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“For by a secret law of nature, thipgs that stand chief love to be
singular; but things that are subject are set under, not only one under one,
but, if the system of nature or society allow, even several under one, not
without becoming beauty. For neither hath one slave so several masters, in
the way that several slaves have one master. Thus we read not that any of
the holy women served two or more living husbands; but we read that
many females served one husband, when the social state of the nation
allowed it, and the purpose of the time persuaded it: for 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.”

—St. Augustine

“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

“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 God. If in any of its
parts or specifications it is no longer obligatory, that is to be proved...If
God gives a law to men, those wh
to prove it. The presumption is that it confinues in force until the contrary
is proved. It must be hard to prove laws founded on the permanent
temporary.”
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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: I am the LORD; and there is none else. Isaiah 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 in
common sense, and ensconced in centuries of tradition and custom. But we are mistaken when we
think so. God made us, owns us, paid the price for our sins, and insists on taming the shrew within us
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 and
well built. The author answers all challengers, builds on true exegesis and exposes his opponent's
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 say
about marriage? Furthermore, this book is only one of a series that will go on to make the cases for
arranged marriages (the father is responsible with the consent of all), the Biblical dowry (three years
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 their
pagan Greek education and culture into the church. Thus the church had not been around for more
than a few hundred years before Biblical teaching and law on the subject of marriage had been
completely undermined. We are only now starting to recover from these errors and reform our
thinking on marriage.

" R. J. Rushdoony, The Institutes of Biblical Law [Vol. I] (Phillipsburg, N.J.: The Presbyterian and
Reformed Publishing Co., 1984 [ 1973], p. 450.
X



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. I 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 I
believe in this work. Although the timing is God's, the things revealed are ours.

What I 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 Christian
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 what
many modern writers are fond of referring to as a paradigm shift. The goal is to lay the foundation for
the establishment of a truly biblical social order, especially within the community of Bible-believing,
Christ-honoring families. The subject matter is patriarchy and the biblical exposition contained herein
is devoted to establishing the proposition that it is patriarchy which is and was mandated by God ever
since the original creation of man and woman.

This work is vulnerable to being misperceived as a work primarily about polygamy since the bulk of
the exposition centers around that subject. But read carefully. Note the flow of the argumentation. The
biblical exposition on polygamy here serves a supporting role to the fundamental proposition of God-
ordained and mandated patriarchy. In terms of this thesis, it is a secondary and subsidiary point—
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 and
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 compromised
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 Law. ™ It was that work
which persuaded me for the first time of the lawfulness of polygamy under God’s moral law as an
aspect of Divinely mandated patriarchy. There is an irony in this inasmuch as Rushdoony was
formally making a case against polygamy and for the usual “monogamy only” doctrine. I say
“formally” because I harbor the suspicion that Rushdoony actually believed in the lawfulness of
polygamy (more technically, polygyny, multiple wives) but could not come right out and say so
explicitly 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 as
a heretic or excommunicated from one’s church. The antipathy towards the biblical doctrine of
polygamy bequeathed to us historically by pagan Roman mores and custom, on the other hand, is
deep, visceral, profound. It was not possible in 1973 (the publication date for “The Institutes of
Biblical Law” ) for Rushdoony or anyone else to get a fair hearing for a biblically-based pro-
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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. I 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 be a systematic, 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 average reader. I think
I have accomplished that goal. For the last five years now the case I am making here has been put
forward for the scrutiny and comment of several Bible believing patriarchalist groups. I 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. I hope the reader will not think of me as
indulging in too much braggadocio when I say that this work constitutes at this time the standard
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 I am throwing down to the naysayers, and the
clarion call and standard I am raising to those who say “Amen.”

This movement is like a mustard seed planted to which the Lord will give the increase. I 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 I 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 Eve.—I Timothy 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 Adam’s temporal precedence to
Eve, and her being made “for him” (Gen. 2:18; 1 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 clear
that the fact that “all things” were created for God means that there is an authority relationship
instituted thereby between God and all things. As I 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 Christ’s imputed righteousness
made possible by his substitutionary sacrifice 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 are accounted to be wholly righteous. Christ’s substitutionary, capital
punishment on the cross, and our regeneration by grace through faith, is the heart of the Gospel. One
of the most important passages on the doctrine of redemption in the Bible is Romans 5:12-21;

12 Wherefore, as by one man sin entered the world, and 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 transgression, who is the figure of him that was to come. 15 But not as the
offense, so also is the free gift. For if through the offense of one many be dead,
much more the grace of God, and the gift by grace, which is by one man, Jesus
Christ, hath abounded unto many. 16 And not as it was by one that sinned so is the
gift; for the judgment was by one to condemnation, but the free gift is of many
offenses unto justification. 17 For if, by one man’s offense death reigned by one;
much more they which receive abundance of grace and of the gift of righteousness
shall reign in life by one, Jesus Christ) 18 Therefore as by the offense of one
Judgment came upon all men to condemnation; even so by the righteousness of one
the free gift came upon all men unto justification of life. 19 For as by one man’s
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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 two opposite things: the imputation of sin, on the one hand, and the imputation of
righteousness, on the other. Though there is this contrast of the things imputed, there is a parallel in
the fact of imputation. The one sin of the one man, Adam, is accounted as the sin of all others who
come from him (i.e., original sin). The righteousness of the one man, Jesus Christ, is accounted as the
righteousness of all who believe in him. It is the representative character of the imputation that Paul
is emphasizing here. Verse 16 makes it clear that the manner of the imputation of sin is parallel to the
manner of the imputation of righteousness: both are based upon the action of one other man. Equally
important is that the emphasis is placed upon the one sin of 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 by her absence in these remarks. Eve, by Divine purpose and
action, was also one of Adam’s descendants, being formed after Adam and from 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 upon all.” 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 s sin, and 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 fall upon Adam only. (Rom. 5:12-14, 18-19; I Cor. 15:22) —
Gilbert Bilezikian,” “Beyond Sex Roles,” pg. 297.

Paul does indeed “place the responsibility for the fall upon 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 an equality 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 been
attributed to both Adam and 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 against the first sin, nor to their mutual
sins, but to the one sin of the one man.

If Adam was not the lawful authority over Eve before the 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 imputation
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 denied then what was the point of Christ’s death on the cross?!! It would have
been to no avail! There would have been no imputed sin to atone for! If the 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 without
repudiating the doctrine of redemption, as well. This reveals the fundamental foundation of heresy
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 like
the twin strands of the double helix.

Feminist doctrine is, therefore, a veritable witches’ brew of satanic poison aimed right at the heart of
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 not
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 even a sinful departure 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-fall establishment 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 Maze,” 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 is pervasive in the creation account. As mentioned above, there are at least six aspects
of the creation account which teach patriarchy:
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Genesis 2:18, which tells us that the woman was made “for (the man).”

Genesis 2:21-23, which tells us that the woman was made from the man.

The temporal sequence of 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.

ANl e

Each of these aspects of Genesis teaches God-ordained patriarchy. As we will see, the first three are
explicitly and unambiguously proclaimed and exegeted in Scripture itself. The other three are, in my
view, equally clear in their significance though not made the object of exegesis by other Scripture. In
this article, we will consider Genesis 2:18. The explicit declaration of God’s purpose in Genesis 2:18
that the woman was made for the man intrinsically involves the creation of a hierarchy—with the
man as the head and the woman as the subordinate. In effecting this purpose, God differentiated the
woman from the man in a manner that 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 woman for the man—
an inherently hierarchical 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 woman.
That this ordinance did not cease with Adam and Eve is obvious in that sexual differentiation
continues to manifest itself in us, their descendants. There is no reasonable way to restrict the
hierarchy here to just the first husband and wife. Since sexual differentiation itself served the purpose
of effecting the first patriarchal hierarchy, the same is therefore true with a// husbands and wives. We
may conclude, therefore, that Genesis 2:18 is sufficient in and of itself to establish the doctrine of
God-ordained patriarchy.

But Genesis 2:18 does not exist by itself. In the New Testament, the apostle Paul refers to Genesis
2:18 in I 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 upon
this passage, is “the head of every man is Christ, and the head of the woman is the man.” This is an
explicit declaration of hierarchy between man and woman—a patriarchal, not a matriarchal
hierarchy. Feminists have gone to utterly ludicrous and ridiculous extremes to repudiate the plain
teaching of God’s word here. Suffice to say, anyone with a modicum of common sense can
understand the plain meaning of Paul’s words. Tucker’s statement cited above is representative of
how feminists put on the blinders when the Bible presents truths they do not want to see. Genesis
2:18 is a reference to male headship prior to the fall, explicitly exegeted by Paul, and only a rebellious
heart and uncircumcised ears prevent Tucker and other feminists from hearing what God says here.
The “organizational structure”—Iet’s call it “patriarchy”—is mentioned in the fact that the explicit
language of Genesis 2:18 is that the woman was made “for (Adam).”

