no uncertain terms; and that polygamy dodalhiotto the category of adultery.

Since polygamy does not constitute adultery, this raises the question: What exactly is the Biblical
definition of adultery? Let us survey some representative Biblical passages on the subject.

One of the earliest in the Bible is Genesis 20:

And Abraham journeyed from thence toward the south country, and dwelt between
Kadesh and Shur, and journeyed in Gerar. And Abraham said of Sarah his wife, She
is my sister: and Abimelech king of Gerar sent, and took Sarah. But God came to
Abimelech in a dream by night, and said unto him, Behold, thou art but a dead man,
for the woman which thou hast taken; for she is a man’s wife. But Abimelech had not
come near her: and he said, LORD, wilt thou slay also a righteous nation? Said he
not unto me, She is my sister? and she, even she herself said, He is my brother: in
the integrity of my heart and innocency of my hands have | done this. And God said
unto him in a dream, Yea, | know that thou didst this in the integrity of thine heart:
for | also withheld thee from sinning against me: therefore suffered | thee not to
touch her. Now therefore restore the man his wife: for he is a prophet, and he shall
pray for thee, and thou shalt live: and if thou restore her not, know that thou shalt
surely die, thou, and all that are thine. Therefore, Abimelech rose early in the
morning, and called all his servants, and told all these things in their ears: and the
men were sore afraid. Then Abimelech called Abraham, and said unto him, What
hast thou done unto us? and what have | offended thee, that thou hast brought on me
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and my kingdom a great sin? thou hast done deeds unto me that ought not to be
done...So Abraham prayed unto God: and God healed Abimelech, and his wife, and
his maidservants; and they bare children. For the LORD had fast closed up all the
wombs of the house of Abimelech, because of Sarah Abraham’s wife.

The seriousness of the sin of adultery is manifest in this episode, being so serious that God would r
allow it to actually transpire in Abraham’s household. As verse 6 informs us, to commit adultery is tc
sin against God. Abimelech was well aware that adultery was a “great” sin. Failure to repent in thi
instance would have resulted in the infliction of death. If we accept John MacArthur’s judgment tha
polygamy is adultery, then it becomes impossible to reconcile God’'s dealings with Abrahan
concerning Hagar and Ishmael with His intervention in the case of Abimelech. In the case of Haga
God promised His blessing upon Ishmael—a strange way, indeed, to deal with Abraham’s “adultery.
In the case of Abimelech, the wombs of the women in Abimelech’s household were shut up fron
conceiving, and God threatens further judgment if Abimelech knowingly commits adultery with Sara.
In this connection, let us not forget that when David committed adultery with Bathsheba, the chilc
that was born to David and Bathsheba was struck dead (Il Sam. 12:14-19).

In Job 31:1-12, Job discusses adultery in terms of “(laying) wait at my neighbor’s door.”

1 1 made a covenant with my eyes; why then should I think upon a maid?

2 For what portion from God is there? and what inheritance of the Almighty from
on high?

3 Is not destruction to the wicked? and a strange punishment to the workers of
iniquity?

4 Doth not he see my ways, and count all my steps?

5 If | have walked with vanity, or if my foot hath hasted to deceit;

6 let me be weighed in an even balance, that God may know mine integrity.

7 If my step hath turned out of the way, and mine heart walked after mine eyes, and
if any blot hath cleaved to mine hands;

8 then let me sow, and let another eat; yea, let my offspring be rooted out.

9 If mine heart have been deceived by a woman, or if I have laid wait at my
neighbor’s door;

10 then let my wife grind unto another, and let others bow down upon her.

11 For this is a heinous crime; yea, it is an iniquity to be punished by the judges.
12 For it is a fire that consumeth to destruction, and would root out all mine
increase.

Job says that “destruction” will come from the Almighty for he that lurks at his neighbor’s door (that
is, for when the husband is not at home). Job says that adultery is a heinous crime to be punished
the civil authorities.

Adultery is of more than passing interest in the book of Proverbs. All of chapter 5 is taken up with th
subject. The question is asked: “And why wilt thou, my son, be ravished with a strange woman, an
embrace the bosom of a stranger?” The man is exhorted in that passage to “drink watémioet of
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own cistern, and running water out thfine ownwell.” In other words, a man should enjoy bisn
wife (or wives) and not another man’s.

