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INTRODUCTION

In today’s emotionally supercharged era of debate over marriage and its  definition,  Americans find
themselves caught in a moral firestorm. “Progressives” seeking to establish sodomite civil unions as
acceptable clash with the proponents of “traditional” marriage, sparking debate in all forms of media.
Political candidates take advantage of the issue to bolster their voter bases, as demonstrated by the 2015
Republican candidate turnout to make a grand display of support for Kim Davis, the county clerk in
Kentucky who was jailed for refusing to issue marriage licenses to sodomites. Books and articles have
been written. Sermons have been preached and lectures delivered. The battle rages and only shows
signs of escalation.

Yet for all the conservative outcry, the “progressives” seem to be making meteoric headway while the
“traditional” marriage advocates spin their wheels at best. The onslaught of immorality appears to have
breached the walls and has begun to pour through like a flood. The tidal wave of hostility against
Christians is building daily. Nothing conservatives do seems to stop its inroads. The battle is quickly
turning, and not in our favor.

What’s wrong? Aren’t the conservatives on God’s side in this issue? Hasn’t the Bible plainly stated, “If
God is for us, who can be against us” (Romans 8:31)? Then why do conservatives face defeat after
defeat? Why are the sodomites daily gaining ground?

Few people  appear  to  be  asking  this  question,  let  alone  searching  for  the  answer.  In  any war,  a
commander who sees that the enemy is driving his forces back must reevaluate his strategy, since it
obviously isn’t working. The fact that he is being beaten is all the evidence he needs to see that a flaw
lies in his tactics. The “progressives” have a battle plan that is plainly working for them. They know it,
and are vigorously pursuing it with glee. Meanwhile, the conservatives, though knowing the tides of the
fight have turned against them, don't seem to realize that there's something wrong with their approach.
Something critical is missing. They’re paying a heavy price as a result. Yet few are humble enough to
consider that they might have something wrong. The problem is not so much that the “progressives” are
winning, as it is that the conservatives are failing.

Whenever Yahweh God sent the ancient Israelites to war, He promised overwhelming victory, but on
the condition that they obey Him and His Law (Deuteronomy 11:22-25). As long as they adhered to
Him in everything, He would go before them, sweeping the enemy away as if they were chaff on the
wind. It was this truth that allowed the Israelites to conquer Canaan, and let Gideon and his 300 men
drive  away the  Mideonites.  The  battle  belonged  to  God  (I  Samuel  17:47)  as  long  as  His  people
remained in subjection to Him.

Using this  principle,  we can look at  the conservative fight  for  “traditional” marriage,  consider  the
results (or lack thereof), and see that God is not fighting this battle for us. It is as if He has utterly
abandoned the field, leaving us flailing helplessly amid the press of enemies. Why would He abandon
us? Why would he leave us at such a critical moment, when his enemies seem to be winning in their
rebellion against God and his anointed (Psalm 2)?

When Israel was driven back from their siege of Ai, Joshua went before God in despair. After all, He
had promised to go before Israel fighting their battles for them. Joshua understood if God was fighting
for them defeat would not be a reality. He realized they had been abandoned. God's response was to tell



Joshua that there was sin in the camp of Israel. Because of this God had not only turned against Israel,
but had allowed their enemies to have the upper hand. God had become Israel’s enemy. “If God is for
us, who can be against us” had become “if God be against us, who can be for us”. Unless they changed,
rooted out the sin, and repented, God would not fight Israel's battles. Not until Joshua and his men
purged Achan and his stolen goods from among them did events turn out in Israel's favor.

Has God turned against America? Could there be sin in America's camp, particularly the conservative
camp? Could those who claim to be fighting God's  battle actually be so deep in sin that God has
abandoned them? What could that sin be?

The fact is, Americans (including “conservative” Americans) are guilty of many various sins, but the
one I intend to address in this book pertains directly to the marriage fight which we see raging today.
Conservatives  have  as  much  fallen  prey  to  liberalism  and  political  correctness  as  have  their
counterparts  on  the  Left.  In  doing  so  they have  attempted  to  redefine  marriage  just  as  have  the
progressives.  God,  the  one  true  Author  of  marriage,  reserves  the  right  to  define  and  regulate  the
marriage institution, yet man on both sides of the political aisle have taken upon themselves the role of
god. This sin is nothing less than blasphemy. Why should God support those who would depose Him as
the Author and Definer of marriage? Would He not be perfectly right to become their enemy?

“But,” conservatives might argue,  “we aren’t  trying to redefine marriage! We're fighting to uphold
marriage as God instituted it!”

Are they, really? Have they ever honestly examined the Word of God to find out exactly what God calls
acceptable or unacceptable as marriage? If we study the Bible and critically compare the conservative
notion of “traditional” marriage with Biblical marriage, we might find that Western culture has, in many
regards, corrupted the holy institution, and it’s not all the fault of the left-wingers. That is the purpose
of this book: To examine marriage from a wholly Biblical standpoint, disregarding any traditional or
politically correct sensibilities we might have ingrained in our minds. It will attempt to undertake a
thorough examination of the institution, but won’t touch on the issue of sodomy, assuming (1) that the
reader already understands and decries its perverted nature, and (2) that the question is so undeniably
clear in Scripture that to cover it in this book would be superfluous. The main goal of the text is to help
conservatives reexamine their stance on “traditional” marriage and discover if the “traditional” is truly
Biblical.

The enemies of God won’t stop their attack against marriage. And they will only gain ground as long as
conservatives continue to battle under the standard of a “traditional” marriage that doesn’t reflect God's
definition.  Political  rhetoric  and  mindless  adherence  to  denominational  teachings  will  never  save
America. If we are to win the fight, we absolutely must appeal to the Bible’s intent and laws regarding
marriage. Otherwise, we will keep being beaten down until even the most stubborn among us is forced
to admit to and repent of rebellion against the Most High.

If it comes to that, we have yet to see the worst of God’s curses on a sinful and stiffnecked people. May
we be spared such calamities!

MARRIAGE AND AUTHORITY

To  properly  address  the  topic  of  marriage,  we  should  begin  with  its  most  foundational  concept:
Authority. This point shapes our entire view of marriage, even down to the minutest detail of what is
acceptable and what is not. In light of the authority question, all other issues are secondary, standing



upon or falling under the answer. First we must determine the nature of authority, then examine its
application within marriage and over marriage itself.

What Is Authority?

“AUTHORITY:  Legal  power,  or  a  right  to  command or  to  act;  as  the  authority  of  a  prince  over
subjects, and of parents over children. Power; rule; sway.” – Webster’s 1828 Dictionary 

Authority, as with anything else, begins with Yahweh God. As Creator of the universe, its contents, and
its laws, He is the sole owner of everything (Psalm 89:11). Thus, as Owner, he is King and Ruler. No
other being has the right to simply do as they wish, as they are His property, functioning within and
among the rest of His property. We are all answerable to the King, whether we recognize Him in that
capacity or not.

The only other authority that exists can only be handed down expressly from God, and that authority is
solely contained within the capacity of stewardship.  God has never given away His Creator/Owner
authority over any aspect of creation. It remains, and will ever remain, His and His alone. Thus, when
He placed Adam to rule over the earth and subdue it, He was making Adam His steward, granting him
secondary,  and  thus  limited,  authority  over  all  His  creation.  Authority  always  implies  ownership.
Primary ownership is the position of ultimate authority, while secondary ownership is the position of
caretaker or steward assigned by the primary owner. Authority can be handed down in limited quantities
from the secondary, but only as long as it is in keeping with the will of the primary. Outside these
parameters, no true authority exists. Authority always flows downward, never upward, ie, always from
the ruler to the ruled, rather than from the ruled to the ruler.

Authority is not to be confused with power, though one with power may often be in a position of
authority. I may have the power to take my neighbor’s property and claim it for my own, but I don’t
have the  authority to do so. Why? Because God has specifically forbidden covetousness and theft. I
may have the power to kill someone simply because I don’t like them, but I don’t have the authority to
do so. Why? Because God forbids murder.

As stewards over God’s creation, everything we “own” is in actuality given to us to care for in the
capacity of a steward ministering to his Master’s property. Another word for “steward” is “husband”.
Keep this point in mind as we continue.

A man's  life,  finances,  land, animals,  and other property,  as well  as his  wife and children,  are the
property of God, but granted to him to rule over as a steward. The ultimate authority comes from God,
and the man's stewardship authorizes him to lovingly care for and nurture that over which he has been
placed.  Abuse  or  misuse  is  an  unauthorized  expression  of  power,  since  he  is  abusing  that  which
ultimately belongs to God and has been entrusted to his care.

Authority properly understood accomplishes two things: It maintains order and relegates duties, and it
establishes roles within family and society. A man’s duty is to be a careful steward to his wife and
children, submitting to God and striving to meet His expectations. A wife’s duty is to be a helpmeet to
her husband, submitting to his rule and acting as his second in command. The child’s role is to submit
to both his parents, since they work in unity to care for him and direct him.

One of the greatest departures from Biblical marriage is the abandonment of God’s vision of authority
in regards to marriage, both within marriage and over marriage itself. Once we set this issue straight,
we are well on our way to correcting the marriage question we face today.



Authority Over Marriage

 Authority over marriage pertains to the power that institutes, defines, permits, and regulates marriage.
This, to the Christian mind, should refer to the God of the Bible, God, who established marriage with
Adam and Eve in Eden (Genesis 2:18-24). However, far too many Americans, Christian and otherwise,
relegate that same authority to human government (hereafter referred to as the State).

In a typical Western scenario, marriage usually begins with a man meeting a woman. This woman may
or may not be living at home, and may or may not be a virgin. In modern Western society, neither of
these are necessarily an issue. The man and the woman date for a while, and then the man gets on one
knee and proposes marriage to the woman. The suitor sometimes seeks the blessing of the woman's
father beforehand, but this is not always the case and is usually considered a mere formality whose
answer has little or no bearing on whether the marriage proceeds or not. The couple then visit the
nearest courthouse and obtain a marriage license from the State. A wedding date is set, and on that day
family and friends gather for a ceremony in which the father “gives the bride away” (again considered a
formality with little to no meaning). The couple exchange vows and rings and are then pronounced
husband and wife by the officiant, who may be either a religious cleric or a State official (or, as is the
case in a State-sanctioned 501(c)3 church, a hybrid of the two).

All  this  is  considered  standard  fare  in  Western  culture,  and  this  is  essentially  what  “traditional”
marriage  proponents  are  fighting  to  preserve.  We  have become so  used  to  the  gradual  shift  from
Biblical  marriage standards  to  Western marriage standards  that  most  of  us  would  miss  one of  the
biggest problems with "traditional" marriage today.

The thing we tend to miss is that marriage is not a mere union of man and woman: It is a transfer of
authority, under the authority of its author.

Did you notice the part in the above scenario in which the man and woman visit the courthouse to
obtain a marriage license? Herein we find the couple’s recognition of who is, in their minds, the author
and regulator of marriage: the State. 

Black’s Law Dictionary (2nd Edition), defines “license” thus: “In the law of contracts. A permission,
accorded  by  a  competent  authority,  conferring  the  right  to  do  some  act  which  without  such
authorization would be illegal, or would be a trespass or a tort. … Also the written evidence of such
permission.”

In other words, should the couple be married without the permission of the State, the State would not
only consider the marriage invalid, but even illegal! Try driving a car, hunting, fishing, building, or
running a restaurant without a license. What would happen? The State would quickly put an end to it
and penalize you. Why? Because you didn’t  acquire the necessary license, or permission, from the
State.

Yahweh God instituted, sanctioned, and blessed marriage in Genesis 2. Why should we go to the State
for permission to do what He has authorized? The only thing a State marriage license represents is, not
the validity of the marriage, but the author, regulator, and thus owner of that marriage. The issuer of the
license (the State) seeks to take the place of God on His throne of authority, while the applicants for the
license make obeisance to the blasphemous State. Think about that!