Feminists try to evade the plain significance of this fact, but the apostle Paul in his divinely inspired
commentary on this passage, in 1 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 the
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 I Corinthians 11:3, 8-9, these truths are grounded in Gods creation purpose. If the
implicit significance of Genesis 2:18 is not immediately clear to feminists, Paul’s explicit commentary
on it ought to 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 being suifed to be an
appropriate helper for 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 man. —Genesis 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 man. For the man is not of the
woman; but the woman of the man. —1 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. I would
presume that the vast majority of those who call themselves Bible-believing Christians would
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 power: for thou hast
created all things, and 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 all
things else.

One aspect of God’s role as creator and source of all things that is unique among all of God’s
creations is recorded in Genesis 2:7: “And the LORD God formed man of the dust of the ground and
breathed into his 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 into”
Adam a created substance? Did it come into existence ex nihilo? There are many who believe so, but
the evidence is decidedly against this view. Note first of all the contrast between the creation of plants
and animals and of man.

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

And God said, let the earth bring forth the 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 waters. Likewise, man’s body is of the
carth. 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 is distinguished by this from the animals. Man’s soul (or spirit, the terms are
synonymous) comes immediately from God through derivation. 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 of as already existing. It is the very life essence of
God Himself which He communicated and propagated to 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 essence simply cannot be destroyed. Truly, eternity is in the heart of man.

Adam, then, was derived immediately from God in his spirit, but from the earth in his body. Rousas J.
Rushdoony, in his massive and landmark volume, “The Institutes of Biblical Law,” notes 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
quite actual and substantive in nature. God gave of His seed to the human body of Adam, His life
essence. God, in effect, reproduced. God propagated a 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 Jacob,
which was the son of Isaac, which was the son of Abraham...which was the son of Adam, which 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 Seth. —Genesis 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 father/son authority relation
between himself and his father, God, instituted thereby. The point I wish to stress here is that there is
a direct connection between Adam’s mode of creation and his subordinate status to his father, God.
Everything about Adam’s creation stressed God’s authority over him, including the derivation of his
soul from Him. Now Genesis 2:21-23 informs us that Eve’s creation was not ex nihilo, 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 of
this. Yet it is also clear that this mode of creation, being an analog of Adam’s own creation from God,
stresses Eve’s subordination to Adam, her own immediate source of existence, as Adam’s mode of
creation stresses his subordination to God.

God’s creative actions here are not just utilitarian in nature but meaningful. They do not just illustrate
His power but His purpose and will, as well. The apostle Paul’s citation and explication of this
passage in I Corinthians 11 is clearly to the effect that the mode of Eve’s creation institutes an
authority relationship between the man and the woman, with the man as the head and the woman as
the subordinate.

Now again, as I said concerning Genesis 2:18, if the implicit significance of Genesis 2:21-23 is not
immediately clear to feminists, Paul’s explicit explanation of its meaning ought to settle the question
once and for all. Feminists, however, in slavery to their sin, cannot bear to acknowledge that the
woman is of the man who is, therefore, the head of the woman.

And, again, it is to be noted that all of this occurred before 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 earth—Gen 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 I
had with thee before the world was.—John 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 the source of all things else. Not quite so widely recognized is that
the scriptures also appeal to His prior existence to man as a basis of His authority. As God said to Job
in Job 38:4, “Where were you when I 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 firstborn of every 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 I 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-incarnate
existence in heaven. Another appeal to God’s authority, based upon His prior existence, is Jeremiah
51:19; “The portion of Jacob is not like them (idols): for he is the former (prior, 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 created
for Adam (Gen. 2:18) and from 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 have
authority over man because, after all, the animals were created first. The force of this assertion is
nullified by at least two factors: first, the actual substance of the human soul is derived from God, had
no beginning, is eternal in nature, and existed prior to the creation of the animals. Man, therefore, has
temporal precedence over the animals and not vice-versa; second, even granting the factual accuracy
and logical force of this feminist argument (which we do not), this consideration is overshadowed and
outweighed by the more fundamental fact of man’s creation in the image of God. Man is a different
kind of being than the animals, a superior kind. 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 this
basis, neither Adam nor Eve had any priority of authority. But Adam’s temporal precedence as a
discreet being is a fact; and Scripture bases its apologetic for God’s authority partly on His temporal
precedence. Indeed we see this as a basic principle in Scripture: rise up before the grey head—respect
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 that
God is stressing Adam’s authority over Eve by creating her subsequent to Adam rather than
simultaneously. We learn also from Genesis 2:16-17 that God also communicated His commandment
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 the
woman.

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

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

In the apostle Paul’s Divinely inspired comments here, we see explicitly that temporal precedence of
Adam, indeed, has significance—in this instance in the church (Paul is instructing Timothy as an
ordained elder in the church). Thus, there is significance in Adam’s temporal precedence in the
relation of men and women in general beyond 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 pertaining
to the church assuredly means that it has significance in the marital relation, as well—indeed even
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, Paul’s explicit and Divinely inspired
exegesis of the fact ought to settle the question once and for all. But—alas!-—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 dominion
over them. Adam, in following his Divinely appointed function to exercise dominion over the
animals, proceeds to name them, 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 generic
designation as “woman” and her personal name of “Eve.” What is significant in Genesis 2 is that the
creation of the woman and the animals, and the naming of the animals and the woman, is treated as a
single subject. Consider 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 the woman.

vs. 22b: God brings the woman to Adam.

vs. 23: Adam names her “woman.”

It is quite clear, not only from the content of this passage, but from the sequence — i.e., the
alternating back and forth from the woman to the animals, that the focus is upon Adam’s naming
authority, his function of dominion in this regard. This whole alternating sequence clearly constitutes
the conceptual particulars, a sub-unit, of the main topic stressing Adam’s authority—not only over the
animals, but over Eve, as well. I am aware of no other biblical commentator who has noted this
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 verse 19 seems logically
discontinuous with 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 only then revert 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 being made for the man
(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 that yet another aspect 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 even more 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 before the fall.

Now I 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 all
Westerners except those who already understand the patriarchal nature of biblical law and revelation,
and, perhaps, those with a little knowledge of how marriages were actually formed in the ancient
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 were arranged 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/groom
(Adam) and as a father to his daughter/bride (Eve). As Israelite fathers would arrange marriages for
their sons and daughters, and give a daughter to a man to marry, so God gave his daughter, Eve, to
His son, Adam; secondly, as an Israelite father would get a wife for his son, so God got a wife for His
son, Adam.

As among Israelite families there was a transfer 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, so
fundamentally presupposed, that no Israelite in Moses’ day would ever have conceived of this
incident in any other light. It is part of the “warp and woof” (as the late Francis A. Schaeffer used to
say) of the biblical text.

This same insight is expressed by Stephen B. Clark in his book, “Man and Woman in 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 son. He creates him and gives him a place in life,
especially by providing an occupation for him and getting him a wife...God places the
man (Adam or Human) over his creation, just as a Jewish father would place his only
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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 Israclite marriage is, of course, no mere “coincidence” but God’s prescription
of the way things are meant by Him to be. This aspect of Genesis is, therefore, yet another
prescriptive endorsement of patriarchy by God prior to the fall.

As a postscript to this article, I 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 I 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 is not 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 that
patriarchy was God’s original intended order. There are three facets of Genesis 1 and 2 which are
explicitly exegeted by the apostle Paul in which he infers God-ordained patriarchy: 1) that the woman
was made for the man, 2) that the woman was made firom the man, 3) that Adam was formed first and
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Geshur; and the fourth, Adonijah the son of Haggith; and the fifth, Shephatiah the
son of Abital; and the sixth, Ithream, by Eglah Davids wife. These were born to
David in Hebron. And David took him more concubines and wives out 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 Ilishua, and
Nepheg, and Japhia, and Elishama, and Eliada, and Eliphalet.—I1 Samuel 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 Bathshua (i.e., Bathsheba) the 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 sister.—I1 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

9. & 10. more wives
11 & 12. concubines

0NN DNk W —

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

We have already spent sufficient time on II Samuel 12:7-8 and will have occasion to do so again later
in this work when we get around to examining what Christian commentators have written about
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polygamy. What I 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 apparently the /ast of David’s wives, unless
we include Abishag with whom there was no consummation (I Kings 1:1-4). A careful examination of
I Kings 2:15, II Samuel 12:24-25, I Chronicles 22:6-9, and I 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 constituted adultery. 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 LORD. —Deut. 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, it is citizenship which is in view
here. This would mean that bastards could neither inherit, nor serve as civil officials for ten
generations. A bastard is accounted as a foreigner until 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 the only possible conclusion is that Solomon was not 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 Testament,” Keil and Delitzsch correctly subtitle this portion of
their commentary, “The Right of Citizenship In the 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 marry, Nor could the men be naturalized, otherwise than as
here provided.” — “Matthew Henry’s Commentary,” pg. 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 to the whole nation in its
governmental function as God’s covenant people. G. Ernest Wright defined it as “the
whole organized commonwealth as it assembled officially for various purposes,
particularly worship.” The men of the legitimate bloodline constituted the heads of
houses and tribes. The men 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 Moabite. The purpose of the
commandment is here the protection of authority. Authority 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 Law,” pg. 85

Rushdoony is precisely on the mark. The issue in Deuteronomy 23:2 is the rights of citizenship,
especially offices of authority such as judge and, without a doubt, king. This consideration places a
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 upon
his union with Bathsheba (after Uriah’s death) and David’s other wives, and constitutes a rather direct
Divine validation of polygamy.