In Proverbs 6, we read:

For the commandment is a lamp; and the law is light; to keep thee from the evil
woman, from the flattery of the tongue of a strange woman. Lust not after her beauty
in thine heart; neither let her take thee with her eyelids. For by means of a whorish
woman a man is brought to a piece of bread: and the adulteress will hunt for the
precious life. Can a man take fire in his bosom, and his clothes not be burned? So he
that goeth in to his neighbor's wife: whosoever toucheth her shall not be
innocent...Whosoever committeth adultery with a woman lacketh understanding: he
that doeth it destroyeth his own soulis—23-32

Proverbs 7 is, perhaps, the ultimate Biblical statement on the subject:

1 My son keep my words, and lay up my commandment with thee. 2 Keep my
commandments, and live; and my law as the apple of thine eye. 3 Bind them upon
thy fingers, write them upon the table of thine heart, 4 Say unto wisdom, Thou art my
sister: and call understanding thy kinswoman: 5 that they may keep thee from the
strange woman, from the stranger which flattereth with her words. 6 For at the
window of my house | looked through my casement, 7 and beheld among the simple
ones, | discerned among the youths, a young man void of understanding, 8 passing
through the streets near her corner; and he went the way to her house, 9 in the
twilight, in the evening, in the black and dark night, 10 And, behold, there met him a
woman with the attire of a harlot, and subtile of heart. 11 She is loud and stubborn;
her feet abide not in her house: 12 now she is without, now in the streets, and lieth in
wait at every corner. 13 So she caught him, and kissed him, and with an impudent
face said unto him, 14 | have peace offerings with me; this day have | paid my vows.
15 Therefore came | forth to meet thee, diligently to seek thy face, and | have found
thee. 16 | have decked my bed with the coverings of tapestry, and with carved works,
with fine linen of Egypt. 17 | have perfumed my bed with myrrh, aloe, and cinnamon.
18 Come, and let us take our fill of love until the morning; let us solace ourselves
with loves. 19 For the good man of the house is not at home, he is gone a long
journey; 20 he hath taken a bag of money with him, and will come home at the day
appointed. 21 With her much fair speech she caused him to yield, with the flattering
of her lips she forced him. 22 He goeth after her straightway, as an ox goeth to the
slaughter, or as a fool to the correction of the stocks; 23 till a dart strike through his
liver; as a bird hasteth to the snare, and knoweth not that it is for his life. 24
Hearken unto me now therefore, O ye children, and attend unto the words of my
mouth. 25 Let not thine heart decline to her ways, go not astray in her paths. 26 For
she hath cast down many wounded: yea, many strong men have been slain by her. 27
Her house is the way to hell, going down to the chambers of death.
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The harlot spoken of in this passage was a married woman “moonlighting” for a little extra cash while
her presumably unsuspecting husband was away on a business trip.

In Jeremiah 5:7-9, God reproves Israel for such sins:

How shall | pardon thee for this? thy children have forsaken me, and sworn by them
that are no gods: when | fed them to the full, then they committed adultery, and
assembled themselves by troops in harlots’ houses. They were as fed horses in the
morning: every one neighed after his neighbor’s wife. Shall not | visit thee for these
things? saith the LORD: and shall not my soul be avenged on such a nation as this?

There are, of course, more passages that could be consulted, but these are representative. Those
guoted, anakveryother passage that deals with the subject of adultery, discusses adultery in terms ¢
amarried womarnwho has sexual relations with a man other than her husNamdherein the Bible

is adultery addressed in terms ofummarried woman having sexual relations with another woman’s
husband.

We have already seen in regard to Exodus 22:16-17 (seduction of a virgin), Deuteronomy 21:10-1
(marriage to a foreign captive virgin), Deuteronomy 22:28-29 (rape of a virgin), and Deuteronomy
25:5-10 (the levirate), that when raarried manhas sexual relations with a single womstme
becomes his wife Polygamy is mandatory under these circumstances. This fact is widely
acknowledged by most Old Testament commentators—usually with the qualifying assertion that thi
requirement ended with the cessation of the Old Covenant.

EveryBiblical example or mention of adultery discusses it in terms of sexual relationaneitfer

man’s wife Always—always—in Scripture it is themarried womanwith a man other than her
husband. Are we to countenance the notion that there is no significance to this fact? Those who wi
to define adultery asither spouse having a second sexual relationship with another man or woman
must argue their case upon a foundation of scriptural silence.