How many Christian “conservatives” claiming to defend marriage give a moment's  thought  to  this
terrible truth? Barely any. They are so busy fighting the sodomite claim to “the right to marry” that they
forget that, framed on their walls or safely tucked in a security box is their recognition of the State's
self-appointed power to regulate marriage, even to the point of allowing sodomites to “marry”! Because
the  marriage  argument  begins  with  the  question  of  who  is  the  author  and  regulator  of  marriage,



Christians must realize that in appealing to the State for permission to marry they in actuality are in
rebellion against God, and thus have no footing in their fight for “traditional” marriage. Their claim to
morality has little more validity than does that of the liberal “progressives”.

When God commanded Moses to lead the Israelites out of Egypt, He didn’t have Moses apply for a
license. He had Moses essentially tell Pharaoh, “Let my people go – or else.” Daniel didn't apply for a
license to pray to the one true God. He did it despite the empire’s decree against it. The apostles didn’t
apply for preaching licenses in their travels. They preached the Word whether the local powers liked it
or not. 

Seeking permission from the State to do what God has authorized is to place human rule over the
sovereignty of God. A Christian should have no part in such things. It is the embodiment of idolatry and
the essence of socialism.  Yes,  socialism. A human government  which issues marriage licenses and
decrees who can and cannot marry is socialistic in nature. How many conservatives have considered
that, do you think?

Apparently, very few.

In the recent  2015 events  surrounding Kim Davis,  county clerk of  Rowan County in  the  state  of
Kentucky, conservatives have found a hero in the “traditional” marriage cause. Davis faced prison time
and national outcry when she refused to issue state marriage licenses to sodomite couples. No doubt she
believes  herself  to  be  in  the  right,  but  if  conservatives  truly understood the  situation  surrounding
marriage licenses they’d have a different view. Davis issues marriage licenses (permission to do what
God has ordained) on behalf of the State – the very government that has decreed sodomite unions legal.
While she may be right in maintaining that sodomite marriage is wrong, she herself contributes to the
problem by issuing marriage licenses to heterosexual couples. As long as she continues this activity, she
is recognizing the alleged authority of the State over the marriage institution and its power to regulate
and define marriage as it sees fit. The stand taken by Davis and her supporters is very weak because
they are only half-armed. They flail  impotently while the liberal  juggernaut pushes forward.  Davis
would be far more right in refusing to issue marriage licenses to anyone and to enlighten people on the
encroachment on marriage that the State has undertaken through licensing the institution.

If Western nations would change marriage back from a legal status to a Divine institution, the sodomite
“marriage”  battle  would  be  won  practically  overnight,  and  the  entire  question  would  vanish  as
irrelevant. The Supreme Court decision of June 15, 2015 allowing sodomites to “marry” in all 50 states
would become meaningless. Christian regulation of marriage under God’s Law would automatically
preclude the involvement of the antichrist State and the participation of sexual deviants. As long as the
State remains a regulator and definer of marriage in the eyes of men, the fight will rage on until at last
the defenders of “traditional” marriage are dragged under the wheels of the homosexual freight train. A
power  that  is  allowed  to  proclaim  sodomite  unions  as  legitimate  has  the  power  to  declare
heterosexuality a form of deviancy. And it could very well come to that point if we don’t wrest that
perceived power away and return it to the one true God.

 

Authority Within Marriage

In the above synopsis of the typical Western marital process, you may notice the perfunctory role the
woman's father plays. Everything about his input, from deciding whether his daughter even dates, to
giving his blessing to the union, to giving his daughter away during the ceremony is considered little
more  than  an incidental  with  no  real  importance.  The tragedy in  this  lies  in  the West’s  failure  to
remember that marriage is not a mere event that joins two people, but rather a transfer of authority.



Children are admonished in the Bible to honor their parents (Exodus 20:12, Ephesians 6:1-2) and a
father is to rule over his children with loving firmness, guiding them along life’s path (Ephesians 6:4).
This honor which a daughter is told to give her father is the same honor which she is told to give her
husband (Ephesians 5:24). While sons reach a mature age and surpass their time of submission to their
fathers once they leave home, women never do. The women in a man’s household are his women, his
responsibility, and they are expected by divine decree to submit to him as their master.

This authority of a father over his daughter can’t be legitimately taken without the permission of the
father. Hence the importance of a father taking an active role in choosing a husband for his daughter
and giving his blessing to their marriage. His authority is transferred to the husband by a direct act of
assent, not on the part of the woman, but on the part of her father. This makes the giving away of the
bride the most pivotal and important aspect of any wedding, no matter how formal or informal, though
sadly most  Western cultures  have forgotten the  significance.  It  has  become just  another  pretty but
meaningless ceremony to perform before we can get on to the vows and the kiss.

Unless the father specifically grants his daughter to the suitor, a legitimate transfer of authority has not
taken place. Without that permission, the man marrying the woman has in effect stolen her from her
father. Whether the woman is agreeable to the arrangement means nothing. Her submission belongs to
her  father  until  he  gives  her  away in  marriage,  and  to  marry without  that  permission  is  outright
rebellion.  The father’s permission is  an essential  aspect  to  Biblical  marriage,  yet one all  too often
glossed over or altogether overlooked in Western culture today.

A woman’s rebelliousness against her father will almost certainly translate into rebelliousness against
her husband. If she will not honor her father, how can she be expected to honor her husband? Biblically,
a daughter’s time under her father's care is training for becoming a wife – she learns to submit and
obey, honoring his authority. When marriage comes, the only thing that changes is to whom she gives
that same honor. In many ways, the authoritative role of a husband toward his wife is very similar to
that of a father – to rule, protect, guide, and nurture.

When Eve was created, God designed her as a helper to her husband and given to him (Genesis 2:18-
24). Man had been made to tend God's creation as a steward, to rule over it and subdue it, and Woman
was given to Man to tend (or husband) and rule as well. In fact, after the Fall, God decreed to Eve that
“your desire shall be for your husband, but he shall rule over you” (Genesis 3:16).

A brief study of the Hebrew idiom “to have desire for” easily shows that it refers to a desire to rule over
and control (see God's warning to Cain in Genesis 4:7). God’s words to Eve established that deep
within a woman's heart  would be a desire to overturn the established system of authority,  to rebel
against the stewardship of her husband and place herself over him. Today, it’s accepted as almost a
matter of course that the husband kowtows to the desires of his wife, not vice versa. If she is angry with
him, she sends him to sleep on the couch while she takes the bed, and keeps him there until she deigns
to forgive him. She might withhold herself from him, using sex as blackmail to get what she wants. She
might fight, manipulate, threaten, and rage, and the husband is expected to yield. Now, this is not to say
that all women are like this, but sadly many women are, including in “conservative Christian” families.

This does not mean that a man should tyrannically control every miniscule aspect of what happens in
the home: Every little word spoken, what is made for every meal, the color of the window curtains, etc.
That  would be exhausting for him and nerve-wracking for everyone else.  A wife is  her husband’s
helpmeet,  to remove a portion of the burden from him. Husbands should encourage their wives to
blossom in freedom, nurturing them as a gardener nourishes a delicate flower. While developing her
respect, a husband should also strive to engender love and joy between himself and his wife. If only
from a practical viewpoint, order is much more easily maintained in a happy home filled with love.



From the viewpoint of Biblical stewardship, a man who treats his wife well is being a faithful steward
over what God has placed in his care (Ephesians 5:25-33, Colossians 3:19, I Peter 3:7). A husband
should constantly strive to create a healthy, loving, happy environment for his wife, listening to her
concerns and meeting her physical, emotional, and spiritual needs.

Men  should  be  the  rulers  and  stewards  of  their  homes,  and  wives  should  be  helpmeets  to  their
husbands,  assisting gladly in  his  work,  as God intended. Men should not  rule  with harshness,  nor
should women be sniveling weaklings. When we read about ideal husbands and wives in the Bible, we
read of strong yet gentle men (Elkanah, Boaz, Joseph husband of Mary, etc) and confident, industrious
women (the Proverbs 31 woman), happy in their roles and content with where God has placed them.

Authority within marriage is illustrated by Peter in I Peter 3:1 wherein he states, “Likewise, you wives,
be subject to your husbands.” Likewise? This means he is comparing their submission to something he
has just stated previously. So to understand the full meaning, we look at the previous chapter and find
that the last 8 verses address servants! In other words, a wife should be submissive to her husband in
the same manner as a servant to his master. Further, Peter also admonishes wives in I Peter 3:5-6 to be
subject to their husbands just as Sarah was to Abraham, “calling him Lord”. Now personally I’d get a
bit uncomfortable if my wife started calling me “Lord”, so I don't hold her to it, but her attitude should
reflect  the  ideal  in  Paul’s  illustration.  So  should  the  attitudes  of  all  married  women  toward  their
husbands.

Paul makes the order of authority clear when he says in I Corinthians 11:9 that man was not made for
woman, but woman for the man. Woman, whether in the capacity of wife or daughter, is in a position of
subjection because she was specifically made to be the assistant of the male who is placed over her. She
can’t be of assistance in any capacity if she isn’t recognizing the authority of the one to whom she is to
be a helpmeet. She is merely a rival, and two cannot occupy the same position of authority. Either she
must yield to the man, or the man must yield to the woman. In God’s system, the man must hold
authority, and the woman must do that for which she was created – assist.

It’s  a generally recognized fact that Christ  is  the ruler and head of the church,  and Paul  uses that
illustration to describe the relationship of husband and wife (Ephesians 5:23). Christ is the Leader,
King, Ruler, Judge, Guide, and even Disciplinarian of His body, and the body submits to that rule as
subjects. He is the Shepherd, they are the sheep. He is the Commander, they are His subordinates. He is
the Master, they are the servants. He is the Husband, they are the wife. As long as the body submits to
the Head, they are Christians in truth. When they do not submit, they are nothing more than rebels. The
church cannot fulfill her role as wife to Christ unless it is submissive to the Law of her Husband. And
Paul makes the likeness inescapably clear: As the church must submit to Christ, so a wife must submit
to her husband in all things.

Today  it’s  an  especially  hard  pill  for  most  people  to  swallow.  We’ve  been  bombarded  with
humanist/socialist  propaganda to  such an  extent  that  the  Biblical  marriage hierarchy is  considered
extreme even among some of the most avid Christians. Our society labels it as “oppressive”, waving
the flag of “women’s liberation” and “equality”. Now more than ever it takes courage on the part of
both the husband and wife to stick to their roles as God expects. Courage is required to go against the
current societal trends and face whatever backlash that will almost certainly come along. The husband
needs courage to stand up, take his role seriously, and stick with it, and the wife needs courage to trust
God and submit to her husband despite the cultural norms screaming at her to do the exact opposite.
Doing what is right in a world that calls good evil and evil good will always require bravery. The man
who rules as a loving caregiver and the wife who submits as a faithful helpmeet will be blessed in their
marriage.



If “conservatives” really want to defeat the liberal attack on marriage then they must themselves cease
from upending the divinely established order of authority over and within marriage, else they are as
guilty as the Left of destroying God’s intention for the institution. Wives, return the authority to your
husbands and submit to their rule.  Husbands, submit  to the role God has given you and rule with
firmness and kindness over your households. It’s time to be men and take back what liberal philosophy
has stolen from us. (Ephesians 5:22-33)

BRIDE PRICE AND DOWRY

Bride price and dowry have fallen out of practice in recent centuries, and thus have been a subject of
much confusion. Especially recently, they have also been decried as “misogynistic”, as if it reduces the
woman to the status of chattel. As we shall see, both the dowry and the bride price practice are far from
degrading. In fact, they are yet one more illustration of God’s wisdom in ensuring a good marriage for
both the husband and the wife, and are practices Westerners would do well to reinstitute along with the
rest of the Divine Law.