It should also not go without notice that there was Divine enforcement of the law in the 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 that David was ten generations away from his
bastard ancestor. This 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
Humanism.” 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 and he was 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 unto him, thou shalt not
inherit in our father’s house; for thou art the son of a 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 before me, Shall I
be your head? and the elders of Gilead said unto Jephthah, The LORD be witness
between us if we do no according to thy words. Then 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.S.) the 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 I return in peace
from the children of Ammon, shall surely be the LORD'S, and I 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 daughter! Thou hast brought me very low,
and art one of them that trouble me; for I have opened my mouth unto the LORD,
and I 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 Israel’s
history to the Ammonites from the Law. Despite his primogeniture, he was also apparently personally
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 and
sacrificed her life in violation of the Law. In 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 dedicate
that person to perpetual service at the Tabernacle—thus, “hormah,” total dedication to the service of
the LORD. As the remainder of the chapter reveals, Jephthah’s daughter became a consecrated virgin
in the service of the LORD. She bore no children. We are told that she and her friends went up and
down the hills of Israel bewailing and lamenting her virginity—not her impending execution at the
hands of her father. Jephthah’s plan to advance his own house in Israel was dashed in pieces. His
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 told
that he judged Israel for six years.

This entire episode clearly hearkens back to Deuteronomy 23:2 and reveals God’s superintendence of
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, 1
emphasize what I said above: the scriptures place a very heavy burden of proof upon those who
would claim that David’s polygamy is not given God’s stamp of approval by His choice of Solomon
as king.



Article 29:
All the Polygamists of the Bible, #13:
Solomon

#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, the #ypology 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
question 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, I don’t recall having ever looked into the issue of polygamy prior to
coming to see that it must be lawful. Interestingly enough, I was saved only for a short couple of
months when I began to discern, without having ever been informed of the existence of such, fyypes,
shadows and allegories in 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 I discerned concerned the polygamy of Solomon: Solomon and his
1000 wives are a type of Christ and the Church. Why 1 at that time did not extrapolate this insight any
further I do not know. I 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 number of vastness or fullness or completeness. We are reminded of
Messiah’s words, “Of all that the Father has given me I 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 raise
them up at the last day.

Because of the spiritual unity of Messiah’s bride, it is proper to see the Church both as a bride, and
also as a multitude of brides. Since marriage so thoroughly and intimately represents the truth of our
spiritual covenant with Messiah, it would be peculiar, indeed, if the lawfulness of polygamy were not
also an aspect of this typology. It seems most irrational to posit the unlawfulness of something which
the Bible uses as a type of Christ. But, of course, those who deny the lawfulness of polygamy will
simply contend that there is no such intended type in Solomon and his wives. But this contention
would seem to fly directly in the face of the ease with which the type can be applied. From a
somewhat different angle, we should discuss Solomon’s polygamy in connection with Deuteronomy
17:17, which is routinely appealed to as a biblical law against polygamy. Solomon was, indeed, a
violator of this law. The prohibition, however, is not what it seems to be to the modern, Western
reader, who lacks knowledge of the ancient world and how the kings conducted the affairs of state.
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, I 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 choose: one from among thy brethren shalt thou set king
over thee, thou mayest not set a stranger over thee, which 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. 17 Neither shall he multiply wives to
himself, that his heart turn not away: neither 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 I have overlooked
something, the only 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 kings
relate, not to the personal affairs of the king, as this scripture is commonly exegeted, but to the king
in his official capacity as king. To read into these laws a personal application 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 commentators do correctly recognize that the prohibition against multiplying horses
has at least some military significance. This injunction does not 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 concerns the State. It does
not prohibit the king from the legitimate acquisition of wealth. It is not a violation of this law for the
king to have millions or even billions of dollars in his personal bank account. It is taxation and the
royal treasury which is in view here. It 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 I 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% constitutes theft against the citizenry.

The commandment against multiplying wives is sandwiched in between these two prohibitions. This
injunction, like the other two, refers to the official functions of the king. It does not outlaw polygamy,
as such. What is being spoken of here is treaty marriages, entering into covenants or alliances with
heathen nations via marriages to foreign officials’ daughters, sisters, 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 does not forbid the king from marrying more than one Israelite 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, and took Pharaoh’s
daughter and brought her into the city of David. —1 Kings 3:1

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

But king Solomon loved many strange (foreign), 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 surely, they will turn
away your heart after their gods: Solomon clave unto these in love. And he had
seven hundred wives, princesses (i.e., of foreign countries), and three hundred
concubines: and his wives turned away his heart. For it came to pass, when
Solomon was old, that his wives turned away his heart after other gods: and his
heart was not perfect with the LORD his God as was the heart of David 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 Ammon. And likewise
did he for all his strange wives, which burnt incense and sacrificed unto their gods.
—I Kings 11:1-8

The statement repeatedly made, to the effect that Solomon’s wives “turned away his heart,” is clearly
an allusion to Deuteronomy 17:17, where we find precisely this language, and the prohibition there
against multiplying wives. This is sufficient to establish that that passage refers to treaty-marriages
and not to polygamy. And to make the point absolutely conclusive, verse 4 informs us that David,
who was also a polygamist (but only married Israclite women), did not have his heart turned away,
though Solomon did. If Deuteronomy 17:17 prohibits the king’s heart from turning away unto
polygamy, then there is a clear contradiction in the Biblical text: God would be holding David to one
standard and Solomon to another. But the Bible is God’s word and God does not contradict Himself.
Therefore, it is logically fallacious to interpret Deuteronomy 17:17 as a ban on polygamy.
Deuteronomy 17:17 is irrelevant to the issue of biblical polygamy.



Article 30:
All the Polygamists of the Bible, #14:
Caleb

#14. Caleb

The mention of Caleb as one of the polygamists of the Bible may come as a surprise for many
readers, including knowledgeable Bible students who know Caleb as one of the prominent
personalities of the Bible who, along with Joshua, spied out the promised land and encouraged Israel
to obey the LORD’s command to take the land. Caleb is not, so far as I am aware, mentioned by any
other commentator or scholar as a Biblical example of polygamy. This is no doubt due to the fact that
his polygamy is not mentioned in the most prominent passages dealing with him, Numbers 13-14,
Joshua 15:13-19, and Judges 1:12-20. One has to look in the “obscure” genealogies of I Chronicles to
find the record of Caleb’s polygamy.

This is a good place to emphasize a point I have already made more than once in this work: the lack
of mention in the Scriptures that so-and-so had more than one wife does nof mean that so-and-so did
not have more than one wife. Scholars often assert that this Biblical character or that one is an
example of monogamy. These assertions are based upon silence, in the absence of any affirmative
statement that so-and-so indeed had only one wife. In the case of Caleb, there is no indication at all in
the most prominent texts about him that Caleb was a polygamist. Yet in the genealogies of I
Chronicles, we learn something that we might not otherwise have known.

There are two Calebs mentioned in I Chronicles 2, and there are some obstacles in identifying the
second one with the Caleb of Numbers 13. The complicated nature of the genealogies does not
encourage confidence in ascertaining the identity of every individual named. Sometimes there are
more than one person with the same name; sometimes the same person is known by more than one
name. (Gideon/Jerubbaal is a good example of this.) And then there are other oddities, for example,
the rwo sets of genealogies for Judah’s line (chapter 2 and chapter 4) which don’t seem to correspond
very well. There is, however, one particular detail that will enable us to positively identify the Caleb
of I Chronicles 2:42-49 as the same Caleb mentioned so prominently in Numbers 13.

42 Now the sons of Caleb the brother of Jerahmeel were, Mesha his firstborn, which
was the father of Ziph, and the sons of Mareshah the father of Hebron.
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43 And the sons of Hebron; Korah, and Tappuah, and Rekem begat Shema.

44 And Shema begat Raham, the father of Jorkoam: and Rekem begat Shamai.

45 And the son of Shammai was Maon; and Maon was the father of Bethor.

46 And Ephah, Caleb’s concubine, bare Haran, and Moza, and Gazez: and Haran
begat Gazes.

47 And the sons of Jahdai: Regem, and Jotham, and Geshan, and Pelet, and Ephah,
and Shaaph.

48 And Maacah Caleb’s concubine, bare Sheber, and Tirhanah.

49 She bare also Shaaph the father of Madmanah, Sheva the father of Machbenabh,
and the father of Gibeah: And the daughter of Caleb was Achsah.

The difficulty with identifying this Caleb with the spy Caleb of Numbers 13 is the lack of any
mention or indication at all in the most prominent texts about him that Caleb was a polygamist. Yet in
the genealogies of I Chronicles we learn something that we might not otherwise have known.