In the New Testament, the apostle Paul speaks about adultery in Romans 7:1-3and | Corinthians 7:¢

Know ye not, brethren, (for | speak to them that know the law) how that the law hath

dominion over a man as long as he liveth? For the woman which hath a husband is
bound by the law to her husband as long as he liveth; but if the husband be dead,
she is loosed from the law of her husband. So then if, while her husband liveth, she
be married to another man, she shall be called an adulteress: but if her husband be
dead, she is free from that law; so that she is no adulteress, though she be married to
another man—Romans 7:1-3

The wife is bound by the law as long as her husband liveth; but if her husband be
dead, she is at liberty to be married to whom she will; only in the +drd.
Corinthians 7:39
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Why doesn'’t Paul assert this law in terms of e as well as the woman? It is the normal practice

in scripture to speak of, to or about “man” or “men” when speaking of humanity in general. The Bible
speaks of “man” and “all men” numerous times in contexts which clearly include all men, women and
children—humanity in generaBut—Paul doesot speak this way in Romans 7:1-3 or | Corinthians
7:39. It is thewomanwho commits adultery ishe marries another man. In other words, when
discussing adultery, Paul does so in termpalyandryrather than polygyny. Paul did not speak in
terms of polygyny because could natPaul knew that polygamy (i.e., polygyny) does not constitute
adultery. If adultery consisted efther spouse under any circumstances entering into a second one-
flesh relationship, it would have been more appropriate for Paul to speak in terms of a man and thus
make his definition universaBut he did ndtAs the master builder of the Church’s foundation, we
can only conclude that Paul's limitation of adultery to polyandry was conscious, deliberate and
precise. Thus, in Romans 7:1-3 and | Corinthians 7:39 we have the very detifiiduitery.

Both married men and single men can commit adultery by having sexual relations with another man’s
wife; both single men and married men can enter into a lawfully binding marriage by having sexual
relations with anunmarried woman; a single woman, butt a married woman, can enter into a
lawfully binding marriage with a married man via sexual relations. While it is possible for a single
manto commit adultery, this is simplyot possiblefor a single woman. A single woman who has
sexual relations with a married mhacomes his wife

We conclude, therefore, that the thesis, “Polygamy equals adultery,” is a false doctrine. We can,
therefore, say with confidence that to despise polygamy is to despise God’s Law, and to despise God’s
Law is to despise God Whose laws are essentially a transcript of His own character.

A key factor (or, perhapshe key factor) in the failure to understand the Biblical role of polygamy is
the lack of apprehension of the Biblical teaching of the Family as a patriarchal government. The issue
of authority is pivotal.

In his massive, 1300+ page book, “Tools of Domirii@ary North writes:

Capital punishment for both of the adulterers can legitimately be imposed at the
insistence of the victim, the woman’s husband. WBg@ause the government of the
covenantal familywas broken by adultery(North’'s own emphasis.) The injured
party, meaning the head of the household, is the lawful covenantal representative of
God. He is authorized to bring charges against the adulterers as the injured party and
also as the head of the family unit. Because the Bible specifies adultery as a civil
crime, he also brings lawsuit in civil court.—pg. 301

Note well North’s observation that adultery is a violatiofiamhily authority North continues:
“If the suspected adulterous male partner is married, his wife can also file appropriate

lawsuits against her husband. Biblical law makes it clear, howthatrthe wife of
the adulterous husband has primary authotity specify the penalty(Again, the
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emphasis here is North’s.) It is his covenantal household office as head of the family
that has been attacked by the adulterers.” — “Tools of Dominpgn 302

Moreover, North goes on to note, “The Old Testament specifies the death penalty for wives wh
commit adultery. It does not specify the death penalty for a husband who commits adultery (i.e., wit
a single woman-T.S.). Is this an oversight?” (“Tools of Domiriipg. 304)

There are, of course, no “oversights” in God’s inspired Word. The omission of the death penalty is th
logical consequence of male headship in marriage. A marriedcararotcommit adultery with an
unmarried woman. This would constitute a marriage and not adultery.

In closing, it will be beneficial to make a note of clarification on a detail which sometimes causes «
little confusion. Consider the following diagram:

Single man...has sexual relations with a married woman...equals adultery.
Married man...has sexual relations with a married woman...equals adultery.
Single man...has sexual relations with a single woman...equals marriage.
Married man...has sexual relations with a single woman...equals marriage.

pPwpPE

What sometimes causes confusiompésspectiveThe above propositions present the relations from
the perspective of the man. It is a simple matter of reversing the man/woman aspect of the:
statements to change the perspective to that of the woman. There are eight possible perspectives
only four real-life arrangements between married or unmarried men and women. Biblically, adultery
only occurs in the first two sets of circumstances, that is when a married woman is involved. Exampil
#1 may be described as an unmarried man who commits adultery with a married avaotmaay be
described as a married woman who commits adultery with an unmarried man. It is precisely the san
circumstance described from two different perspectives.



Article 28:
All the Polygamists of the Bible, #12:
David, Part 3

#12. David, Part 3

In our last two articles, we considered the biblical record and relevance of king David’'s polygamy,
especially Il Samuel 12:7-8, to the issue of the lawfulness thereof. Next to the positive laws of the
Pentateuch given at the mouth of God establishing polygamy as part of the social structure of the
people of God, Il Samuel 12 is probably the most potent statement proving the lawfulness of
polygamy. There remains yet more concerning king David proving the same point.