The first thing necessary to understand is that dowry and bride price are not synonymous. Reading
many Bible translations and commentators could lead us to think they are, but a distinct difference
exists between the two. Bride price, perhaps more accurately known as “bridewealth”, is paid by the
prospective husband to the woman's father, while dowry is paid by the woman's father to the bride on
event  of  the wedding.  Ghosts  of  these practices  exist  in  the West  even today,  in  which the suitor
presents the woman with an expensive ring upon engagement, while the bride’s parents are usually
expected to foot the bill for the wedding, or at least a significant portion of it.

We will first examine the bride price from Biblical examples and the laws pertaining to it.

Bride Price

While Biblical Law doesn't directly state that the bride price should be paid, it handles the topic as a
matter of course, incorporating it into laws regarding sex and marriage. One prominent example is
Exodus 22:16-17, in which a man is obligated to pay the bride price if he has sex with a young woman,
whether he marries her or not. He has damaged the integrity of a member of another man's household.
The man has no choice but to pay, making the bride price integral to the Law.

When Saul sought to have David marry his daughter Michal, David had only one objection: He was a
poor man with low social status. He loved Michal, but he saw this as the one obstacle standing between
him and her. Saul had his servants tell David, “The king desireth not any dowry [1] , but an hundred
foreskins of the Philistines, to be avenged of the king's enemies.” (I Samuel 18:25, KJV) Upon which
David immediately went out, fought the Philistines, and returned with 200 foreskins. Saul gave Michal
to David in marriage.

As a poor man, David didn’t have the funds or property with which to pay a bride price suitable for the
daughter of a king. David didn't treat the matter as optional. He had given up on the idea of marrying
Michal because he knew he couldn’t pay her bride price. It was an accepted aspect of society revolving
around the Law of God.

When Abraham sought a wife for Isaac, he paid the bride price for his son by giving lavish gifts to
Rebekah and her family (Genesis 24). Jacob worked 14 years for his wives – a bride price of service



rather than money or goods (Genesis 29, Hosea 12:12). In both cases it was not a question of whether
the bride price should be paid, but rather how. These situations both involved godly men (Abraham and
Jacob) who were familiar with God and His Law.

But what is the purpose of the bride price?

Mainly, it screens out undesirable suitors. First, if anybody, no matter how impoverished, could take a
woman to wife without proof of income and wealth, the father would have no way to guarantee that his
daughter would be cared for. In demanding a bride price, the father in effect forces the young man to
prove he can provide – and if he cannot, to make a way. Second, if the young man isn’t willing to wait
and work for his bride, then the father is safe in concluding the suitor doesn't love her enough to put out
effort on her behalf, and is thus unworthy. Third, if a man is compelled to sacrifice to acquire his wife,
the odds of him taking her for granted and mistreating her are much less than they otherwise might be.
Meeting a bride price would require, if not develop, a certain degree of integrity and dedication. Fourth,
when the father pays the dowry, the bride price could cover most, if not all of it. A man's bride price
could be returned in the dowry, which would then serve to provide the couple with funds for a solid
start  to their  life together,  or as protection for the woman against  poverty in  the event that  she is
divorced or abandoned.

Abraham proved to Bethuel that Isaac would be able to provide for Rebekah, though Isaac himself
didn't pay the bride price. In giving lavish gifts to the entire family, Abraham showed that Isaac was heir
to great wealth and thus would have no problem supporting a wife. In the case of Jacob, he had nothing
to offer  for  bride  price  but  labor.  He'd just  shown up on Laban's  doorstep while  fleeing from his
murderous brother Esau. By working seven years for Rachel and then, upon being deceived with Leah,
working another seven, he not only proved his dedication in acquiring her,  but also amassed great
wealth. 

A father could determine the bride price based on whether his daughter was a virgin, and also change
that price based on what the suitor could afford. Abraham, being extremely wealthy, volunteered a
massive bride price for Rebekah. Saul, knowing David could pay no bride price (and hoping he’d get
killed), demanded, not wealth, but Philistine foreskins, which required effort and courage, rather than
wealth. Notice that Exodus 22:16-17 doesn't mandate a specific price, but makes clear that the price of
a virgin is higher than that of a girl who has been previously deflowered. Other than that, the bride price
must be determined by the father and agreed upon by the suitor.

The bride price is in no way a sale, like the purchase of a slave, but rather a surety. While not foolproof,
it certainly reduces the odds of young women being married off to men of worthless character and little
means. It also encourages young men to be industrious. In a society wherein bride price is a matter of
course, any man who desires a wife must become a hard worker and establish himself, becoming a
contributor to society. The father makes clear that his daughter is highly valuable and will not be easily
given away to anyone who happens to desire her. She is  a treasure that must be won. Rather than
misogynistic, the practice elevates the woman to a level of honor and value.

Jesus Christ made comparisons that echoed very strongly of the bride price when you remember that
Israel was the treasure hidden in the field, or the pearl of great price, for which the finder sold all he had
so he could buy it (Matthew 13:44-46). Once the bride price (in His case, a bride price of blood) was
paid and He was married again to Israel, God could restore the kingdom (Acts 1:6, Colossians 1:12-13).

In today's Western society, the bride price has been abandoned. Fathers have little to no involvement in
determining whom their daughters marry, and they have few, if any, ways of ensuring that she will be in
good hands. Restoring the practice of the bride price would go far in repairing this flaw. Hasty (and thus



often disastrous) marriages would be much rarer. Divorce rates would be lower. Fewer families would
be in need of charity. Impoverished men would be encouraged to work hard to improve their social
standing so they could marry. Domestic abuse would be less prevalent. A society that properly instituted
the bride price would be wise indeed.

Dowry

The Bible actually says little directly about dowry in its true sense – as in, dowry being what the father
pays to the bride. However, that the practice was observed is made plain.

Rebekah brought back the gifts which Abraham's servant had given her, as well as her own servants
(Genesis 24:53,61). Caleb gave his daughter Achsah a dowry of land, which she later asked him to
supplement with access to water (Joshua 15:17-19). In the case of Caleb, Achsah refers to this addition
to her dowry as a “blessing” (Judges 1:15).

The case of Laban was quite interesting, because it would appear he never gave his daughters a dowry
and Leah and Rachel were upset about it. When Jacob spoke to them about leaving Laban and returning
to Canaan, they were happy to go, remarking of their father, “He has sold us and has certainly spent our
money” (Genesis  31:14-16,  Holmen Christian  Standard Bible).  In other  words,  Laban,  rather  than
translating Jacob's fourteen years of service into a dowry to his daughters, had kept it for himself. Thus,
Leah and Rachel felt sold – the bride price (“our money”) had not been returned. [2] There was no point
in sticking around and waiting for him to hand it over, they reasoned, because he had likely spent it all.
They deemed themselves robbed. In addition,  since Jacob had acquired so much wealth from their
father, they saw it as God having intervened and given Jacob the wealth which Laban owed them.
When Leah gave birth to Zebulun (Genesis 30:19-20), she remarked that God had given her a “good
dowry” (KJV), because perhaps at last Jacob would love her. The Hebrew word translated “dowry” is
zebed, which, according to Strong's, means “a gift” or “dowry”. This is the one and only time we find
this word, which indeed refers to the dowry in its accurate sense, in the Bible. Notice also that, contrary

to 21st-Century thought, Rachel and Leah felt degraded, not by the dowry practice, but by their father’s
failure to observe it.

Understanding this would also make sense of why God never reprimanded Jacob for manipulating his
deal with Laban regarding the speckled, spotted, and dark sheep and goats (Genesis 30:25-41). At first
glance it would seem Jacob was stealing from Laban. But if we understand that Leah and Rachel had
never received the dowry considered due them, then we realize Jacob may have been in the right after
all. He was taking what was owed. Figure in that the Law requires for a thief to repay what was stolen
multiple times (Exodus 22:1-2), and of course it would make sense that Jacob, in exacting justice,
should nearly ruin Laban (Genesis 31:1).

A nation requiring a dowry paid by the father following the husband's payment of the bride price would
prevent greedy fathers from taking advantage of the bride price and essentially using their daughters as
cash cows, as in the case of Laban. The father would be the trustee of the marriage startup capital as the
suitor paid it in, to be returned in one form or another on the wedding day. True to biblical form, the
father would be seeing to his daughter's future in her new life as a married woman, making sure she
would not lack. As in the case of bride price, the nation that reinstitutes the dowry practice will be wise.

MARRIAGEABLE AGE

In contemporary Western culture, at least in America, the age of adulthood for both men and women is



about 18 years (depending on the country and/or state or province), also known as the “age of consent”.
After this age they are no longer considered minors and are allowed to marry with or without their
parents’ consent. In other words, the State has settled upon the age at which people may get married,
has determined for itself when people may be considered adults, and at that age replaces the authority
of God and the fathers by allowing them to marry no matter what God or the fathers might say to the
contrary. This is, of course, violation of God’s authoritative system.

Biblically, the age of 18 is arbitrary, and not the Biblical age of adulthood for either the man or the
woman. The State settled upon 18 simply for expediency in regard to the draft in wartime and for
increasing the voter base. It had no grounding whatsoever in God's declarations on the matter, nor in
any form of  biological  science.  Man once again tried to  play god by creating their  own laws and
definitions through bureaucratic decree, and once again missed the mark.

The Age of Maturity For Men

When the Israelites first arrived at Canaan under the leadership of Moses, twelve spies went into the
land to spy it out. Ten returned with a terrifying report, while two urged the Children of Israel to have
no fear  and take the fruitful  country God had promised them. The Israelites ignored the two,  and
rebelled. In consequence, God sentenced the Israelites to wander 40 years in the wilderness, until every
Israelite 20 years and older who had rebelled against Him died. Those Israelites younger than 20 would
be the generation who conquered Canaan.

God held responsible the Israelites 20 and older because in His eyes they were adults. Also, these were
not men and women. He was only holding the men responsible for the rebellion. Why? Again, we
return to authority. As the leaders of Israel and of their families, the men were held responsible for the
rebellion of the people. Did boys 19 and younger rebel? Almost beyond doubt, especially if their fathers
set that example. But God didn't punish them because they were younger than 20 and thus under their
fathers' authoritative covering. Likewise, women and girls almost certainly complained, but because the
men were their authorities, they were not held accountable.

This is further demonstrated as we explore the Bible and its repeated reference to men 20 and older.
They were not counted among the men of Israel until that age, nor were they considered old enough to
fight in war (Exodus 30:14, Numbers 1:3). 

It is at this age that God considers young men to be adults, responsible for themselves and their actions.
At this age of responsibility is a young man considered ready to marry. Never once in Scripture do we
read of a man marrying before he turned 20. In fact, we read that most waited until well after that age,
building up their wealth and social standing before taking on the additional responsibilities of being
husbands. They understood that the role of a husband is one of leadership, and that it takes maturity to
lead. 

Science backs this up by demonstrating that the prefrontal cortex, the portion of the human brain which
makes rational  decisions,  is  not  fully developed until  around the age of 20.  A teenager,  driven by
emotion  and  hormones,  is  almost  incapable  of  fully  rational  thought,  especially  under  pressure.
Rational thought is essential for leadership, and thus for the foundation of society. [3] And so God in
His wisdom set the age of accountability and adulthood at 20 years.

If America would return to the understanding of the age of accountability in men, rather than setting
meaningless ages as the mark of adulthood, we might find fewer young men diving into marriages and
other positions of leadership in which they have no business. More rational decisions would be made,
and less confusion would come forth.



The Age of Maturity For Women

While males are considered marriageable adults  at  the age of 20,  the same does not  hold true for
females. Women are not held to the same responsibilities as are men. Their roles are not to be the
leaders and rulers in family and society, but rather to be helpers. They are not the decision-makers.
Their role is one of obedience to their fathers and husbands.