There are two Calebs mentioned in I Chronicles 2, and there are some obstacles in identifying the
second Jerahmeel, his brother. Verse 9 mentions a Jerahmeel who was the son of Hezron and who had
a brother whose name was “Chelubai,”—which appears to be a variant of “Caleb.” On this reading,
this would make the Caleb of verses 42-49 identical with “Caleb the son of Hezron” mentioned in
verse 18. The problem with this is the complete differences in the names of the sons listed for the two
Calebs and the obvious connection of the entire genealogy of chapter 2 as a unit. The Caleb of verse
18 is most likely the grandfather of the Caleb of verse 42. Therefore, the Jerahmeel mentioned as
Caleb’s brother in verse 42 is not the same Jerahmeel mentioned in verse 9. To make matters worse,
the genealogy in chapter 4 explicitly mentions “Caleb the son of Jephunneh,” positively identifying
him as the Caleb of Numbers, Joshua and Judges, but the names of his “sons” do rot correspond to
the list of the sons of Caleb in 2:42-49. How do we explain this? I believe that this can be accounted
for by reading the word “sons” in chapter 4 as descendants. Chapter 4 certainly appears to be more of
an overview whereas chapter 2 would seem rather clearly to be concerning itself with immediate
descendants. This explanation, if indeed it is the correct one, satisfactorily removes any difficulty or
hindrances to identifying the Caleb of I Chronicles 2:42-49 as the famous Caleb who spied out the
promised land. It remains to more particularly connect them. This is where the mention of Achsah,
Caleb’s daughter, is decisive.

In Joshua 15:13-19, we find this record:

And unto Caleb the son of Jephunneh he (Joshua) gave a part among the children of
Judah, according to the commandment of the LORD to Joshua, even the city of Arba
the father of Anak, which city is Hebron. And Caleb drove thence the three sons of
Anak, Sheshai, and Ahiman, and Talmai, the children of Anak. And he went up
thence to the inhabitants of Debir: and the name of Debir before was Kirjathsepher.
And Caleb said, He that smiteth Kirjathsepher, and taketh it, to him will I give
Achsah my daughter to wife. And Othniel the son of Kenaz, the brother of Caleb,
took it: and he gave him Achsah his daughter to wife. And it came to pass, as she
came to him, that she moved him to ask of her father a field: and she lighted off her
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ass;, and Caleb said unto her, What wouldest thou? Who answered, give me a
blessing; for thou hast given me a south land; give me also springs of water. And he
gave her the upper springs and the nether springs.

This same incident is recorded in Judges 1:12-15.

The mention of Achsah in I Chronicles 2:49 is decisive in identifying the Caleb there with the Caleb
in Numbers, Joshua and Judges. The purpose of the genealogies, remember, is to record male
succession and inheritance, which normally went to the sons. Normally daughters are not mentioned
in genealogies. But in Joshua 15 and Judges 1 we see Caleb bestowing a “blessing,” that is, an
inheritance, upon his daughter and son-in-law, Othniel. The mention of Achsah in I Chronicles 2:49 is
the recognition of the inheritance given her, and which is recorded in Joshua and Judges. In view of
this consideration, there can be no doubt that the Caleb of I Chronicles 2:42-49 is the same Caleb
who, along with Joshua, spied out the promised land and brought back an encouraging report to
Moses and the people.

With the identity of this Caleb established, let us return to our main topic.

In the genealogy of I Chronicles 2:42-49, we learn that Caleb had one wife (not mentioned by name)
and two concubines: Ephah (vs. 46) and Maacah (vs. 48). We may therefore, safely include Caleb in
our list of Biblical polygamists.

What do the Scriptures tell us about the moral character of Caleb? Are we told that he was a horrible
adulterer indulging the sinful desires of the flesh? Well, first of all there is the obvious contrast with
the ten spies who discouraged the Israelites from taking the promised land.

And the LORD said...Because all those men which have seen my glory, and my
miracles, which I did in Egypt and in the wilderness, and have tempted me now these
ten times, and have not hearkened to my voice; Surely they shall not see the land
which I sware unto their fathers, neither shall any of them that provoked me see it.
But my servant Caleb, because he had another spirit with him, and hath followed me

fully, him will I bring into the land whereinto he went, and his seed shall possess it
—Numbers 14:20-24

What is to be noted in these verses is that God contrasts the continual disobedience of the other
Israelites with the faithfulness of Caleb. God says that “my servant Caleb...hath followed me fully.”
Although the immediate issue dealt with in Numbers 13-14 was the commandment to go up and take
the promised land, it is the whole of Caleb’s life that is distinguished from the other ten spies. The ten
times that the others tempted the LORD, Caleb “had another spirit with him,” a spirit of faith and
obedience. In Deuteronomy 1:36, Moses reiterates the fact that Caleb “wholly” followed the LORD.
Forty five years later, when the promised land was being parceled out, Caleb reminded Joshua that he
had wholly followed the LORD, the inference being that he had continued to do so all of his life
(Joshua 14).
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Is such a claim consistent with a life of polygamy if, in fact, polygamy is a violation of God’s
fundamental order of things? If polygamy constitutes adultery, or is otherwise a “violation of God’s
creation ordinance,” as many claim, could it be said that Caleb had “wholly” followed the LORD?
Would it not have been said that he had partly followed the LORD? But we see in Scripture the
Divine intent to bless Caleb because of his continual consecration to the LORD, and his
wholeheareted obedience. This blessing was carried out by Joshua (and by God in His providence)
without so much as an inkling of condemnation for any perceived evil in Caleb’s life.

In his book, “Christian Ethics,” Norman Geisler states, “Monogamy is taught by punishment. Every
polygamist in the Old Testament paid bitterly for his sin,” (pg. 281). Geisler’s statement is a gross,
demonstrable falsehood, and glaringly so in the case of Caleb. God said of Caleb: “Caleb...hath
followed me fully, him will I bring into the land whereinto he went; and his seed shall possess it,”
(Num. 14:24). This promise was fulfilled, in part, by Achsah, daughter of Caleb’s concubine, and
third wife. This hardly constitutes proof that “every polygamist...paid bitterly for his sin.” This is no
punishment but blessing; nor is any other incident recorded about Caleb indicative of punishment.

We have, therefore, in the case of Caleb yet more exegetical evidence showing the lawfulness of
polygamy (polygyny) and indeed that it is, in fact, a blessing which comes from God.



Article 31:
All the Polygamists of the Bible, #15:
Caleb #2

#15. Caleb #2
In II Chronicles 2:18-22, we read:

18 And Caleb the son of Hezron begat children of Azubah his wife, and of Jerioth:
her sons are these. Jesher, and Shobab, and Ardon.

19 And when Azubah was dead, Caleb took unto him Ephrath, which bare him Hur.
20 And Hur begat Uri, and Uri begat Bezaleel.

21 And afterward Hezron went in unto the daughter of Machir the father of Gilead,
whom he married when he was threescore years old: and she bare him Segub.

22 And Segub begat Jair, who had three and twenty cities in the land of Gilead.

The Caleb mentioned in this passage, our fifteenth example of polygamy in the Bible, is most likely
the grandfather of the more famous Caleb. Very clearly, we have here in this passage the record of yet
another polygamist in Israel. There is not much more said of this man other than his place in the
lineage of Judah. Standing on its own, we cannot validly draw any inferences from his example of the
moral status of polygamy.

What 1 would like to note, however, is that with every recorded instance of polygamy in biblical
Israel, the contention of Ralph Gower and others that polygamy was not common in Israel sinks
deeper and deeper into the pit of unbelievability. The truth is polygamy was not seen as significant in
Israel in terms of distinguishing the polygamists from other monogamous men. Polygamy merely
reflected the normal patriarchal household. It would not have merited any special attention.

The significance of this observation is that many of the men we are told about in the Bible, but of
whose wives and families we are told nothing or little, may have been polygamists. For all we know,
Isaac, son of Abraham, may have had wives and/or concubines in addition to Rebekah. The same may
be said of Joshua, or of prophets like Elijah and Elisha, of whose families we are told nothing at all. It
is my own view that the incidence of polygamy in Biblical Israel probably averaged about 10%-15%
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during times of peace. In times when serious warfare decimated the population of men, this number
would, of course, have been higher.

There is a good theological reason to assume a minimum of 10% incidence of polygamy under the
Old Covenant. I draw this from the analogy of the tithe. God requires a tenth of our incomes to be
given back to Him in the form of contributions to the Temple and Levitical priesthood under the Old
Covenant, and in the form of contributions to the (true) Church in the New Covenant. The
significance of the tithe is in the nature of an acknowledgement of God's authority over our lives. In
other words, the tithe is a testimony to His sovereignty. When we fail to tithe, we testify that He is not
really God. We fail to give acknowledgement of His authority over us. Another Biblical incident
showing the significance of the tithe is in the latter part of the book of Judges. Civil war erupted
between Israel and the tribe of Benjamin. When they asked the Lord if they should go up and fight
Benjamin, the LORD answered “Yes.” When they went up against Benjamin, they were overcome by
Benjamin and lost 10% of their men in the battle. When they went back and inquired of the LORD, it
turned out that they had lacked sacrificing to the LORD with sin offerings. In other words, the guilt of
sin was still judicially attached to the nation in its corporate capacity. Since Israel had failed to
acknowledge the Lord’s sovereignty over their lives thusly, God asserted His authority and took His
tithe in the form of men. When they made sin offerings, they went back to the battle and prevailed
over Benjamin by God’s providence. How does this relate to polygamy? Well, remember, the Biblical
family is an authority structure in which the father is the covenantal representative of God. In this
scheme of things, polygyny is valid but polyandry (multiple husbands) is not, and is defined as
adultery. In other words, patriarchy (which “images” the rule of God over His flock) is expressed, in
part, by polygyny. A man with multiple wives gives us a manifestation, or image, of Christ over his
Church. In the society as a whole (where polygamy is legal and the Lord is truly God) we should
expect that God will have the acknowledgement of His authority by at least a tenth of it festifying to
His authority.