Let us first cite those passages chronicling David’s polygamy, and, as best we can determine, the
names and number of David’s wives.

Wherefore David arose and went, he and his men, and slew of the Philistines two
hundred men; and David brought their foreskins, and they gave them in full tale to
the king, that he might be the king’s son-in-law. And he gavé/tmal to wife—I
Samuel 18:27

And when David heard that Nabal was dead, he said, Blessed be the LORD, that
hath pleaded the cause of my reproach from the hand of Nabal, and hath kept his
servant from evil: for the LORD hath returned the wickedness of Nabal upon his own
head. And David sent and communed willigail, to take her to him to wife...And
Abigail hasted, and arose, and rode upon an ass, with five damsels of hers that went
after her: and she went after the messengers of David, and became hisl wife.—
Samuel 25:39, 42

David also tookAhinoam of Jezreel; and they were also both of them his wives.—
Samuel 25:43

And unto David were sons born in Hebron: and his firstborn was Amnon, of
Ahinoam the Jezreelitess; and his second, ChileaAi§ail the wife of Nabal the
Carmelite; and the third, Absalom the sorMdacahthe daughter of Talmai king of

94
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Geshur; and the fourth, Adonijah the sonHzggith; and the fifth, Shephatiah the

son ofAbital; and the sixth, Ithream, biglah David's wife. These were born to
David in Hebron. And David took himore concubines and wivesut of Jerusalem,

after he was come from Hebron; and there were yet sons and daughters born to
David. And these be the names of those that were born to him in Jerusalem;
Shammua, and Shobab and Nathan, and Solomon, Ibhar also, and llishua, and
Nepheg, and Japhia, and Elishama, and Eliada, and EliphaleGamuel 5:13-16

Now these were the sons of David, which were born unto him in Hebron: the
firstborn Amnon, of Ahinoam the Jezreelitess; the second Daniel, of Abigail the
Carmelitess: the third Absalom the son of Maacah the daughter of Talmai king of
Geshur: the fourth, Adonijah, the son of Haggith: the fifth, Shephatiah of Abital: the
sixth, Ithream by Eglah his wife. These six were born unto him in Hebron; and there
he reigned seven years and six months: and in Jerusalem he reigned thirty and three
years. And these were born unto him in Jerusalem; Shimea, and Shobab, and
Nathan, and Solomon, four of Bathsh{i@., Bathsheba)he daughter of Amiel:

Ibhar also, and Elishama, and Eliphalet, and Nogah, and Nepheg, and Japhia, and
Elishama, and Eliada, and Eliphalet, nine. These were all sons of David, besides the
sons of the concubines, and Tamar their siste€Chronicles 3:1-9

According to these passages of Scripture, the wives of David can be counted as follows:

. Michal

. Abigail

. Ahinoam
Maacah

Haggith

Abital

Eglah

. Bathsheba

. & 10. more wives
11 & 12. concubines

©CONOUTAWNE

Whether or not the wives of Saul are included in these lists is not clear. David, therefore, had a ba
minimum of twelve wives and concubines, and very possibly many more than this. Actually, we cal
number the concubines David had at at léast for as we learn from Il Samuel, when Absalom
rebelled against David he defiled ten of his father’s concubines as a sign of defiance. (Although tf
biblical record does not say so, | believe these concubines most likely had been the concubines
Saul and are the women referred to in Il Samuel 12:7-8. As David “inherited” these women fron
Saul, so David lost them to Absalom.) The number of David’s wives, therefore, should be numbere
at at least twenty.

We have already spent sufficient time on 1l Samuel 12:7-8 and will have occasion to do so again lat
in this work when we get around to examining what Christian commentators have written abou
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polygamy. What | would like to focus on in regard to David's sons is God’s selection of Solomon,
from among all of the sons of David’'s wives, to be king. As we shall presently see, this fact does
indeed have significance concerning the lawfulness of polygamy.

Solomon was, of course, the son of Bathsheba. She was apparedlst tifeDavid’s wives, unless

we include Abishag with whom there was no consummation (I Kings 1:1-4). A careful examination of

| Kings 2:15, Il Samuel 12:24-25, | Chronicles 22:6-9, and | Chronicles 28:5 will show plainly that
the choice of Solomon as king was made and determined by the Lord Himself, and not David. Why is
this significant? Well, remember, Evangelical scholars such as John MacArthur, and many others,
believe that David's polygamy constitutedultery. Therefore, the children born to a polygamist’s
second and subsequent wives must all be classified as bastards, being the children of “adultery.” If
polygamy is adultery, as John MacArthur has contended, then only the children of the first wife can
be considered legitimate. This poses a serious problem for those who believe in the monogamy-only
standard: according to the Law of Moses, bastards cannot be granted citizenship until the tenth
generation.