The idea that a husband and wife are a team of equals, making decisions together, is a very recent idea
that has no basis in either Scripture or observation. The Bible, as well as unbiased fact, makes very
clear that women are weaker, more prone to mistakes, and less rational than men. This is true whether
the female is above or below the age of 20. The idea of “gender equality” is a socialist concept which
has led to the rise of feminism and the tearing of an ugly, ragged breach in the human social fabric.

Thus it is that God’s specification of “20 years and older” applies only to males, and not females. No
matter  what  their  age,  they will  be  under  the  authoritative  covering  of  either  their  father  or  their
husband,  and not  required to  make the  same leadership  decisions  as  males.  God does  not  base  a
woman's adulthood on a specific age, but rather on a point in physical maturity.

Take a few moments to read Ezekiel 16:4-8. Here God is speaking to Judah, in terms of a husband to
His adulterous wife. He recounts finding Israel, nurturing her to adulthood, and then marrying her. Did
you notice the defining marks  God specifically mentions  as  being indicative of  her  maturity?  Her
breasts had developed and her body had grown hair. Beyond question, this is the description of a girl
who has passed puberty! It is also about this time of life in which her menstrual cycles begin, indicating
that her body is ready for childbearing. All this happens well before the age of 18.

It is also a universally recognized fact that adolescent girls tend to mature emotionally and cognitively
more quickly than boys of the same age [4]. Understanding that God considers them of marriageable
age at this point in life helps us make sense of this. To be a wife a young postpubescent woman would
need to be more mature than her male counterparts of similar age. God in His wisdom created the
female mind to develop in harmony with her body.

The idea of a woman being considered marriageable prior to the age of 18 would be utterly horrifying
to most people, including “conservative” Christians. Cries of “pedophilia!” would ring out. Accusations
and pointing fingers would rain down like hail on anyone who might so much as suggest such a thing.
But who sets your standards for deciding what is right or wrong: The State, or God?

Many might also express revulsion at the thought of a young woman being married to an older man.
But this is an irrational reaction. Why is it so terrible that she should wed a man with the maturity and
experience to lead with wisdom and the income to provide? How is that worse than today's norm, in
which  a  young woman  plays  the  harlot  with  multiple  men  who  do  not  and often  cannot  provide
leadership, protection, or sustenance, and often is left to raise her illegitimate children on her own?
How dare  we accept  a  life  of  sin  and destruction  while  gasping in  horror  at  a  secure  and  godly
marriage? Again I ask: By whose standards shall we abide: The State’s, or God’s? Sadly, the majority of
“conservatives” choose the former.

Something is evil only if God declares it to be so. When we take it upon ourselves to decide what is
good or bad, despite what the Author and Creator might say to the contrary, we are telling Him that He
is  wrong  and  we  know  better.  What  arrogance  and  outright  blasphemy!  This  is  a  sin  of  which
“conservatives” are  profoundly guilty,  and of  which  they should  repent  if  they hope to  defeat  the
sodomites.



To clarify, this does not mean it is wrong for a young woman to wait until the age of 18 or older to
marry. In a society in which marrying at a younger age generally might create an uproar and perhaps
land the husband in prison, prudence would suggest conforming with society’s expectations in this
regard, in keeping with the admonition to “be at peace with all men” and to “be all things to all men”.
(Romans 12:18, I Corinthians 9:22) Also, it is better for a father to wait until he finds a good man for
his daughter rather than marry her off to the first suitor as soon as she’s eligible. My point here is that
it’s wrong for us to condemn God’s standards simply because they happen to conflict with modern
Western sensibilities. If God says a girl becomes a marriageable woman after puberty, then that’s the
way it is, no matter what the State's arbitrarily-set “age of consent” might be.

If Yahweh be God, follow Him. If Man be God, follow him.

VIRGINITY OF THE BRIDE

Our era is a highly sexualized one. Young people are encouraged to engage in fornication early on in
life,  and the encouragement to engage in sex in various ways continues through their  lives. If one
reaches their mid-teens and is still a virgin, one is considered suppressed or frigid, not only by peers but
by society in general. The loose, if not nonexistent, morals of today's Western society has led to a
generation  rife  with  sexually  transmitted  disease,  illegitimate  births,  and  steady  traffic  through
infanticide facilities. Sex, rather than a beautiful, holy thing created for specific purpose, has become a
sport  to be engaged in by anyone with anyone. The very concept of abstinence and self-control  is
considered little more than a punchline.

As a result, few women who do get married are virgins, and most of them have lost their virginity
multiple partners prior to the one whom they marry. In 21st century Western culture, this is not only
common, but considered normal. A woman who has only experienced sex with her husband is regarded
as a freak. Not long ago, virginity was considered a sacred thing not given away, carefully guarded until
marriage. Now it is a sort of stigma which young people are taught to shake off as quickly as possible.

A quote attributed to the French Enlightenment philosopher Voltaire says, “It is an infantile superstition
of the human spirit that virginity would be thought a virtue and not the barrier that separates ignorance
from knowledge.” How interesting it is that this quote by a father of humanism should echo of the
serpent’s words to Eve regarding the Tree of Knowledge of Good and Evil: “For God doth know that in
the day ye eat thereof, then your eyes shall be opened, and ye shall be as gods, knowing good and evil.”
(Genesis 3:5) In our desire to be gods equal to if not superior to God, we overturn His will for our lives
and conduct in the name of “enlightenment” and “progress”. In doing so we abuse or abandon our
intended function and harm society at large. We write our own rules based on our own fleshly desires.
Sin becomes advantageous, and virtue becomes a hindrance to human development.

Biblically, a father is expected to ensure and be able to guarantee that his daughter is a virgin when she
is married to a husband. Otherwise, she is considered damaged. Scripture even goes so far as to say that
a  man  who  has  sex  with  a  woman  without  marrying  her  is  defrauding  his  brother  –  presumably
defrauding the future husband of a pure woman (I Thessalonians 4:3-8). If a man were to seduce an
unbetrothed virgin, the Law requires him to pay the girl's father the bride price of a virgin, whether the
father allows him to marry her or not (Exodus 22:16-17). This law would deter the sin of fornication as
well as compensate a future husband for what constituted theft of the girl’s virginity, as well as provide
her support in the likely event that no man would desire to marry her in the future due to her damaged
state. If a previously unmarried woman were discovered on her wedding day to not be a virgin, the



sentence was death by stoning because she had “played the harlot in her father’s house” (Deuteronomy
22:21).

When Amnon raped his sister Tamar, she begged him not to, “…for no such thing ought to be done in
Israel: do not thou this folly. And I, whither shall I cause my shame to go? and as for thee, thou shalt be
as one of the fools in Israel.” (II Samuel 13:12-13) Once he had raped her, he then decided to throw her
out. Tamar protested, “This evil in sending me away is greater than the other that thou didst unto me!”
(II Samuel 13:16) Not only had he forced the evil of incest on her, but once he had defiled her he
wanted to cast her out, bringing to public light the shame he’d brought on her and on the entire family.
Tamar knew she had been “humbled” (Deuteronomy 22:29),  or,  as the Hebrew word may also be
translated, “abased”. Her purity had been destroyed, not only through the defilement of rape but also
through the crime of incest. Tamar was devastated, her entire life ruined.

To commit sexual immorality is to sin, not only against God, but against one’s own body (I Corinthians
6:18-20). Our bodies have been given to us by God to keep and tend just as has anything else over
which He has placed us in charge. Our bodies were never designed for sexual activity outside marriage.
Extramarital sex and other sexual sins are outright abuses of ourselves and the people with whom we
commit  them.  Not  only does  it  greatly increase the chances  of  venereal  disease and even various
cancers,  but it  has also been proven to be psychologically harmful.  Promiscuity can damage one’s
ability to  form committed  relationships  and  lead  to  depression.  The  human  body and  mind  were
designed exclusively for marital sex, and to use it for anything else is to misuse that over which God
has made us stewards. Using a precious possession as sport equipment is hardly responsible activity. If
sexual  purity  is  holiness  (I  Thessalonians  4:3),  then  promiscuity  is  corruption  and  sacrilege  (I
Corinthians 6:19).

Sex was designed for continuation of a man’s line. When a woman married as a virgin, there was no
doubt as to whose line she was propagating. A woman who had previously had relations with a man
was considered used goods, and thus less valuable. Virginity was also an indication of her integrity,
making her more desirable as a wife and companion. If she was to help run a household, there needed
to be some indication that she had the moral compass to do it well.  Virginity also reflected on her
father. If he was unable to keep his daughter under control and train her to keep herself pure, then his
character as a leader of the household was tarnished. To present his daughter as a virgin was to indicate
that  this  woman  had  learned  righteousness  and  submission,  qualities  she  could  carry on  into  her
marriage.

The war to overturn God’s authoritative system is closely aligned with the movement to “liberate”
sexuality  and  make  promiscuity  normal.  Sexual  looseness  indicates  anarchy,  wherein  nobody  is
answerable to anyone but themselves. Those who promote perversion are saboteurs and insurrectionists.
The more relative morality becomes, the more people drift away from any form of true authority. In a
society in  which  sexuality is  kept  strictly between husband and wife,  the  authority of  fathers  and
husbands remains intact, in turn recognizing the authority of the one true Lawgiver. Virginity is a mark
of submission – submission to God and to fathers. Promiscuity is rebellion against all form of rule, and
thus it is that when a civilization embraces sexual perversion, it invariably falls shortly afterward. The
rise in illegitimate births is a cancer to America that is slowly choking the life out of the nation. The
Supreme Court ruling allowing sodomites to “marry” in all 50 states was the death knell.

Sex is either a lynchpin or a wrecking ball to society. It is a direct reflection on the overall morality of
the people. When people are chaste and righteous, society flourishes and is strong, and their morality is
taught  to  the  succeeding  generations  to  continue  that  strength  (Proverbs  14:34).  In  the  opposite
situation, there are no laws with which to hold the nation together. With each new wave of young



people the society falls apart with increasing speed as they stumble through life cavalierly discharging
this powerful weapon called “sex” – a weapon that, when handled right, can build a strong nation, but
when wielded without guidance, can smash a civilization to pieces.

The root issue is loss of morals, a bursting asunder of God’s bands as the nations rise up in rebellion
against Him and His anointed. It is no accident that the phrase used to identify this uptick in perversion
is called the “sexual revolution”. It is indeed a revolt against the King of kings. Proper application of
the sexual function is a huge part of the bedrock for a secure and thriving nation under the all-wise rule
of God – if that is taken away, everything else comes down in a smoking heap.

Drifting around the internet is a vintage-poster-style graphic that dramatically illustrates the rebellion
against  God and His  true  authority that  characterizes  promiscuity.  It  depicts  a  young woman in  a
seductive  pose,  wearing  a  skimpy chemise,  under  the  heading,  “Birth  Control  Babe”.  In  various
locations around her are phrases such as, “Votes Democrat”, “Free Thinker”, “Soooo Hot!”, “Fast and
Sexy”, and “Conservatives Lick My Heel!” But the most telling is, “I don’t follow no square man’s
rule, get it!” Not only does it glorify harlotry, but it makes clear that the entire practice is rebellion
against both God and the rule of father and husband. Unbridled sexual indulgence is an anarchistic
upending of God’s intended system, and promoters of the practice know it.

Those who advocate sexual immorality never once try to pass it off as a virtue. After all, virtue is a
restraint, a band that they want to burst asunder. No, they promote it as a “freedom” and a “right”. [5]
“Freedom”, of course, meaning license to do whatever they want without such bothersome obstacles as
law  and  morals,  and  “right”  meaning  power.  As  was  aptly  stated  by  the  greatest  promoters  of
immorality, “The word ‘right’ is an abstract thought and proved by nothing. The word means no more
than this: – give me what I want in order that thereby I may have a proof that I am stronger than you.”
[6] To claim the “right” to promiscuity is to claim preeminence over Him who forbids it. The entire
struggle between morality and immorality is a struggle for rule – on one side the forces seeking to bind
humanity together, and on the other the forces seeking to destroy it. Those demanding sexual “freedom”
are not  concerned with what  is  right  and good,  but  rather  with what  they want,  regardless  of  the
consequences.  They clamor for liberty,  but  in  actuality seek license,  an open door to personal  and
national ruin.