Biblical scholars generally estimate the average population of Israel in Biblical times to have ranged
from 2-3 million. If we assume that about half of this number were men, there would have been about
1,500,000 men in Israel on average at any given time. If a tenth of this number were, indeed,
polygamous, then Israel would have averaged about 150,000 polygamous men in the nation at any
given point in time. I think this is a realistic estimate and should constitute our operating premise
unless and until someone can show a better reason for a different number.

In conclusion, we can say with some measure of confidence that polygamy was common in Biblical
Israel. When we consider the number of recorded examples of polygamy, in conjunction with the
laws requiring polygamy (the levirate, etc.), its status as /awful, and also the fact that the men were
generally significantly older than their wives in Israel, 10% turns out to be, in my opinion, a very
realistic or even cautious estimate.



Article 32:
All the Polygamists of the Bible, #16:
Rehoboam

#16. Rehoboam

Rehoboam is our sixteenth example of polygamy in the Bible. II Chronicles 11:18-21 tells us,

18 And Rehoboam took him Mahalath the daughter of Jerimoth the son of David to
wife, and Abihail the daughter of Eliab the son of Jesse; 19 Which bare him
children; Jeush, and Shemariah and Zaham. 20 And after her he took Maacah the
daughter of Absalom; which bare him Abijah, and Attai, and Ziza, and Shelomith. 21
And Rehoboam loved Maacah the daughter of Absalom above all his wives and
concubines: (for he took eighteen wives and threescore concubines; and begat
twenty and eight sons, and threescore daughters.)

In the record of Rehoboam in II Chronicles, the issue raised by Walter Kaiser, of the reason for the
lack of any punishment of the kings for their polygamy, comes once again to the fore. It was pointed
out earlier in this work that the Israeli kings did not possess absolute power and that the system of
tribal allotments and rule by tribal elders had the effect of greatly decentralizing authority in Israel.
Israel was a highly participatory democracy notwithstanding the institution of kingship. Anything
highly offensive to the people of Israel on the part of the kings was likely to precipitate a revolt. If
polygamy (that is, polygyny) was truly a violation of the Law of Moses, then the act of taking many
wives from among the daughters of the people to defile would assuredly have resulted in widespread
resistance, if not open insurrection.

I Chronicles 10 relates to us the incidents surrounding Rehoboam’s decision to impose a greater
burden of taxation upon the people. Was Rehoboam immune from the wrath of the people?

And when all Israel saw that the king would not hearken to them, the people
answered the king, saying, What portion have we in David? and we have none
inheritance in the son of Jesse: every man to your tents, O Israel: and now, David,
see to thine own house. So all Israel went to their tents. But as for the children of
Israel that dwelt in the cities of Judah, Rehoboam reigned over them. Then king
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Rehoboam sent Hadoram that was over the tribute; and the children of Israel stoned
him with stones, that he died. But king Rehoboam made speed to get him up to his
chariot, to flee to Jerusalem. And Israel rebelled against the house of David unto
this day. —II Chronicles 10:16-19

This incident clearly reveals the extent to which the kings of Israel relied upon popular support. The
people of the northern tribes exercised their wrath against Rehoboam in the matter of taxation. Are we
to suppose that if the matter of polygamy were regarded with dismay, as it is today among
Evangelicals, that the Israelites would not have revolted against Rehoboam much sooner than they
did? But it was excessive taxation which incensed the people of Israel and not his seventy-eight
wives. Rehoboam’s polygamy was simply a non-issue in Israel. So, we have here in the record of
Rehoboam yet one more example of polygamy in the Bible in which not so much as one negative
word is said concerning polygamy.



Article 33:
All the Polygamists of the Bible, #17:
Joash

#17. Joash

Joash was seven years old when he began to reign, and he reigned forty years in
Jerusalem. His mother’s name was Zibiah of Beersheba. And Joash did that which
was right in the sight of the Lord all the days of Jehoiada the priest...And Jehoiada
took for him two wives. —II Chronicles 24:1-3

The story of the young king Joash is in many ways the story of Jehoiada the priest. If it had not been
for Jehoiada, and his wife Jehoshabeath, all of the royal seed of David would have been slain by the
wicked queen, Athaliah. Scripture makes it plain that Jehoiada was zealous for the Law of the Lord
and for the Davidic monarchy.

Scripture relates that Jehoiada risked his own life by his act of proclaiming Joash king and opposing
Athaliah. Joash was the only descendant of David that had escaped. After Athaliah had been deposed
and slain, “Jehoiada made a covenant between him, and between all the people, and between the king,
that they should be the LORD’s people,” (Il Chron. 23:16.) This was followed by the destruction of
the temple of Baal, and the restoration of the Law of Moses.

Commenting upon Joash’s polygamy—which was the result of Jehoiada getting two wives for Joash
at the age of sixteen—Walter Kaiser states:

“The case of Joash (2 Chron. 24:2-3) depends upon the interpretation of... for him’ or
‘for himself” and whether he married those two wives in succession or
simultaneously.” — (“Toward Old Testament Ethics,” footnote, pg. 183)

But Kaiser is kicking against the pricks here. It is very evident from the text (and the context) that
Jehoiada got two wives for Joash, not himself, and that he got these two wives for the young king at
the same time. It is also clear that the reason was to replenish the royal seed of David and assure a
successor to the Davidic monarchy.
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How shall we evaluate Jehoiada’s act of getting multiple wives for Joash? Was Jehoiada saying, in
effect, “Let us do evil that good may come?” It is pointless to plead necessity. Jehoiada certainly
knew of the Divine promise to David to preserve the royal seed. With or without multiple wives,
Jehoiada knew that God would preserve the Davidic line. And we must not fail to consider Scripture’s
portrayal of Jehoiada’s zealousness for the Law of Moses; this is very prominent in the text. We must
certainly presume that Jehoiada believed himself to be acting within the boundaries of the Law; if
Jehoiada believed that the Law of Moses defined polygamy as adultery, or was otherwise unlawful, he
certainly would have feared further Divine punishment for such a course of action. The truth is,
however, that Jehoiada anticipated Divine blessing and the prospering of his actions which, in fact,
ensued: “and he (Joash) begat sons and daughters” by his two wives. Clearly God was with Jehoiada
in his plan to replenish the royal seed.

The example of Joash, therefore, provides us with strong exegetical evidence of the lawfulness of
polygamy. We are plainly told that Joash did right in the sight of the Lord. If it had been wrong for
him to take two wives, this certainly would have been indicated in Chronicles which is specifically
focused on characterizing the actions of the kings of Israel as either good or evil.



Article 34:
All the Polygamists of the Bible, #18:
Xerxes

#18. Xerxes (or Ahasuerus)

In the case of King Xerxes (“Ahasuerus”-KJV) recorded in the book of Esther, we consider a pagan
king who was truly possessed of near-absolute power. Neither the actions nor opinions of this man
can tell us anything substantive about the moral status of polygamy. If the book of Esther contains
anything relevant in this regard, it must come from Esther, who was taken as a concubine for king
Xerxes (Esth. 2:14) without regard to her wishes (2:1-4, 8), or from Mordecai, Esther’s cousin and
stepfather (2:7).

In the case of Esther, Esther was just one of numerous young virgins brought to the royal palace to be
king Xerxes’ concubines. That woman who pleased the king the most was to replace Vashti, whom
Xerxes had divorced. It is doubtful that Esther or any of the women had any choice whatsoever in this
matter. The gathering of the concubines was “the king’s commandment and decree.” In the course of
time, as we know, Esther was loved by the king above all the other women (Esth. 2:17) and she was
made queen.

There are several factors which complicate any attempt to assess Esther’s and Mordecai’s attitude
toward being a concubine in Xerxes’ polygamous household. There is, first of all, the fact of
intermarriage with a pagan. Secondly, there is the factor of the Jews’ captivity and second-class status
in the Persian empire. The question arises: ought Esther and/or Mordecai to have protested her
marriage to this pagan and polygamous king? It is clear from Mordecai’s charge to Esther to not
reveal her people and kindred that protest was not the avenue chosen. As is clear from the rest of the
account, Mordecai’s plan was to seek the welfare of his people by using Esther’s position as leverage.

There is really nothing in the story of Esther which validates or invalidates polygamy on its own
merits. All that can be said is that God in His providence (Esth. 4:13-14) brought Esther into Xerxes’
harem, and caused the king to favor her above the other wives. The ultimate purpose for this was the
deliverance of the Jews from their enemies. This consideration outweighed the fact even of
intermarriage and, as has been demonstrated previously in this work, the polygamy involved here was
simply a non-issue.
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Article 35:
All the Polygamists of the Bible, #17:
Belshazzar

#19. Belshazzar

Belshazzar the king made a great feast to a thousand of his lords, and drank wine
before the thousand. Belshazzar, while he tasted the wine, commanded to bring the
golden and silver vessels which his father Nebuchadnezzar had taken out of the
temple which was in Jerusalem, that the king, and his princes, his wives, and his
concubines, might drink therein. —Daniel 5:1-2

In the case of Belshazzar, we consider, once again, a pagan king who possessed almost absolute
power. As with Xerxes, we cannot make any inferences about the morality of polygamy from his
example or from any opinions he may have had. There is, however, one observation to be made
concerning the existence of polygamy among ancient pagan cultures. The further back in time we
look, the closer we get to the original creation of man and woman by God; and the closer we come to
Noah, the ancestor of all people now living.