A bastard shall not enter into the congregation of the LORD; even to the tenth
generation he shall not enter into the congregation of the LORDeut-23:2

The footnote in one of my Bibles explains the significance of this verse as “a prohibition against

serving as a priest.” But the fallacy of this assertion is plainly refuted in the previous and following

verses. The same prohibition against “entering into the congregation of the LORD” is also applied to
eunuchs, and also Ammonites, Moabites, and Edomites. Moreover, not all Israelites were eligible to
be priests, anyway, only those from the family of Aaron. Clearly, gitizenshipwhich is in view

here. This would mean that bastards could neither inherit, nor serve as civil officials for ten

generations. A bastard is accounted &meigneruntil the tenth generation.

If, as John MacArthur believes, Solomon was a son of adultery, then he was also a bastard and could
not lawfully “enter into the congregation of the LORD"—that is, he could not hold a civil office, he
could not be a citizen. He certainly could not be king. But since God Himself appointed Solomon as
king, then theonly possible conclusion is that Solomon wast a bastard. Therefore, David’s
polygamous marriage to Bathsheba (after Uriah’s death) was not adultery. Or is God contrary to
Himself?

But let us look into this question in a little more depth.

In their “Commentary on the Old Testaméreil and Delitzsch correctly subtitle this portion of
their commentary, “The Right of CitizensHipthe Congregation of the Lord.”

Matthew Henry, as usual, is also worth noting:

“Interpreters are not agreed what is here meant by entering into the congregation of
the LORD, which is here forbidden to eunuchs and bastards, Ammonites and
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Moabites for ever, but to Edomites and Egyptians only to the third generation. 1.
Some think they are thereby excluded from communicating with the people of God in
their religious services. 2. Others think they are hereby excluded from bearing office
in the congregation. 3. Others think they are excluded only from marrying with
Israelites (in which case the exclusion of eunuchs is nonsense—T.S.). With the
daughters of these nations (though not of the nations of Canaan) it should seem, the
men of Israel might not marrijor could the men be naturalizeotherwise than as

here provided.” — “Matthew Henry’s Commentargg. 193-194

Rousas J. Rushdoony is not sidetracked by the misconceptions of the commentators:

“With respect to the ban on eunuchs and bastards, i.e., their being barred from the
congregation, it is to the tenth generation. According to one editorial footnote in the
Talmud, entering into the congregation of the Lord, meant “eligible to intermarry
with Israelites,” and, according to another editorial note, the expression “to his tenth
generation” meant “the stigma is perpetual.” The ban on intermarriage was probably
a real factor; certainly the penalty would work to make intermarriage difficult. But
this does not get to the root of the matter. The ban was not on faith; i.e., it is not
stated that the bastards and eunuchs, nor in Deuteronomy 23:3, that the Ammonites
and Moabites cannot be believers. There is, in fact, a particularly strong promise to
believing eunuchs in Isaiah 56:4,5, and their place as proselytes was real even in the
era of hardened Pharisaism (Acts 8:27, 28)...There is no reason to doubt that eunuchs,
bastards, Ammonites, and Moabites regularly became believers and were faithful
worshipers of God.Congregation has reference tahe whole nation in its
governmental functioas God’s covenant people. G. Ernest Wright defined it as “the
whole organized commonwealth as it assembled officially for various purposes,
particularly worship.” Thenenof the legitimate bloodline constituted the heads of
houses and tribes. Thaen were the congregation of Israel, not the women and
children nor excluded persons. All the integrity and honesty required by the law was
due to every “stranger” (Lev. 19:33, 44), and it was certainly not denied to a man’s
illegitimate child, nor to a eunuch, an Ammonite, or a Moafitee purpose of the
commandmeris herethe protection of authorityAuthority among God’s people here

is holy; it does require a separateness. It does not belong to every man simply on the
ground of his humanity.” — “The Institutes of Biblical Ldwpg. 85

Rushdoony is precisely on the mark. The issue in Deuteronomy 23:2 is the rights of citizenshi
especially offices of authority such as judge and, without a doubt, king. This consideration places
very heavy burden of proof upon those who would claim that polygamy is adultery or otherwise
unlawful. God’s act of selecting Solomon as David’s successor as king places Divine approval upc
his union with Bathsheba (after Uriah’s death) and David’s other wives, and constitutes a rather dire
Divine validation of polygamy.