Fathers who teach their children self-control and ensure that their daughters remain virgins are doing a
great deed because they are fighting against the deliberate destruction of society. It is on them and on
their children that future generations can build a new world when the one surrounding them with sin
collapses. They are the first courses of stone for a Kingdom that will stand strong and glorious while
the miserable remnants of the old sprawl at its feet.

THE WEDDING CEREMONY

One of the things I have found most perplexing about Western marriage is the extreme emphasis placed
on the ceremony and what goes into it. For most Christians, discussion of marriage often begins with
what  happens  during  the  ceremony,  particularly  the  vows.  The  vows,  as  most  “conservatives”
apparently believe, are the bedrock of marriage. A couple is not considered married prior to the vows,
and after the vows are husband and wife. The vows, it would seem, make and establish the union. If a
husband or wife does something wrong in the marriage, protest against it most often appeals to the
vows made at the wedding.



Taking another look at the sketch of the marriage process I provided earlier, we can see that much ado
is made of the wedding. In fact,  it  has reached a point in Western culture in which more stress is
apparently placed on how the  wedding is  conducted  than  is  placed on how the  marriage  itself  is
conducted. This view basically sabotages the marriage from the very start.  No matter how well the
wedding, whatever its nature might be, might go off, to neglect the marriage itself is to make everything
for  naught.  A cursory reading of  Scripture  reveals  that  relatively little  is  said  of  weddings,  while
marriage itself is a recurring theme emphasized and explained over and over.

Imagine a man in 21st-Century America who chooses a wife for his son. The woman assents to the
union, and immediately goes to the son. The moment they meet, they join in sexual union and set up
house together. What would be the typical “conservative” Christian response? Likely, “Fornication!
Shacking up! Cohabitation! Living in sin!” Their pastors would be called onto the scene to persuade the
couple of their transgression and convince them to repent and separate until a proper wedding could be
performed.

But the entire scenario of the young man and young woman moving in together with their respective
fathers’ consent and direct involvement is exactly what happened in the case of Isaac and Rebekah.

And Isaac came from the way of the well Lahairoi; for he dwelt in the south country. And
Isaac went out to meditate in the field at the eventide: and he lifted up his eyes, and saw,
and, behold, the camels were coming. And Rebekah lifted up her eyes, and when she saw
Isaac, she lighted off the camel. For she had said unto the servant, What man is this that
walketh in the field to meet us? And the servant had said, It is my master: therefore she
took a vail, and covered herself. And the servant told Isaac all things that he had done.
And Isaac brought her into his mother Sarah's tent, and took Rebekah, and she became
his wife; and he loved her: and Isaac was comforted after his mother's death. – Genesis
24:62-67

At no point were friends and family called from far and near to witness an elaborate ceremony, listen to
an  officiant  regale  the  onlookers  and feed  the  couple  their  vows line  by line,  and throw rice  (or
birdseed, or whatever they throw these days). Not once did they apply for a license. No engagement
period, no wedding party, no ringing bells. By both secular and religious standards in the modern West,
Isaac and Rebekah were no more than boyfriend and girlfriend. The entire wedding process in this
account is summed up as, “And Isaac brought her into his mother Sarah's tent, and took Rebekah, and
she became his wife.” We don’t need more detail to figure out that Isaac had relations with Rebekah,
and that sealed the deal. They were husband and wife.

A similar situation occurred in the case of Jacob (Genesis 29:21-30). After he had worked seven years
for Rachel, Laban deceived him with Leah. Jacob was upset, not because he’d said vows to the wrong
woman, but because he’d accepted authority over, and slept with, the wrong woman. He was upset
because he was now bound to a woman he had never intended to marry. When he “went in unto” Leah,
he established the union. When, a week later, Laban gave Rachel to Jacob and “he went in also unto
Rachel” (Genesis 29:30), thus making Rachel his wife as well.

Yes, feasts were typically involved in marriages, usually lasting seven days (Judges 14:10-19, Genesis
29:27-28, John 2:1-10), but these were not in any way considered part of the wedding process, but
rather celebratory of the wedding process – which merely consisted of the bride and groom becoming
one flesh in sexual union. The two were already considered husband and wife since they had been
betrothed. The wedding was the day on which the couple made it official by going into a private tent or
room to consummate while the guests feasted and celebrated outside. If the woman wasn’t widowed or



divorced, she was expected to be a virgin, and the blood resultant of their first sexual union would stain
her clothes or a bedcovering. The woman’s parents then kept the bloodstained item in a secure place as
evidence in case her husband ever accused her of not being a virgin (Deuteronomy 22:13-32). The
guests  served as witnesses that  the “proof of virginity” had been procured.  No vows, no officiant.
Nothing in Biblical weddings even remotely resembled what we’re accustomed to seeing today.

The idea of elaborate wedding ceremonies is  largely of ancient Greek and Roman origin,  customs
which were adopted by the Roman Catholic  Church as  were many other  customs now considered
unique to  the Christian faith.  The wedding customs of today,  and the importance placed on them,
survived the Protestant split, and continued on into our current era. The entire ceremony concept, while
not necessarily a sin or an evil, has been given so much importance in our culture that most Christians
have simply assumed that a marriage is invalid unless the couple have gone through all the motions and
recited all the words. This idea is not in any way Biblical. God never instituted marriage ceremonies.
Pagan cultures did.

When God made His marriage covenant with Israel at Sinai (Exodus 19), the vows spoken were an
agreement to the conditions which God laid out to them. This is to be expected in any marriage – that
the woman agree beforehand to the conditions of marriage, to be faithful and obedient. This does not
finalize a marriage between a husband and wife. What does finalize it is the establishment of the unique
relationship  between  the  two  spouses,  as  demonstrated  in  the  cases  of  Isaac,  Jacob,  and  others
throughout Scripture. The covenant is the foundation of marriage, whether it is spoken before witnesses
or assented to between the couple in private. The sexual union is the beginning of that marriage.

As long as a proper transfer of authority over the woman has been made from the woman’s father to the
husband, and the transaction has been sealed by the sexual union of the woman and the man, a marriage
is valid in  the eyes of God. Those two things are the only requirements.  All  else is  but frills  and
trimmings, nice traditions which are in no way either essential or sinful and may vary from culture to
culture. The danger of emphasizing the traditions as indispensable to a godly union lies in “teaching for
doctrines  the  commandments  of  men”  (Matthew  5:19).  Traditions  are  all  well  and  good  for  the
evolution of a national culture, but when those traditions become taught as the commandments of God
they become  dangerous.  It  was  for  this  that  Jesus  rebuked  the  scribes  and  Pharisees.  They had
completely laid aside the Law in favor of Judaistic tradition, and in so doing were leading Israel down a
destructive path.

Tradition, if not recognized strictly as tradition, can be a dangerous thing. Once it becomes so important
that it trumps truth, it grows into a false religion, an idol made by the hands of men. It’s all right to
observe tradition as long as it is recognized only as tradition. Tradition helps make a people stand out
from others and unites a group through universally recognized and accepted ways of doing things. As
long as it doesn’t contradict or usurp the Law of God, tradition is healthy. However, listing tradition as
a divine requirement is putting words in God’s mouth – essentially adding to the Word (Deuteronomy
12:32, Revelation 22:18-19). In this case, “conservatives” are truly guilty.

INTERRACIAL MARRIAGE

Few things unsettle me like humanists and Christians agreeing with one another. The two come from
totally antithetical viewpoints, thus making most agreements between the two camps suspicious at the
very least. Given the force with which the humanist sector pushes its agenda, I’m usually inclined to
suspect  that  the  humanists  have  managed  to  influence  Christians  who  are  usually  happy  to



accommodate  in  the  name of  love,  in  much the same way the “tolerant”  Christians  of  Paul’s  day
tolerated incest in their midst (I Corinthians 5:1). It leads me to inquire into the matter a little more
closely than Christians who try to be agreeable with everyone simply because they don’t want to be the
bad guy.

Such is the case in regards to interracial marriage. Few churches today, it seems, don’t include at least
one interracial couple in its congregation. In my local town, the Baptist church includes a white/black
couple, and the Church of Christ has a white/Hispanic couple. Reading most authors of “Christian”
literature and sermons shows that interracial marriage is receiving a very strong mark of approval from
Judeo-Christian  leaders  such  as  John  Piper  [7] and  others.  Meanwhile,  humanist  media  push  the
interracial  concept through schools,  news, entertainment, and even advertising. The acceptability of
interracial marriage is a very new idea that came about only within the last several decades, and thus we
can at the very least suspect that Christianity and the Bible had little or nothing to do with its rise in
popularity.

Rather than cower in anticipation of pointing fingers and angry accusations of racism, we need to take
an earnest look at the facts. Contrary to what most contemporary evangelists and preachers would have
us believe, the Bible has a great deal to say on interracial marriage and cultural integration. We should
be more worried about what God thinks than we might be about what the current political winds might
think.

God and Segregation

When God handed His Law in codified form to Israel, He included the following statement: “I am God
your God, which have separated you from other people.” (Leviticus 20:24) He had made Israel a unique
and special people, separate from all the other peoples of the world. He drew a line of segregation

between them and others so intermingling would not be allowed. By 21st-Century standards, this was
racist and evil. Consider also that Israel was expected to keep the Law of God, not only for their own
good, but for the good of other nations, so they would see the strength and wisdom of Israel and inquire
into their secret (Deuteronomy 4:6-8). If other nations adopted the practices of Israel, they too would
become strong – and this included God’s segregationist laws. A pure nation, no matter what its race,
will always be a strong nation. A nation of mixed people will be weak. In Deuteronomy 22:9, God bans
planting different seeds in the same field, “lest the fruit of thy seed which thou hast sown, and the fruit
of thy vineyard, be defiled.” If the fruit of crops sown with mixed seed (ie, hybrids) are defiled, then we
can and should conclude that the mixed seed of animal and human bring forth defiled fruit as well.

God opposes the mixing of anything: The mixing of animals, crops, and clothing material (Leviticus
19:19) was but a case law reflecting His overall forbidding of mixing what had been made separate.
Purity is a recurring theme throughout His word, emphasizing that mingling is contrary to divine will.
What God has made is good (Genesis 1:31). If it is good, and if we have been made stewards of what is
good, then it is our task to preserve it. Mixing and diluting in this case is not preservation, but rather
destruction.  The  result  of  our  meddling  in  what  the  perfect  God  has  deemed  good  is  never  an
improvement, but rather a degradation and a defiling.

Over time, history has shown this to be true. Mexico and the countries of Central and South America,
populated mainly by Hispanic mestizos (literally, Spanish for “mixed”) of Indian/European descent as
well as black/white mulattos, have had difficulty rising above third-world conditions. Crime is rampant.
Their governments are notoriously corrupt and unstable, their economies are weak, and their morals and
ambition are low. Meanwhile, the nations that have stayed pure, particularly in Europe and Asia, have



been the great empire-builders, explorers, scientists, inventors, artists, writers, and architects of the
world. These are facts that can be verified by anyone with even a cursory knowledge of history.

Muhammad Ali, famed black boxer, understood this concept. In an interview with BBC in 1971, he
responded to his  interviewer’s assertion that “society has made us [the races] different” by quickly
responding, “No, God made us different.” He continued: “It’s nature to just want to be with your own
… You [sic] a hater of your own people if you don’t want to stay who you are. Are you ashamed of
what God made you? God didn’t make no mistake [sic] when He made us all as we are. … I want to be
with my own. I love my people.” And he should, as should any people of any race.