Is it not a little bit significant that polygamy was accepted nearly universally among ancient cultures,
and polyandry rejected? Do we not detect in this something of the original institution of marriage
passed down from Noah and his descendants? We see from earliest times that there was a distinction
observed between male and female in this regard. I realize that this line of reasoning is inconclusive
and indirect. However, if polygamy was originally instituted by God and polyandry rejected as
adultery, then this is precisely the state of affairs we would expect to find. We may conclude,
therefore, that the general acceptance of polygamy among ancient cultures combined with the general
rejection of polyandry is supportive, though not decisive in and of itself, of the thesis advanced in this
work.
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Article 36:
All the Polygamists of the Bible, #20-21:
Abijah and Jerahmeel

#20. Abijah

But Abijah waxed mighty, and married fourteen wives, and begat twenty and two
sons, and sixteen daughters.—II Chronicles 13:21

King Abijah is condemned in I Kings 15 for not being perfect with the LORD and walking in the sins
of Rehoboam. However, it is clear from II Chronicles 13 that Abijah was not totally unmindful of the
LORD: “But as for us, the LORD is our God, and we have not forsaken him.” —II Chronicles 13:10.

Suffice to say, in the case of Abijah, he is condemned for tolerating idolatry in Israel, but not for his
polygamy. This is something we have witnessed in twenty examples now, that is, the chronicling of
men with multiple wives in the complete absence of even so much as a single negative word said
about their polygamy, though many other things are said condemning other acts these men
committed. This fact stretches the anti-polygamy position beyond credulity. The books of Chronicles
in particular are focused upon characterizing the kings as either good or evil and specifically
condemning their sins. How is it that amongst the examples of polygamy, polygamy mysteriously got
“overlooked” in the cataloging of their sins? How many examples must be cited before the anti-
polygamy proponents “get it,” that polygamy simply is not a sin? Indeed, that in God’s scheme of
things, it is positively good?

#21. Jerahmeel

And the sons of Jerahmeel the firstborn of Hezron were, Ram the firstborn, and
Bunah, and Oren, and Ozen, and Ahijah. Jerahmeel had also another wife, whose
name was Atarah: she was the mother of Onam. —I Chronicles 2:25-26

Jerahmeel, like Caleb our 14th example of polygamy, was of the tribe of Judah. The short genealogy
of I Chronicles 2, which is hardly a comprehensive list of all of Judah’s descendants, contains the
mention of three polygamists in all. It is obvious from reading the entire chapter that the concern of
the compiler was not to include a complete list of the wives of the men listed. It is quite possible that
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others of the men mentioned in this genealogy had multiple wives. Even if we assume that these three
men were the only polygamists in this list, they would constitute a significant presence of polygamy
in Israel. That is to say, if the existence of polygamy in this list is roughly proportional to the overall
occurrence of polygamy in Israel, then there would obviously have been scores of thousands of
polygamists in Israel at any given time. Ergo, polygamy was very common in Israel, contrary to the
contention of many of the anti-polygamy commentators.



Article 37:
All the Polygamists of the Bible, #22
YAHWEH

#22. YAHWEH

With the LORD, Himself, we come to our capstone of the biblical examples of polygamy and, in one
sense, beyond argument, the single most significant example of polygamy in the Bible.

The word of the LORD came again unto me, saying, Son of man, there were two
women the daughters of one mother: And they committed whoredom in Egypt; they
committed whoredom in their youth: there were their breasts pressed, and there they
bruised the teats of their virginity. And the names of them were Aholah the elder, and
Aholibah her sister: And they were mine, and they bare sons and daughters. Thus
were their names: Samaria was Aholah, and Jerusalem was Aholibah. And Aholah
played the harlot when she was mine,; and she doted on her lovers on the Assyrians
her neighbors...with all their idols she defiled herself...And when her sister Aholibah
saw this, she was more corrupt in her inordinate love than she, and in her
whoredoms more than her sister in her whoredoms. —Ezekiel 23:1-5,7,11

They say, if a man put away his wife, and she go from him, and become another
man's shall he return unto her again? shall not that land be greatly polluted? but
thou hast played the harlot with many lovers; yet return again to me, saith the
LORD. Lift up thine eyes unto the high places, and see where thou hast not been lain
with. In the ways hast thou sat for them, as the Arabian in the wilderness; and thou
hast polluted the land with thy whoredoms and with thy wickedness. Therefore the
showers have been withholden, and there hath been no latter rain, and thou hadst a
whore's forehead, thou refusedst to be ashamed. Wilt thou not from this time cry unto
me, My Father, thou art the guide of my youth? Will he reserve his anger for ever?
Will he keep it to the end? Behold, thou hast spoken and done evil as thou couldest.
The LORD also said unto me in the days of Josiah the king, Hast thou seen that
which backsliding Israel hath done? she is gone up upon every high mountain and
under every green tree, and there hath played the harlot. And I said after she had
done all these things, Turn thou again unto me. But she returned not. And her
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treacherous sister Judah saw it. And I saw, when for all the causes whereby
backsliding Israel committed adultery and I had put her away, and given her a bill
of divorce; yet her treacherous sister Judah feared not, but went and played the
harlot also. And it came to pass through the lightness of her whoredom, that she
defiled the land, and committed adultery with stones and with stocks. And yet for all
this her treacherous sister Judah hath not turned unto me with her whole heart but
feignedly, saith the LORD. And the LORD said unto me, The backsliding Israel hath
Justified herself more than treacherous Judah. Go and proclaim these words toward
the north, and say, Return thou backsliding Israel, saith the LORD; and I will not
cause my anger to fall upon you: for I am merciful, saith the LORD, and I will not
keep anger for ever. Only acknowledge thine iniquity, that thou hast transgressed
against the LORD thy God, and hast scattered thy ways to the stranger under every
green tree, and ye have not obeyed my voice, saith the LORD. Turn, O backsliding
children saith the LORD; For I am married unto you: I will take you one of a city,
and two of a family, and I will bring you to Zion. —Jeremiah 3:1-14

In the prophecies of Ezekiel and Jeremiah, we find the metaphors of marriage, whoredom, divorce,
and polygamy used by God to describe His relationship to His people. It is therefore valid, even if it is
“only” a metaphor, to include God Himself in this list of Biblical polygamists. Do we find a
vindication of polygamy in this fact? We do, indeed!

It is true, of course, that God is not literally a polygamist. God is a spirit. But throughout both the Old
and New Covenant scriptures, marriage is the chosen analogy and metaphor of God’s relation to His
people. Here in Ezekiel and Jeremiah, the marital metaphor takes the form of polygamy.

That it is, indeed, polygamy which is used as a metaphor in these passages is manifest. Verse 2 of
Ezekiel 23 explicitly mentions “two women,” of whom the LORD says, “They were mine and they
bare sons and daughters.” It is also manifest in both examples that Judah and Israel are spoken of as
simultaneously being married to Yahweh. Judah, called “Aholibah,” is represented as witnessing the
whoredom of her sister Israel, called “Aholah,” and yet committing adultery against Yahweh, their
husband, also. That a polygamous situation is used to describe Isracl and Judah is indisputable.
Likewise in Jeremiah 3, verse 8 tells us that Judah, upon witnessing the adultery of Israel, went and
played the whore also. The figure of polygamy is used in both cases.

God’s use of polygamy to describe His relation to His people is a prima facie endorsement of
polygamy as valid. That is, since God is righteous, it is pointedly irrational to assume the
unrighteousness of that which He portrays Himself as doing. On closer examination, this endorsement
turns out to be more than superficial. The metaphors of marriage, adultery, divorce and polygamy
were intended to illustrate the lawfulness or unlawfulness of that which they represent.

When God compares idolatry to whoredom in order to condemn idolatry, it is manifest that
whoredom or adultery is presupposed as evil. When God compares His covenant with Israel to a man
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marrying a woman, it is manifest that marriage is presupposed as good. In a metaphor or parable there
must be a correspondence of that which is good and evil both in the representation and in the thing
represented. Without such correspondence, the metaphor or parable is reduced to absurdity and
meaninglessness. Therefore, when the righteous and holy God depicts Himself as a polygamist
married to two women, the logic of the metaphor requires us to presuppose the goodness of

polygamy.