It should also not go without notice thihere was Divine enforcement of the lewmthe cases of Judah
(there were ten generations from Judah to David) and Jephthah. James Jordan comments:
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“Judah was the royal tribe in Israel; yet most of Judah were bastards (Gen. 38). Thus,
they had to wait ten generations before they could take up full citizenship in Israel,
and thus it was ten generations before any Judahite could become king. The
genealogy in Ruth 4:18-22 shows th2avid was ten generationsway from his
bastard ancestorThis fact shows one of the reasons why Israel was not to have a
king during the period of the judges. Only someone from Judah could be king, and
virtually all of Judah was temporarily excluded.” — (“Judges: God’s War Against
Humanisni’ pg. 194)

Note that Jordan is clearly premising his commentary upon the view that Deuteronomy 23:2 refers to
citizenship.

If anyone should doubt that God Himself providentially enforced this law in the case of Judah’s line,
we have more evidence in the case of Jephthah. Consider Judges 11:1-11:

Now Jephthah the Gileadite was a mighty man of valor lendvas the son of a
harlot: And Gilead begat Jephthah. And Gilead's wife bare him sons; and his wife's
sons grew up, and they thrust out Jephthah, and said untothdm, shalt not
inherit in our father’s house for thou art the son ofa strange woman.And it

came to pass in process of time, that the children of Ammon made war against
Israel. And it was so, that when the children of Ammon made war against Israel, the
elders of Gilead went to fetch Jephthah out of the land of Tob: And they said unto
Jephthah, Come, be our captain that we may fight with the children of
Ammon...And Jephthah said unto the elders of Gilead, If ye bring me home again to
fight against the children of Ammon, and the LORD deliver them befor8hak |

be your hea@ and the elders of Gilead said unto JephthEte LORD be witness
between usf we do no according to thy worddhen Jephthah went with the elders

of Gilead, and the people made him head and captain over them: and Jephthah
uttered all his words before the LORD in Mizpeh.

The irony here is strong and striking. Here we have the elders of Gilead, who had forsaken the LORD
to serve other gods (Jud. 10:6-7), which constitutes spiritual harlotry, going to the son of a harlot for
deliverance. His brothers had cut him off from their father’s inheritance in a hypocritical deference to
the law of Deuteronomy 23:2; in blatant defiance of this law, the elders of Gilead swore an oath to the
LORD to make Jephthah their head. Like Joshua and “the princes of the congregation” (Joshua 9:15)
who made a forbidden covenant with the Gibeonites, here we have yet another instance in which
Israel’s leaders enter into a foolish oath in which they “asked not counsel at the mouth of the LORD.”
Jephthah, no doubt, thought that he had secured a firm place of leadership for himself and his house
among the Gileadites in violation of this law.

But God had other plans:
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Then (note this next clause carefully—T.Sbe spirit of the LORD came upon
Jephthah..And Jephthah vowed a vow unto the LORD, and said, If thou shalt
without fail deliver the children of Ammon into mine hands, Then it shall be, that
whosoever cometh forth of the doors of my house to meet me, when | return in peace
from the children of Ammon, shall surely be the LORD’, and | will offer it up for a
burnt offering (the Hebrew reads will offer it up a hormah, which denotes something
totally dedicated to the LORD)ANd the LORD delivered them into his hands...And
Jephthah came to Mizpeh unto his house, and, behold, his daughter came out to
meet him with timbrels and with dances: And it came to pass, when he saw her, that
he rent his clothes, and said, Alas, my daughiému hast brought me very low

and art one of them that trouble me; for | have opened my mouth unto the LORD,
and | cannot go back— Judges 11:29-35

Jephthah was a man who knew the Law of Moses very well as is apparent by his recitation of Israe
history to the Ammonites from the Law. Despite his primogeniture, he was also apparently personall
a godly man, as is evidenced by his high regard for the oath he had uttered.

There are many who incorrectly suppose that Jephthah cut his daughter’s throat over an altar a
sacrificed her lifen violation of the LawIn point of fact, Jephthah never intended to take a human
life in this way. His vow was to take someone from his household, presumably a servant, and dedice
that person to perpetual service at the Tabernacle—thus, “hormah,” total dedication to the service
the LORD. As the remainder of the chapter reveals, Jephthah’s daughter became a consecrated vil
in the service of the LORD. She bore no children. We are told that she and her friends went up al
down the hills of Israel bewailing and lamenting kigginity—not her impending execution at the
hands of her father. Jephthah’s plan to advance his own house in Israel was dashed in pieces.
daughter was his only child and he, an old man by this time, lived only six more years (Jud. 12:7
Presumably, he had plans for his grandsons. The Gileadites kept their oath to Jephthah for we are t
that hejudgedisrael for six years.