Paul  admonishes  us  not  to  be  unequally yoked  with  unbelievers  (II  Corinthians  6:14),  but  to  be
unequally yoked can apply to racial differences as well. Deuteronomy 22:10 forbids plowing with an ox
and a donkey under the same yoke. As Paul might have argued, “Do you think God is concerned about
oxen?” (Deuteronomy 25:4, I Corinthians 9:9, I Timothy 5:18). No, God is here making a point, once
again, about mixing together what was made different and was not made to be together. Hybridizing
(the breeding together of two different things) is violation of God’s creation and his intent for us to
preserve things as they are. The result  of man mingling what was not meant to be mingled is not
preservation, but rather destruction. Genetics aside, unequal yoking is assured in the case of a man and
a woman of different cultural backgrounds trying to be husband and wife.

In  scientific  studies  regarding  mixed  breeding,  researchers  crossed  a  variety  of  things.  After  an
extensive study involving dogs, scientists at the Cornell University Medical School published a report
on  their  findings  in  1941,  titled,  The  Genetic  and  Endocrine  Basis  for  Differences  in  Form and
Behavior. On page 491 they described how the first generation of hybrids were often similar to their
parents,  but as the generations  continued most  of the descendents were “unstable and defective in
behavior.”

British biologist Sir Julian Huxley said in 1950, “… The enormous differences, in individual and social
group achievement, are of course obvious. At the moment, it is socially and intellectually fashionable to
minimize or even to deny such differences.  This is  sometimes done in the name of democracy, or
because of the hypnotic effects of the ideas of the American and French revolutions concerning the
equality of man, or as a misinterpretation of the Christian doctrine, or in natural reaction against the
errors of racism, and of eugenics when treated as a dogma and not as an applied science.” [8]

In his report entitled,  The Biology of the Race Problem, biologist Wesley Critz George, Ph.D, wrote,
“… the process [of race mixing] must surely result in evil,  not good. Doing evil is not Christian.”
Indeed, what could be less Christian than violating God’s laws intended to preserve and protect His
creation? Marriage was instituted for the continuation of the human species. Mingling races of men
which were never intended to be mingled does not continue the species, but rather breaks it down and
makes it weak. Advocates for race mixing might argue that love transcends race, but in the light of the
facts and Scripture we can see that love in its truest sense does what is right for all of human society.
The emotions  between a man and a  woman of  different  races  can’t  be quantified  in  this  light  as
anything more than infatuation or lust.

On Mars’ Hill in Athens, the Apostle Paul told his listeners that God “hath made of one blood all
nations of men for to dwell on all the face of the earth, and hath determined the times before appointed,
and the bounds of their habitation…” (Acts 17:26) The boundaries of where the various nations of men
live were appointed by God Himself. The globe can easily be divided into three major sections where
the various races of men were meant to live: Europe for Europeans, Asia for the Asians, and Africa for
the Africans. The three major races are even distinguished in their names by their intended continental
abodes. If God set those boundaries, who is man to blur or even erase them? If we are good stewards



we will do all we can to maintain those boundaries for the preservation of all races.

Today we see high tensions and interracial crime running high in America and Europe. These problems
only rise as waves of immigrants pour in. If we observed the divine Law, we would allow sojourners to
do business among us and travel through without molestation or doing them any evil, but we wouldn’t
see so many of them occupying our cities and turning them into crime-infested slums while living off
our tax dollars. Episodes such as Trayvon Martin and Michael Brown would never have happened.
Interracial crime wouldn’t be an issue. Race in itself would become a moot point. The real fix for
racism is segregation. Mixing the races in a single amalgamated society is like adding fire to gasoline.
Miscegenation will naturally lead to racial tension and violence on both sides. Separate the two, and the
problems will immediately die. Just as two unequal creatures shouldn’t be yoked together, so two or
more disparate races should not be combined while expecting them to work together toward a strong
and unified country. The experiment has never once worked in the history of the world, and it never
will.

If all men were to obey God’s laws against miscegenation, the races would continue into the future,
their cultures, strengths, abilities, and physiological distinctions preserved. If, however, we continue
down the path of mingling and mixing, all the races will eventually vanish into a single amalgamated
mongrel race of weak, genetically damaged people. If any practice is genocidal, this would be it – the
slow but inevitable erasure of, not one, but all races.

Equality is an invention of man that flies completely in the face of Scriptural declaration. The races are
all vastly different from each other, mentally and physically, different in ways that reach far beyond the
color of the skin. God chose the descendents of Abraham for His own use as a servant people, calling
them “a peculiar treasure unto Me above all  people” (Exodus 19:5).  This is  hardly spoken with a
mindset  of  equality.  He  even  goes  so  far  as  to  call  Israel  His  “sheep”  (Matthew  10:6)  while
distinguishing the other peoples as “dogs” (Matthew 15:26). These are certainly not equal terms. Dogs
and sheep are distinct from each other in every way, and mingling them is a ridiculous notion even to
the modern mind. All races are unequal to each other – not unequal in terms of humanity, but in terms
of identity. Dogs and sheep are both animals. Both have merits. But they are not equal in any way. The
same holds true for the races of man.

In Deuteronomy 23:2, God announced that a “mongrel” (Hebrew,  mamzer) should not be allowed to
live among the Israelites. His determination to keep the people of Israel pure would be called hate and
racism today, but maintaining purity among His people ensured their health and strength. The children
of such unions would pay the price for their parents’ mistake for generations. He had the good of His
people in mind. If all the races adopted the practice, then all races would benefit from it just as much as
did the Israelites. Real racism lies, not in the desire to preserve the races, but in the philosophy that
harms and ultimately destroys them through mongrelizing.

“Conservative” Christians who oppose sodomite unions and yet wink at or even support interracial
marriage are certainly not consistent in their appeal to God and the Bible for their justification. They
merely emphasize their hypocrisy. The West has accepted intermingling of the races to such a degree
that it’s almost become normalized in the minds of all people of all political and religious persuasions.
Even the most “conservative” of people often react in horror at the suggestion that interracial marriage
is wrong, which reflects the heavy influence that humanist and antichrist thought has wielded over the
minds of those who purport to be Biblical. Even humanists understand this. An article in  The New
Humanist,  in  “refuting” the “homophobic” argument  that  “We must  preserve traditional  marriage”,
says,  “If  marriage  was  truly  traditional,  interracial  couples  would  not  be  allowed  to  wed...”  [9]
Marriage,  even  among  “conservative  Christian”  circles,  has  become  an  evolving  institution  that



changes with the winds of political correctness, rather than standing firm on the laws of God.

Common Arguments Against Segregation

“We’re all from the same man – Adam.”

The  belief  that  all  peoples  are  descended  from Adam is  contested,  and  though  it  is  this  writer’s
inclination to agree that they are, the above argument remains irrelevant. Given the distinctions God
makes between the various peoples, backed up by scientific evidence, we need to consider that not
everyone is marriageable to each other.  God forbade Israel to marry certain peoples, and He forbade
hybridization of all his creation. The differences between the races are far deeper than skin color –
mentality, physiology, and genetics mark the different races as distinct from each other. Blacks and
whites are human, just as donkeys and oxen are mammals or German Shepherds and beagles are dogs,
but this does not mean that the two are compatible for reproduction.

“Ruth and Rahab were non-Israelites who ended up in Jesus’ lineage (Matthew 1:5). That means God
doesn’t feel that strongly about interracial marriage.”

Let’s start with Rahab. Rahab is mentioned in Joshua as the Canaanite harlot of Jericho who saved the
lives of the two spies. Later, she was rescued. Notice that after her rescue she was placed outside the
camp of Israel (Joshua 6:23).  This distinctive separation was in  keeping with the command to the
Israelites not to mingle with the Canaanites (Exodus 34:15-16, Deuteronomy 7:1-3). This means that in
order for Rahab to be an ancestor of Christ, He’d have to be a descendent of a forbidden union and thus
a product of sin. Since God would not have allowed for His Son to come through a forbidden lineage,
then Rahab,  assuming she was the  mother  of  Boaz,  could not  have been a  Canaanitess  by blood.
Further, the fall of Jericho took place around 1407 BC. The events of Ruth took place around 1140 BC.
This approximate 266-year difference makes it impossible for Boaz’s mother to be the harlot of Jericho.
It’s much more likely to be another Rahab (and wouldn’t it make sense that the name of a hero might be
given to Israelite children?).

As for Ruth, remember that, as in the case of the Canaanites, Moabites were also forbidden lineage,
being descendents of Lot through incest (Genesis 19:37), and no Moabite was allowed among Israel to
the tenth generation (ie,  forever) as per Deuteronomy 23:3. If Ruth were a Moabite by blood then
David, the third generation from Ruth, would not have been allowed among the Israelites – but we
know he was specifically chosen by God to be king over Israel. Going further, David was the direct
ancestor of Christ, meaning if Ruth were of forbidden Moabite lineage then Christ would not have been
qualified to rule Israel. By the time of the events of Ruth, the Israelites had long ago fully conquered
and occupied  the plains  of  Moab (Joshua 13:29-32,  Deuteronomy 3:1-10,  29:1-9),  wiping out  the
previous inhabitants to a man. It’s far  more likely that Ruth was an Israelite of the tribes of Gad,
Reuben, or Manasseh. She bore the label “Moabitess”, not because she was a descendent of Moab, but
because she lived in Moab – just as I’m called an American because I live in America, not because of
any bloodline. Also, if Ruth were a Moabite by blood, using her as an argument in favor of interracial
marriage  remains  fallacious  considering  that  Moabites  were  of  the  exact  same family tree  as  the
Israelites: Lot, their progenitor, was Abraham’s nephew. Moabites were forbidden lineage because they
were a product of incest, and thus genetically compromised, not because they were of another race.

God’s laws aren’t just good ideas, nor are they something He ignores for His own ends. His laws are
His morality. He would not allow for His Son to be born through violation of His morals. Otherwise He



wouldn’t have qualified as our unblemished Passover Lamb (Exodus 12:5, I Peter 1:19).

“It’s racist and discriminatory to be against interracial marriage.”

A full  examination  of  “racism” could  fill  a  book,  but  suffice to  say that  the general  definition of
“racism” is “hatred for other races”. The entire idea behind a ban on interracial marriage is to preserve
the races. How could that possibly be hateful? A desire to preserve what God has made is the furthest
thing from hatred, but rather love and respect. 

And yes, it is discriminatory. “Discrimination” has only recently become a dirty word, but think about
it! Without discrimination there is no way to tell right from wrong. Of course a humanist society that
seeks to break down the moral boundaries of God would teach us that discrimination is evil. Wise men
discriminate  between  what  is  in  accordance  with  divine  will  and  what  is  not.  God  discriminates
between people and He has every right to do so. The Bible is filled with discriminatory commands and
declarations. Rather than try to fit in with the amoral crowd and decry the practice of discrimination, we
should recognize discrimination in a Biblical context and apply it to every aspect of our lives.

POLYGYNY

Until recently, I would have hesitated to touch on polygyny. The topic is volatile and doesn’t directly
affect most people in the modern West. However, now that sodomites have been “granted” the “right”
to “marry”, conservatives are up in arms over polygamists wanting the same recognition, calling it “the
next gay marriage”. Is this a fight Christians should commence? Advocates for “traditional marriage”
respond to this question with a resounding YES... but what should our answer be if our focus is on the
Biblical rather than the traditional? “Conservatives” would insist that the traditional “one man, one
woman” view of marriage is Biblical, but as we’ve seen in the previous chapters, there are many people
in “traditional” marriages who are hardly living them in a Biblical manner. So should we rely on their
word, or God’s word?