Jay E. Adams explicitly recognizes this necessity concerning the question of divorce. As the
following quotation from Adams is read, mentally substitute the word “polygamy” for “divorce:”

“It is plain from this evidence (i.e., the scriptures which portray God as divorcing His
wife, Israel, for adultery—T.S.) that divorce for adultery by fornication was
considered a natural option for God to use in referring to His relationship to Israel.
Here we must be careful not to plead that God can do as He pleases and that His
actions are not an example to us. The figure of marriage (and divorce) that He uses to
explain His actions and His various relationships to Israel would explain nothing, but
only confuse the reader, if, indeed, stoning was the only way to deal with adultery. It
is inconceivable that God—without some explanation—did that which was contrary
to all that He requires of His own people in the same circumstance...The very least
we can say is that in these prophets, by His recognition, adoption and (implied)
endorsement of the practice, God placed His approval upon it.” — (“Marriage,
Divorce, and Remarriage in the Bible,” pg. 73)

To paraphrase Adams, “It is plain from this evidence that polygamy was considered a natural option
for God to use in referring to His relationship to Israel. The figure of polygamy would explain
nothing, but only confuse the reader if polygamy were unlawful. The very least we can say is that in
these prophets, by His recognition, adoption and (implied) endorsement of polygamy, God placed His
approval upon it.” The same logic that Adams applies to divorce in this metaphor must, of necessity,
apply to polygamy. Ezekiel 23 and Jeremiah 3 provide powerful, indeed conclusive proof for the
thesis that polygamy is a valid option for a man. Echoing Adams, it is “inconceivable” that it could be
otherwise. What shall we say then to those who condemn polygamy? Quite simply that in doing so
they condemn God Himself. There cannot be any stronger proof required for the validity of polygamy
than this. The “monogamy only” position is thus utterly devoid of any merit at all and is shown to be
the substitution of the word of man in place of, and in defiance of, the word of God.

I summon the Church, therefore, in the name of the Lord Jesus Christ and in the presence of the
Father, fo repent of its heresy, to acknowledge its sin in this matter, and to glorify God.



Article 38:
All the Polygamists of the Bible, #23-40

#23-40

With this article, we come to the remaining biblical examples of polygamists, which are eighteen in
number. (Actually, in the case of #35, the sons of Uzzi, thousands of polygamists are mentioned at
one time.) We cannot prove with total certainty that all of the men listed below were polygamists.
Most of the men listed in the following list are probable polygamists because of the number of
children they had or other factors.

#23. Terah

And Terah lived seventy years and begat Abram, Nahor and Haran. Now these are
the generations of Terah: Terah begat Abram, Nahor and Haran; and Haran begat
Lot. And Haran died before his father Terah in the land of his nativity, in Ur of the
Chaldees. And Abram and Nahor took them wives, the name of Abrams wife was
Sarai; and the name of Nahors wife, Milcah, the daughter of Haran, the father of
Milcah, and the father of Iscah. —Genesis 11:26-29

And Abraham said, because I thought, Surely the fear of God is not in this place;
and they will slay me for my wife's sake. And yet indeed she is my sister; She is the
daughter of my father, But not the daughter of my mother, and she became my
wife. —Genesis 20:11-12

We learn in Genesis 11 that Terah is the father of Abraham. In Genesis 20, we learn that Abraham and
Sarai are half brother and sister, with the father of them both being Terah. Terah, therefore, had two

wives. This is a case of probable polygamy; we cannot conclusively prove that Terah was married to
both wives simultaneously.

#24. Nahor

And it came to pass after these things, that it was told Abraham, saying, Behold,
Milcah, she hath also born children unto thy brother Nahor; Huz his firstborn, and
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Buz his brother, and Kemuel the father of Aram, And Chesed, and Hazo, and
Pildash, and Jidlaph, and Bethuel. And Bethuel begat Rebekah; these eight did
Milcah bear to Nahor, Abraham's brother. And his concubine, whose name was
Reumah, she bare Tebah, and Gaham, and Thahash, and Maacah. —Genesis 22:20-
24

Based upon this record of Nahor, it is pretty certain that Nahor qualifies as another Biblical
polygamist. He had two wives, Milcah, and Reumah, a concubine.

#25. Simeon

And the sons of Simeon, Jemuel, and Jamin, and Ohad, and Jachin, and Zohar, and
Shaul the son of a Canaanitish woman. —Genesis 46:10

And the sons of Simeon, Jemuel, and Jamin, and Ohad, and Shaul the son of a
Canaanitish woman. —Exodus 6:15

Simeon is another probable polygamist. The mention of Shaul as being the son of a Canaanitish
woman certainly means that Simeon had more than one wife in his life. We are not told whether the
Canaanitish woman was a concubine or a free wife.

#26. Ziba

Thou therefore, and thy sons, and thy servants, shall till the land for him (i.e., for
Mephibosheth) and thou shalt bring in the fruits, that thy master’s son may have
food to eat: but Mephibosheth thy master'’s son shall eat bread always at my table.
Now Ziba had fifteen sons and twenty servants. —II Samuel 9:10

Given the number of his sons, Ziba is another probable Biblical polygamist. It is true that some men
are prone to produce a disproportionate number of boys to girls, or girls to boys; in most cases,
however, the greater the number of births, the greater the likelihood that the numbers will even out.
There were almost certainly girls born to Ziba as well as sons. On average, Ziba probably had about
fifteen daughters. Also, Ziba was of the house of king Saul and, therefore, a man of wealth and
means. Given these two facts in conjunction, there is a very high probability that Ziba lived
polygamously.

#27. Ahab

1 And Benhadad the king of Syria gathered all his host together...

2 and he sent messengers to king Ahab...

3 Thy silver and thy gold is mine, thy wives also and thy children...

7 Then the king of Israel called all the elders of the land, and said, Mark, I pray you,
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and see how this man maketh mischief: for he sent unto me for my wives..—I Kings
20:1-7

And Ahab had seventy sons in Samaria...—II Kings 10:1

In the case of king Ahab, his polygamy is certain. We see both a specific reference to multiple wives
married to him simultaneously and the mention of seventy sons, far too many to have been borne by
one woman.

#28. Josiah

And his servants carried him in a chariot dead from Megiddo, and brought him to
Jerusalem, and buried him in his own sepulcher. And the people of the land took
Jehoahaz the son of Josiah, and anointed him king in his father's stead...And his
mothers name was Hamutal....And Pharaoh Necho made Eliakim the son of Josiah
king in the room of Josiah his father, and turned his name to Jehoiakim and took
Jehoahaz away...and (Jehoikim’s) mother was Zebudah, the dughter of Pedaiah...—
IT Kings 23:30-31, 34, 36

We see from this record that Jehoahaz and Eliakim, brothers, had different mothers. Therefore, Josiah
qualifies as another Biblical polygamist.

#29. Jehoiachin

And he (Nebuchadnezzar) carried away Jehoiachin to Babylon, and the king’s
mother, and the king’s wives... —II Kings 24:15

Here we see another case of certain polygamy.
#30. Shimei

And Shimei had sixteen sons and six daughters...—I1 Chronicles 4:27

With Shimei, a descendant of Judah, we have another case of near certain polygamy. Twenty-two
children is a lot of children for one woman to bear.

#31. Hezron

The sons also of Hezron...Jerahmeel, and Ram, and Chelubai...And afterward
Hezron went in to the daughter of Machir the father of Gilead, whom he married
when he was threescore years old; and she bare him Segub...And after that Hezron
was dead in Caleb-Ephratah, then Abiah, Hezron's wife, bare him Ashur. —I
Chronicles 2:9, 21, 24
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In Hezron we find another confirmed polygamist. We see a marriage at the age of sixty, which is
highlighted as being something notable, and then the birth of another child after his death. Since the
children’s names are given us of the respective wives, we have definite proof of multiple wives.

#32. Ashur
And Ashur the father of Tekoa had two wives, Helah and Naarah. —I Chronicles 4:5

Here we have another probable polygamist.

#33. Mered

And the sons of Ezra were, Jether, and Mered, and Epher, and Jalon, and she bare
Miriam, and Shammai, and Ishbah the father of Eshtemoa. And his wife Jehudijah
bare Jered the father of Gedor, and Heber the father of Socho, and Jekuthiel the
father of Zanoah. And these are the sons of Bithia the daughter of Pharaoh , which
Mered took. And the sons of his wife Hodiah...—I1 Chronicles 4:17-19

We see from this record two wives of Mered, Bithiah the daughter of Pharaoh, and Hodiah.

#34. Ezra

The same record of I Chronicles 4:17-19 also shows us Ezra as having two wives, one unnamed and
the other named Jehudijah.

#35. The sons of Uzzi

And the sons of Uzzi: Izrahiah, and the sons of Izrahiah, Michael, and Obadiah, and
Joel, Ishiah, five, all of them chief men. And with them, by their generations, after
the house of their fathers, were bands of soldiers for war, six and thirty thousand
men, for they had many wives and sons. And their brethren among all the families
of Issachar were valiant men of might, reckoned in all their genealogies fourscore
and seven thousand men. — 1 Chronicles 7:3-5

Here in this record we have an indefinite number of polygamists of the sons of Uzzi, certainly
thousands in number. We are specifically told that they were great in number because “they had many
wives.” This statement quite clearly means that the practice of polygamy was widespread throughout
this clan of 87,000 men of the tribe of Issachar.

#36. Manasseh

The sons of Manasseh; Ashriel, whom she bare (But his concubine the Aramitess
bare Machir the father of Gilead...) — 1 Chronicles 7:14
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Luther remained steadfast in his “No” to Philip for thirteen years), or what have you. Luther’s
theology was the driving force here. To fail to recognize this fact is to fail to comprehend the entire
episode.