This entire episode clearly hearkens back to Deuteronomy 23:2 and reveals God’s superintendence
the enforcement of His Law in the affairs of men.

Returning now to Solomon, a son of polygamy, and God’'s chosen to lead His people Israel,

emphasize what | said above: the scriptures place a very heavy burden of proof upon those wi
would claim that David’'s polygamy is not given God’s stamp of approval by His choice of Solomon
as king.
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#13. Solomon

With Solomon, we come to the Bible’s most well-known polygamist. In this article, we will look at
two aspects relevant to Solomon, first, tiypology of polygamy and, second, the meaning of
Deuteronomy 17:17, which is often incorrectly interpreted as a ban against polygamy for the Israelite
kings.

Many who have virtually no knowledge of the Bible do know that Solomon had 1000 wives and
concubines. With such a notable example of polygamy in the Old Testament, one would think that
there would have been many more Biblical scholars and commentators who would have pondered the
guestion of whether or not polygamy might be lawful.

I must confess, however, to having had a blind spot on this issue myself for the first seven + years that
I had been saved. Truth is, | don’t recall having ever looked into the issue of polygamy prior to
coming to see that it must be lawful. Interestingly enough, | was saved only for a short couple of
months when | began to discern, without having ever been informed of the existence bfpgas;h,
shadows and allegorie the Bible. Very early on in my walk with the Lord, the typology in the
Bible was one of the things that made me realize experientially the inspired nature of the biblical text.
This characteristic of the Bible is absolutely unique in religious literature. Neither Islam, nor
Hinduism, nor Buddhism, nor any other religion has anything like it.

One of the types or allegories that | discerned concerned the polygamy of Solomon: Solomon and his
1000 wives are a type of Christ and the Chuwhy | at that time did not extrapolate this insight any
further I do not know. | guess the Lord has His own timing with things.

Exploring this particular type a little further, we see that Messiah and his bride are represented
polygamously. 1000 is a number which, allegorically, represents a vast number, perhaps many
multiple times 1000 itself. It is a numberwdstnes®r fullnessor completenesdVe are reminded of

Messiah’s words, “Of all that the Father has given me | should lose nothing.” Thus, in this type, we
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discern also the truth of the security of Messiah’s elect, of whom he shall lose nothing but shall rais
them up at the last day.

Because of the spiritual unity of Messiah’s bride, it is proper to see the Church lzokimides, and
alsoas a multitude of bride Since marriage so thoroughly and intimately represents the truth of our
spiritual covenant with Messiah, it would be peculiar, indeed, ifalwéulnessof polygamy were not

also an aspect of this typology. It seems most irrational to pogintaefulness of something which

the Bible uses as a type of Christ. But, of course, those who deny the lawfulness of polygamy wi
simply contend that there is no such intended type in Solomon and his wives. But this contentio
would seem to fly directly in the face of tleasewith which the type can be applied. From a
somewhat different angle, we should discuss Solomon’s polygamy in connection with Deuteronom
17:17, which is routinely appealed to as a biblical law against polygamy. Solomon was, indeed,
violator of this law. The prohibition, however, is not what it seems to be to the modern, Westerr
reader, who lacks knowledge of the ancient world and how the kings conducted the affairs of stat
The commandment in Deuteronomy 17:17 prohibiting the king from multiplying wives unto himself
is part of a statute beginning in verse 14:

14 When thou art come into the land which the LORD thy God giveth thee, and shalt
possess it, and shalt dwell therein, and shalt say, | will set a king over me, like all the
nations that are about me; 15 Thou shalt in any wise set him king over thee whom
the LORD thy God shall choosene from among thy brethreshalt thou set king

over theethou mayest not sed stranger over theewhich is not thy brother, 16 But

he shall not multiply horses unto himself, nor cause the people to return to Egypt, to
the end that he should multiply horses: forasmuch as the LORD hath said unto you,
Ye shall henceforth no more return that way. Eitier shall he multiply wives to
himself, that his heart turn not awayneither shall he greatly multiply to himself
silver and gold. 18 And it shall be, when he sitteth upon the throne of his kingdom,
that he shall write him a copy of this law in a book out of that which is before the
priests the Levites; 19 And it shall be with him, and he shall read therein all the days
of his life: that he may learn to fear the LORD his God, to keep all the words of this
law and these statutes, to do them. 20 That his heart be not lifted up above his
brethren, and that he turn not aside from the commandment, to the right hand or to
the left: to the end that he may prolong his days in his kingdom, he, and his children,
in the midst of Israel.