If polygyny is a sin according to Scripture, then let’s fight it with everything we have! But if it is not,
then Christians are wasting time and energy better spent fighting sodomy, and worse, opposing what
exists under divine authority. I would rather not be found guilty of either.

The West has had over 2000 years to twist Scripture to fit its own ideas of what is proper. Even as early
as the days of the apostles, entire congregations were falling prey to the prevailing thought patterns of
the day: Namely, Gnosticism, Romanism, and Judaism. Paul’s frustration with them burst through when
he cried in his epistle to Galatia, “O foolish Galatians, who hath bewitched you, that ye should not obey
the  truth,  before  whose  eyes  Jesus  Christ  hath  been  evidently  set  forth,  crucified  among  you?”
(Galatians 3:1) Everything Paul had worked so hard to establish on the solid rock of Christ was being
undermined nearly as quickly as he established it. Still, he and his apostolic brethren labored on to
counter the humanist influences of their day. But once the apostles were gone, all that remained were
their  writings,  which  were  largely  ignored  in  favor  of  such  so-called  “early  church  fathers”  as
Augustine, Origen, and Justin Martyr, who actively tried to marry the laws and teachings of God with
the  philosophies  and  syllogisms  of  Plato  and  Aristotle.  By  the  time  the  Bible  was  printed  and
distributed for use among the common people, the Roman Catholic church, heavily influenced by all
three of the apostles' nemeses, had thoroughly ingrained its doctrines in the minds of its laity. Protestant



and Catholic alike continued to read the Scriptures through the lenses of neoplatonism, and taught
accordingly. Thus the pattern has continued nearly unchallenged for centuries.

It’s well past time for Christians to break free of the neoplatonic, Judaistic influences and return to the
Bible,  going  beyond  where  Luther  and  other  reformers  stopped  in  their  sola  scriptura approach.
Gnosticism and its allies have served to shackle the church to an impotent existence. As the enemies of
Christ grow stronger, we must burst their bands asunder and resist them with the Sword of the Spirit.

What Is Polygyny?

When most people think of polygamy, they think of Mormons, incest, or child marriages. This is hardly
accurate. The negative connotations associated with plural marriage are largely resultant of isolated
cases which have received national attention. The propaganda which has placed such stigma on the
practice has served well to make most people, Christian and non-Christian alike, regard it with distain
and disgust.

First  of  all,  we  need  to  understand  the  nature  of  polygyny.  The  word  most  commonly  used  is
“polygamy”, which refers to having multiple spouses – both polygyny (having multiple wives) and
polyandry (having multiple husbands) fall into this category. Because polyandry is a vile sin which is
condemned as adultery and harlotry in Scripture, it is not even going to be discussed here. The more
accurate term for a marriage involving more than one wife is polygyny, and thus will be the term used
here from this point on.

Polygyny has been practiced since early in the history of mankind’s existence. Though the West largely
frowns on it now, some people still  practice it in America and Europe. Monogamy (the practice of
having only one spouse) has not only been the accepted norm but also the legally imposed standard in
most countries since the days of the Greek and Roman societies. Socially imposed universal monogamy
[10]  was  unique  to  Greece  and  Rome  and  spread  throughout  their  empires.  It  was  under  these
conditions that Christ and the apostles worked to spread the Good News of the Kingdom, and this
standard became incorporated into the philosophy and morals of Christianity. Fueled by the asceticism
of Gnostic thought and revulsion toward the prevalent sexual immorality of the day, it carried on so far
as early church writers condemning even marital sex as sinful. This led to the idea that to be holy one
had to lead a celibate life, and the Roman Catholic church instituted celibacy for their clergy while
continuing to impose monogamy (“the usage of Rome”, as Augustine called it  [11] ) on the masses.
Polygyny would lead to excommunication. This carried over into the Reformation and the beliefs of the
Protestants, who upheld that monogamy and monogamy alone was the sole accepted form of marriage
in the eyes of God. Martin Luther once wrote, “I confess that I cannot forbid a person to marry several
wives, nor is it contrary to the Holy Scripture”, [12] while John Calvin wrote that polygamy is violation
of conjugal fidelity. [13] More recently, John MacArthur referred to polygamy as an “iniquity”. [14]

No matter how one feels about the overall character or theology of Luther or Calvin, the inescapable
truth is that, as far as their stances on polygyny are concerned, both could not be right. To determine the
truth, we need to discard any preconceived ideas and turn to Scripture with an open mind and a willing
heart, because only there will we find the answer.

Polygyny and the Law

The Law of God is our moral yardstick. It determines what is acceptable and what is not, because His



laws are a manifestation of His morals. What He allows or prohibits tells us what is right or wrong. If
we add to it, we are proclaiming ourselves more righteous than God. If we take away from it, we are
rebelling against His standard and deeming it burdensome. Sadly, Christians in the antinomian world
are guilty of both. As regards polygyny, the guilt is of both adding and taking away.

God's moral Law never once, at any time, condemns the marriage of a man to more than one wife. An
honest reading shows that the Law regulated plural marriages, but did not forbid them. A man could not
marry sisters to vex one or the other (Leviticus 18:18). If he married another wife he had to treat the
first wife fairly and provide for all her needs as before (Exodus 21:10). These laws not only did not
prohibit polygyny, but ensured justice and kindness in such marriages, thus creating groundwork for a
harmonious relationship. If polygyny were a sin, God would not have provided these stipulations, but
rather forbidden plural marriage altogether.

Further, if a man were to obey the Law, the levirate law would compel him to engage in plural marriage
if  he were already married (Deuteronomy 25:5-10).  The Law never  once stipulated that  the living
kinsman had to be single. Whether he was married or not, the levirate law was to be upheld so the dead
husband’s line wouldn’t  die out.  God’s concern here,  as was the case in  many other laws, was to
preserve.  [15] God obviously felt  very strongly about  this,  because  when Onan took measures  to
disobey the mandate he paid for it with his life (Genesis 38). When Tamar disguised herself as a harlot
and seduced Judah after he failed to provide her his son Shelah as a husband, Judah confessed, “She has

been more righteous than I.” Righteous? By 21st-Century “conservative” standards, Tamar would have
been branded a slut. Instead, her deception and seduction were rewarded by a strong line that continued
through Israel for a long time, so much so that she was specifically mentioned in a blessing on Boaz
and Ruth (Ruth 4:12). Tamar did what she had to in order to fulfill her duty to God and to her dead
husband. Judah had to be tricked into doing the right thing.

When David took the throne of Israel, he not only brought along seven wives, but he also took to
himself the women who had previously been Saul's.  Never once was this  “man after God’s heart”
rebuked for it. God did, however, rebuke him for committing adultery with Bathsheba, adding, “I gave
your master's house to you and your master's wives into your arms, and I gave you the house of Israel
and Judah, and if that was not enough, I would have given you more.” (II Samuel 12:8, HCSB) In other
words,  not only did God state  outright  that  he had given David wives for an increased polygynist
marriage, but had that been insufficient He would have given David even more. God had contributed to
David’s polygyny. His dalliance with Bathsheba, not his plural marriage, was sinful in God’s eyes.

The Old Testament is filled with instances of polygynous marriages. Abraham, Jacob, Gideon, Elkanah
and many of Israel’s and Judah's kings had multiple wives. Hannah and Sarah were in polygynous
marriages. In no case were any of these people – many of whom are held up as examples of godliness –
condemned for the nature of their marriages. They all sinned at one time or another, and Scripture is
clear that their sins were unacceptable, but polygyny is never listed among those sins.

If God considers polygyny sin, why were most of the sons of Israel, begotten through Rachel, Bilhah,
and Zilpah, the wives Jacob took after he had married Leah, blessed so abundantly and expanded into
entire tribes? Why was Joseph, the son of Rachel, given a double portion in Israel through Ephraim and
Manasseh? Solomon was the son of David through Bathsheba after David had added her to his retinue
of wives: Not only did he become King of Israel, but through him came the Messiah, Jesus Christ!
Would God have allowed His Son to be born through a relationship that was illegitimate in His eyes?
He was very careful to keep the line of His Son pure and inviolate.

 



What About the New Testament?

“But,” some may argue, “that was the God of the Old Testament. The God of the New Testament would
never allow polygyny!”

I have heard arguments along this vein many times, and every time I wonder if these people even hear
themselves. Do they mean to suggest that the God of the Old Testament is a different God than the one
Christians ought to worship today? This sounds chillingly like the doctrines of Gnosticism, which teach
that the material world was built and governed by a harsh, evil entity, [16] and went unchallenged until
the spiritual truth of the real God was sent to enlighten man through an immaterial entity known as
Jesus. This dualism is the bedrock of antinomian thought – that somehow the God of the patriarchs’ day
was different  from the God of  today,  thus  rendering the laws of that  God not  only irrelevant,  but
repulsive to New Testament doctrine.

What heresy! “I change not,” God declares in Malachi 3:6. “Think not that I am come to destroy the
Law, or the prophets,” Jesus insists in Matthew 5:17. “I am not come to destroy, but to fulfil.” Sin, in
New Testament terms, is transgression of the Law (I John 3:17). To suggest that the God between the
first verse in Genesis and the last verse in Malachi is in any way different from the God in the rest of
Scripture is rejection of Yahweh God’s word in favor of the Gnostic traditions of men.

It is true that we read little to nothing about polygyny in New Testament text, as many argue. However,
this  should not  lead us to  conclude that  polygyny was therefore forbidden. Hardly.  At no point in
Scripture does God say, “Okay, fellas, things have changed. Only one wife per man, and no more –
anyone who violates this  new decree is  sinning.” On the contrary,  Jesus Christ  used a polygynous
wedding as an illustration of the Kingdom of heaven (Matthew 25:1-12). Would He have made this
comparison if polygyny were the deadly sin so many Bible teachers would have us believe it is?

How is a law a true law if it is subject to change? Webster's 1828 dictionary defines “law” as something
that is set or fixed. In other words, a law is only law if it was, is, and ever will be. The Law of God
didn’t make its first appearance at Sinai. We read of its commandments and statutes well before Sinai.
We know sinners existed prior to Sinai, and Paul tells us that without law there is no sin (Romans
5:13). The existence of sin confirms the existence of law. If God were to ever change the smallest
aspect of His Law, it would immediately make it no law at all, but rather an arbitrary mandate. God is
not arbitrary. He does not change, and He, as well as His moral Law, is unchangeable and immutable.

Think about it: Imagine a man married to multiple wives under the Old Covenant, living happily in
conformity with the Law. Then, suddenly, one day he awakes to discover that a New Covenant has been
instituted and his plural marriage, once acceptable before God, is now a deadly sin. One day he’s living
in righteousness – the next he’s an adulterer. How would that be even remotely just on God’s part? This
sort of legal antics is what we would expect of fickle human government, not the Eternal God.

Therefore, the laws governing marriage, including those laws governing plural marriage, are still alive
and well today under the New Covenant – a Covenant which, I would be remiss to add, includes the
Law as an integral aspect of its nature (Jeremiah 31:31-33, Hebrews 8:7-13).

The reason for so little mention of polygyny in the New Testament text is not because God forbade the
practice, but because Rome forbade it. Because Christianity began in the heart of the Roman Empire,
polygyny was  a  rare  occurrence.  Monogamy was  the  only form of  marriage  permitted  under  the
Romans, who had borrowed the idea from the Greeks. As one result of monogamy, women had a much
higher social status than they would otherwise have enjoyed in a polygynous society, which probably
prompted Paul to remind Timothy not to permit women to teach men or to speak in the assembly (I
Timothy 2:11-15). History shows that monogamy as an enforced institution was not of divine origin,



but pagan, no matter what the John MacArthurs, Ken Hams, and John Calvins of our day might insist to
the contrary. [17] It was in an atmosphere of enforced monogamy that the early church came into being,
and as a result the practice became accepted as a doctrine. [18]

Common Arguments Against Polygyny

“God only made one man and one woman at the beginning – thus we must conclude that only one man
and one woman is acceptable to God.”