Further evidence that Luther allowed for polygamy upon principle is noted by Rushdoony: Henry
VIII’s problem in England. As Rushdoony notes: “Both Luther and Melancthon were ready to see the
answer to Henry’s plight in a legal bigamy, and Pope Clement VII made a like suggestion,” (“The
Institutes of Biblical Law,” pg. 202). Luther’s suggestion concerning Henry VIII was no secret, unlike
his involvement with Philip’s bigamy. Philip of Hesse was immediately and personally involved with
Luther. Perhaps it could be speculated that he prevailed upon Luther by virtue of his influence. But
Henry VIII? In England?

It seems clear, in light of Luther’s counsel to Philip, and his suggestion concerning Henry VIII, that
Luther viewed polygamy as acceptable under some circumstances—even if not the ideal. Stating that
Christ endorsed monogamy as the standard is not quite the same thing as a categorical rejection of
polygamy under any and all circumstances—a fact Luther dramatically confirmed himself by his
capitulation to Philip’s request.

Modern Evangelicals might not like to admit it, but Luther was rigorously consistent in his handling
of Philip’s dilemma. From the traditional Evangelical perspective, where Luther “went wrong” was in
not categorically denouncing as sin the polygamy of such giants of the faith as Abraham, Jacob,
Caleb, Gideon, David, Solomon, Joash and others. Only on this basis could Luther have consistently
denied Philip’s request. Modern Evangelicals would rather believe that Luther was inconsistent, or
radically in error concerning Philip. They would rather believe that his consent to Philip’s polygamy
was “the greatest blot on the history of the Reformation” than to admit that Luther was at his pastoral
peak on December 10, 1539. In other words, the kind of subordination of one’s own wishes to the
demands of Scripture Luther exhibited is not found among one pastor in 10,000 among the heirs of
Protestantism! [t fook a Luther to consent to Philip’s request. Can you imagine an Evangelical pastor
today rendering like advice to a member of his church? Why think of the scandal it would cause! The
blot on the reputation of the church! I can hear it now: “Consistency be damned! I have a retirement
pension to think about!” How easily we are diverted from the only question that really matters: “Is it
consistent with Scripture?”

Let us now conclude with Oberman’s assessment of this incident.

“Wherever blame is placed, the fact remains that Luther came to a decision which,
contrary to his own opinion, is genuinely exemplary. There is Christian counsel
which bursts the seams of moral convention, whether unwritten or codified in law.
Luther himself insists that the Gospel teaches a higher law, the law of love—however
dangerous in practice—which is to be directed to the unique needs of the “neighbor,”
who may well encounter dilemmas which no law can foresee. Luther gave his advice
unwillingly and hesitantly, but he did not shirk his pastoral responsibility, for
example, by referring Philip to experts in civil law.
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“In this case as well, Luther had distinguished between the inflexible law and the
Gospel of grace. Though public law is a precious gift, it is subject to the blind legal
code of generalized regulations, which cannot differentiate between precedence and
exceptions, between normal cases and emergencies. But the Gospel sees the
individual and seeks his welfare in the maze of moral obligations. The law was not
thereby abrogated, and that is why Luther’s ministerial advice was to remain secret.
The Gospel risks unconditional love, and that is why such counsel could be given.
Here Luther is different from the Reformation in the cities, and from Calvin’s
Reformation: Biblical counsel is not to be confused with bourgeois morality.”
(Oberman, “Luther: Man Between God and the Devil,” pg. 287-288)

Oberman is quite correct that Luther’s decision is “genuinely exemplary” and that Luther did not
shirk his pastoral responsibility. Concerning Luther’s rationale behind his decision, Oberman is more
subversive than accurate or helpful. Oberman gives no evidence that Luther’s decision was based
upon a supposed distinction between “inflexible law and the Gospel of grace,” which resulted in
“counsel which bursts the seams of moral convention.” It was precisely the moral convention of
biblical polygamy which persuaded Luther and which he cited as precedent and not the “law of love.”
What we see in Luther’s counsel to Philip, both in 1526 and 1539, is Biblical casuistry at work, that
is, the application of Biblical principles (law) to concrete, real-life circumstances. Oberman’s remarks
constitute a complete repudiation in principle of the Bible’s authority—a result Luther would
assuredly not have approved. On Oberman’s premises, anything can be condoned with “love” and
“necessity” as the defense. This is antinomianism, pure and simple. Whether or not there was
incipient antinomianism in Luther’s theology, the fact remains that it is not apparent in his handling of
Philip’s polygamy.



Article 43:
The Commentators, #1:
Rushdoony

The Commentators

In answering the commentary of Biblical scholars about polygamy, I should point out, first of all, that
I am only really interested in the comments of orthodox, Bible-believing Christians. It is pointless to
argue a case of this nature to non-Christians (this is a “family argument”) or to those false, make-
believe “Christians” who have no regard for the Divine inspiration and authority of the Scriptures.

Secondly, I am not interested in commenting upon the innumerable, tangential, ad hoc remarks to be
found in countless commentaries; the focus here is upon those who have commented upon the
subject, at least to some degree, systematically, and with some degree of intelligence and logic behind
their remarks.

Most of the arguments advanced by the “monogamy-only” crowd have already been sufficiently
addressed in the preceding parts of this work. In that sense, most of what is to follow will be in the
nature of redundancy. However, for the sake of making a formal case to the “monogamy-only” crowd,
their specific writings should, and will, be answered here.

#1. Rousas J. Rushdoony: “The Institutes of Biblical Law”

Rushdoony comments: “First of all, very clearly the purpose of God in creation was that monogamy
be the standard for man...one woman for Adam...The normative marriage is clearly monogamous”

(pg. 362).

This argument, more than any other, is the quintessential defense of the monogamy-only doctrine.
Rushdoony, and others who advance this argument, draw an invalid inference from the creation
narrative of Genesis. In Matthew 19, Jesus’ remarks indeed show that the creation is normative for
marriage (“from the beginning it was not s0”), but normative of what exactly? How do we get from
the monogamy of Adam (the particular) to the conclusion that it is God’s will for all men (the
universal) to be monogamous? Does not this syllogism violate the fundamental logical rule that
examples establish no rule of law but that the general principle must be established first?
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Certainly the lifelong nature of the marital bond may be deduced for Christ deduces this from Genesis
himself. But the reason is clear. Adam and Eve, and a// husbands and wives afterward, become “one
flesh.” How can a marriage be severed without doing damage to that relationship? And certainly the
creation narrative of Genesis nullifies the despicable practice of bestiality for, after Adam’s naming
all of the animals, “there was not found a helper fit (appropriate) for him.”

Rushdoony’s premise is: Since God gave only one wife to Adam, polygamy is outlawed for a/l men.
This is faulty logic, pure and simple. It proceeds from the particular to the universal without
establishing any rational basis or supporting evidence for doing so, and it does so in the face of a
universal principle (patriarchy) with precisely the opposite implications.

Rushdoony’s argument also suffers from being an argument from silence. Rushdoony assumes that
because God did not specifically and explicitly permit polygamy in Genesis 1 and 2, that therefore it
is forbidden. The sufficient answer is to point out that neither did He specifically and explicitly forbid
it.

Drawing inferences in the lack of explicit statements is certainly legitimate; express, explicit
statements are not needed for every proposition; but in doing so, let us be studious to draw logical and
rational inferences with defensible premises. This is what Rushdoony has failed to provide us here.

Moreover, if the creation narrative establishes monogamy as the standard then, assuredly, we should
expect to see this implication plainly set forth in those sections of the Law of God where the
commandments are specifically spelled out, would we not? Would we not expect to see an explicit
prohibition against polygamy? Why, then, do we see precisely the opposite in God’s Law of specific
ordinances permitting polygamy (Exo. 21:10; Deut. 21:15-17; Deut. 21:10-14) as well as specific
laws mandating polygamy (Exo. 22:16-17; Deut. 22:28-29; Deut. 25:5-10) as well as the numerous
examples of men of God taking multiple wives and the abundant exegetical evidence connected with
them supporting the lawfulness of polygamy? Why would God institute that which is contradictory to
His Law in the revelation of His Law? Does not the contradiction here go to the very core of
Rushdoony’s argument? Ought we not to expect consistency from God “with whom there is no
variableness or shadow of turning?”

I pointed out earlier in this work the fallacy of those who attempt to pit “Genesis vs. the Law of
Moses.” The book of Genesis is a book of law, God’s Law. Genesis serves as a kind of prologue to the
positive laws of the Pentateuch and provides the logical validation and foundation upon which those
positive laws are based. Genesis is the apologetic and premise upon which the Laws of Moses are
based. In other words, Genesis gives us the reason why the positive laws of the Pentateuch are what
they are.

Concerning polygamy (polygyny) the reason why the Law of Moses permits polygamy is because
God made the woman for the man (Gen. 2:18) and not the man for the woman; in other words, God’s
creation purpose is to establish patriarchy. To echo St. Augustine, “as many souls are rightly made
subject to one God,” so too, in marriage many women may rightly be made subject to one man. The