This statute sets forth the fundamental polity of Israeli government and is, unless | have overlooke
something, theonly law in the Pentateuch specifically addressing the responsibilities of and
prohibitions on the kings of Israel.

Unfortunately, most commentators are not very helpful here. The restrictions imposed upon the king
relate, not to th@ersonalaffairs of the king, as this scripture is commonly exegeted, but to the king
in his official capacity as kinglo read into these laws a persoapplication is to miss the point.
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First of all, as verse 14 shows, this law is addressed to the nation of Israel in its corporate capacity:
“When thou art come into the land.” Clearly, it is civil polity being dealt with here. There are four
prohibitions. The first is to the nation in general: they may not appoint a king who is not an Israelite, a
member of the covenant nation.

The second, third, and fourth prohibitions are directed to the king himself as the representative of the
nation:

1) he may not multiply horses
2) he may not multiply wives and
3) he may not greatly multiply silver and gold.

Fortunately, most commentatats correctly recognize that the prohibition against multiplying horses

has at least sonmailitary significance. This injunction doemt forbid the king from owning horses,

or even a vast number of them, for his personal industry—as a breeder, for example. What is in view
here is the excessive militarization of the nation. It should be observed that this law presupposes the
moral validity of a national military force. What it limits is its extent and purpose.

The third prohibition, against greatly multiplying silver and gold, likewise cond¢benStatelt does

not prohibit the king from the legitimate acquisition of wealth. iasa violation of this law for the

king to have millions or even billions of dollars in his personal bank accibusttaxation and the

royal treasury which is in view hertt.is excessive taxation which is forbidden to the king. The State

is to be of modest size and limited jurisdiction. To be more specific, the law of the tithe (whereby God
asserts His sovereignty) and | Samuel 8 reveal where the Biblical limit to taxation is to be set.
Anything exceeding 10% of the citizens’ increase constitutes tyranny and sin. Taxation of more than
10% constitutetheftagainst the citizenry.

The commandment against multiplying wives is sandwiched in between these two prohibitions. This
injunction, like the other two, refers to th#ficial functions of the kingt does not outlaw polygamy,

as suchWhat is being spoken of heretisaty marriagesentering into covenants or alliances with
heathen nationgsia marriagesto foreign officials’ daughterssisters nieces etc. It is of the same
nature as the previous prohibition forbidding the people to appoint a stranger (foreigner) as king;
marrying such a woman would involve having a queen (or queens) who were foreign, idol
worshippers, precisely what this law speaks against.

This law doesot forbid the king from marrying more than otsaelite woman. Proof of this is in

the rationale explicitly given for the prohibition: “that his heart turn not away.” It is not Israelite
women (unless they were apostate) who would turn away the king's heart from following the LORD,
but foreign idol worshipers. Moreover, if the object of concern here were polygamy, it would be a
straight prohibition against an evil, not a prohibition against something to prevent something else
from happening.

It is clear from scripture that Solomon was, indeed, a violator of this law.
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And Solomon made affinity with Pharaoh king of Egypt, toak Pharaoh'’s
daughterand brought her into the city of David. —I Kings 3:1

Several chapters later, all of this is related in some detail:

But king Solomon lovehany stranggforeign), women together with the daughter

of Pharaoh women of the Moabites, Ammonites, Edomites, Zidonians, and Hittites;
Of the nations concerning which the LORD said unto the children of Israel, Ye shall
not go in to them, neither shall they come in unto you: for sutedy, will turn

away your heartafter their gods: Solomon clave unto these in love. And he had
seven hundred wivegrincesses(i.e., of foreign countries), and three hundred
concubines:and his wives turned away his hearFor it came to pass, when
Solomon was old, thdtis wives turned away his heastfter other gods: andhis

heart was not perfeawith the LORD his Godas was the heart dbavid his father.

For Solomon went after Ashtoreth the goddess of the Zidonians, and after Milcom
the abomination of the Ammonites. And Solomon did evil in the sight of the LORD,
and went not fully after the LORD, as did David his father. Then did Solomon build
a high place for Chemosh, the abomination of Moab, in the hill that is before
Jerusalem, and for Molech, the abomination of the children of AmAmzhlikewise

did hefor all his strange wiveswhich burnt incense and sacrificed unto their gods.
— Kings 11:1-8

The statement repeatedly made, to the effect that Solomon’s wives “turned away his heart,” is clear
an allusion to Deuteronomy 17:17, where we find precisely this language, and the prohibition ther
against multiplying wives. This is sufficient to establish that that passage refers to treaty-marriage
and not to polygamy. And to make the point absolutely conclusive, verse 4 informs us that Davic
who was also a polygamist (but only married Israelite women)nalidhave