If we are to be consistent with this reasoning, then we should also conclude that it’s sinful to wear
clothes and live anywhere but in a garden, since God originally made man and woman naked and
placed them in a garden. Of course, that would be absurd. Yes, God made only one woman and one
man. But this by no means trumps the Law, which not only allows for and regulates polygyny, but also,
in the case of the levirate law, commands it even if the living kinsman is already married. What the case
of Adam and Eve does prove, is that monogamous marriage is acceptable before God. It does not prove
polygyny to be sin.

“Lamech was the first man mentioned in Scripture to have multiple wives (Genesis 4:19-24). Lamech
was a murderer. Thus, because a murderer is the first mentioned polygynist, polygyny is a sin.” 

Again,  if  we were to be consistent with this  reasoning, then we would be forced to conclude that
building cities is sinful, since Cain, a murderer, is the first person mentioned in Scripture to build a city.
And of course, this as well would be ludicrous. This is not exegesis (extracting from Scripture what is
there) but rather eisegesis (reading into Scripture what is not). It is akin to saying, “Because a shark is a
fish, then all fish are toothy carnivores.” Anyone familiar with the most rudimentary elements of logic
would identify it as a fallacy. Unless God condemns something, it is not sin. He condemns murder, of
which Cain and Lamech were both guilty. He never once condemned either city-building or polygyny,
even if murderers happened to engage in such activities.

“God said in Genesis 2:24 that a man was to leave his father and mother and cleave to his wife. He
never said ‘wives’. Just ‘wife’, singular.”

Indeed he did. But what if he’d said “wives”? According to your logic we would have to conclude that
monogamy is wrong. And it is apparent by the rest of Scripture that monogamy is not wrong at all.
Rather than picking out isolated “proof texts”, we should examine the whole of Scripture. A man can
cleave to (be joined to) his wife in a monogamous marriage, and he can cleave to (be joined to) each
one of his wives equally in a polygynous one. The verse by no means indicates that polygyny is wrong.
Taken with the rest of Scripture regulating polygyny, it indicates that a man must love and cherish his
wife or wives, regardless of number.

“A husband and wife are one flesh, according to Genesis 2:24.”

Yes, they are. Scripture also says that a man who has sex with a prostitute is one flesh with her (I
Corinthians 6:16)... and thus so are all her other clients. "One flesh" has absolutely nothing to do with
exclusivity. It has nothing to do with being of one mind either, as some Christian psychologists and
preachers might try to assert. “One flesh” literally indicates sexual union. That's it. A man can be “one
flesh” with one wife, or with multiple wives, just as a prostitute can be one flesh with one client, or



with many clients.

“I Corinthinans 7:2 says, Let each man have his own wife, and each woman have her own husband.”

The verse begins with "to avoid fornication" (or, more accurately translated, “sexual sin”). To determine
what sexual sin is, we need to understand what the Bible identifies as sexual sin – and nowhere is
polygyny listed  as  such.  Sex  between  a  man  and  another’s  wife,  between  closely related  people,
between people of the same gender, between people and animals, between a man and a harlot, etc are
sexual sins. Sex within polygynous marriage is not. In a polygynous marriage, each woman has her own
husband, even if she shares that husband with another woman. Likewise, the husband has his own wife
– each wife being his own.

“If it's okay for a man to have multiple wives, why can't a woman have multiple husbands?”

Because it is expressly forbidden. In Scripture, a woman is condemned for having sex with multiple
men, but a man is never condemned for sexual relations with multiple women (unless, of course, he’s
one of a woman’s multiple lovers, in which case he is condemned as a whoremonger as per Ephesians
5:5, Hebrews 13:4, I Timothy 1:10, etc). The purpose of polygyny is for (1) the husband to have as
many helpmeets as he needs, and (2) observance of the command to "be fruitful and multiply" (Genesis
1:28). Polyandry fulfills neither of these points. It is nothing more than pollution and seed mixing. A
man is  forbidden to have sex with another  man's  wife (Leviticus  18:20),  and that  is  exactly what
polyandry would be. Also, in a polyandrous relationship, the woman would have multiple authorities
over her, creating a multi-headed monstrosity – unless she were to take up the position of authority in
the relationship, which once again would be unscriptural since the woman is to submit to the man. A
man can marry multiple women. A woman cannot marry multiple men.

“In Deuteronomy 17:14-17, a king was not allowed to increase wives.”

He was also told not to increase gold or horses – does this mean he could only own one gold coin and
only one horse? Of course not. God’s warning was against multiplying women lest they turn his heart
away. Many of the king's marriages were political, which would easily lead him to take wives of pagan
nations  and thus  lead him down the path of idolatry.  As leader  of the people,  the king had to  be
especially careful. Solomon failed to heed the warning. As a result his foreign wives drew him into the
worship of false gods (I Kings 11:4) . If the taking of more than one wife were utterly forbidden to
kings, then David would have been sinning – and as we saw earlier, God told him if he had wanted
more wives, He would have given him more. The commandment probably also sought to guard against
extravagant greed, which would necessitate heavy taxation of the people and the taking of more women
than the king needed to the loss of other men who were in need of wives.

“In Titus 6:1 Paul says a bishop or deacon is supposed to have only one wife.” 

Yes. But we aren't all bishops and deacons, are we? So this can hardly be construed to be a blanket
statement for all people everywhere. Also, the translation of this verse may have been affected by the
Roman Catholic influences on the English translators. The Greek word translated as “one” (mia) can
also  be  translated  as  "first”  –  “husband to  his  first wife”.  A bishop or  deacon who has  not  been
compelled to divorce his  first  wife displays good leadership skills  which would be essential  to the



position of church overseer. He has been able to maintain a healthy and stable household, whether he
has only one wife, or multiple wives. This kind of leadership is necessary in shepherding the Lord's
flock.

“Polygyny is degrading to women.” 

Well, that depends on what position you think women should hold. If you believe the socialist idea of
“gender equality” (the approach to which smacks of matriarchy in more than one respect) then you
would probably think so. However, if we understand that God placed woman in subjection to man,
there is nothing degrading about it whatsoever. In today's era, many women freely degrade themselves
by living in dissipation, without guidance or headship of any kind, with no one to protect or provide for
them. Biblically, that is degradation of the highest (or lowest?) order. A woman who finds a home in
which she is loved, protected, and guided by a loving husband, even if it is in the company of another
wife, has every opportunity to meet the high standards set by the woman of Proverbs 31. Esther was not
degraded by marrying the already-married Ahaseurus  [19] – in fact, she became a hero in Judahite
history. Only if you consider God’s system of authority “degrading” would you ever consider polygyny
to be anything of the sort. Indeed, in Isaiah 4:1 we read of the days when God’s rule is fully established.
Seven women will take hold of one man, begging him to give them his name and “take away our
reproach”. If polygyny is so degrading, then how could it possibly take away reproach?

“Polygynous marriages lead to jealousy. Look at Rachel and Leah.” 

Take a look around. We live in a monogamous society. If above assertion is accurate, jealousy should be
extinct. But it isn’t. Jealousy is going to exist in any society, simply because people will always be
people.  In  Rachel  and  Leah's  case,  Jacob  certainly exacerbated  the  situation  by playing  favorites
between his wives. Of course that sort of treatment will lead to jealousy! In a polygynous marriage, as
in  any marriage,  the  parties  involved  must  strive  to  be  understanding  and  giving  of  themselves.
Jealousy springs from selfishness, which has no place in a marriage. If a husband is treating his wives
fairly and equitably there should be no legitimate cause for jealousy of any kind, no more than should
exist among multiple siblings of caring parents. Wives have been able to live together harmoniously
and as sisters. There is no insurmountable reason why others can’t do the same. If a solid family unit
couldn’t be constructed under a polygynous format, God would not have allowed it.

“Polygynous societies have more crime, violence, and poverty.”

If that is true, then why are monogamous societies today seeing a steady rise in all three issues? The
cause of crime, violence, and poverty is not polygyny, but rather neglect of God’s laws. If polygyny
resulted in those things He would never have allowed it. Obedience to His moral Law is key to a secure
and prosperous society. Monogamy and polygamy have little to do with it.

“Polygyny is patriarchal.”

And patriarchy is exactly what God has in mind for us. “Patriarchy” has only become a dirty word in
recent  decades  thanks to  the rise  of the “women’s  liberation” movement and feminism, which are
outright rebellion against the hierarchal system He designed for us. Man was meant to rule. Woman was
meant to submit and obey. While politically incorrect, this fact is Scripturally undeniable. The rule of



husbands over their wives and of fathers over their daughters is clearly commanded in Scripture. To
make that authoritative system out to be evil is to say that man knows better and is more righteous than
his  Creator.  The fight  against  patriarchy is  a distinguishing mark of socialist  feminism, which has
flourished in countries with legally-enforced monogamy due to the artificially “equal” status such an
environment gives women. The rebellion will not stop when men and women are equal. Nature and
society abhor a vacuum. When patriarchy is unseated, matriarchy will  slip in to fill  the void – the
precise opposite of what God intends. And what is antithetical to God is sin.

Thoughts on Polygyny

While I stand firm on the statement that polygyny is acceptable and right in light of Scripture, it doesn’t
mean that I advocate it. Scripture takes a fairly neutral stance on the topic. While it doesn’t command it,
it doesn’t condemn it either. I would never rebuke someone in a monogamous marriage, nor someone in
a polygynous marriage. I merely hold to the truth as the Bible lays it out. I would, however, add some
caveats to those who are in a polygynous marriage or considering it.

Polygyny is not about the sex, as some anti-polygynist voices insist, or as some carnally-minded men
might fantasize. As in monogamous marriage, any relationship built solely on sex is doomed. It is a
superficial and weak relationship without any substance whatsoever. Marriage is about commitment,
which means hard work. The husband must commit to care for his wife, and the wife must commit to
submitting to and helping her husband. It is not something to be entered into lightly.

First, a man must consider his current wife, if he is already married. Forcing her into a polygynous
marriage against her will is cruel and thoughtless, guaranteed to lead to contention and perhaps even
failure. If the wives can live together harmoniously it will spare everyone what would otherwise be
misery.  Second,  can  he  support  another  wife,  and for  the  resulting  children?  Marriage  is  a  major
financial responsibility. He should carefully consider his means before taking such a serious step. Third,
is he willing to face the negative responses he will  almost certainly receive from society, from his
family,  and from others? He could very well  be criticized and even ostracized in modern Western
culture, and should be prepared to face it. Fourth, would he be able to provide for the conjugal needs of
each wife? Men, on average, have a higher sex drive than women, but eventually he could end up with
more women than he can keep up with.  If he can’t  provide that  as per I Corinthians 7:3,  then he
shouldn’t marry another woman. Solomon, with 700 wives and 300 concubines, obviously failed in that
regard. Fifth, but not at all least, he should consider whether entering into polygynous marriage will
help or hinder the advancement of the Kingdom. Most people will immediately reject your message if
they know you are a polygynist.  If,  or more accurately,  when the day comes in which God’s Law
becomes universally recognized as the Law of the land, perhaps then plural marriage will be a non-
issue. But until then, practicing polygyny could hinder the spread of the Gospel.

What we can do with this understanding is know that, because polygyny is not a sin, polygynists do not
have to repent of it upon conversion. A polygynist can enter the Kingdom without having to get rid of
all but one wife, as some missionaries have made their converts do. The heartache that must accompany
the disposal of wives is unnecessary. We don’t need to exclude polygynists from Christian fellowship if
they have truly obeyed the Biblical plan of salvation. Would we exclude Abraham, Jacob, or David? Of
course not! Then why would we turn up our noses at a Christian polygynist? There is no Scriptural
reason for doing so, and every reason to welcome him with open arms.

Polygyny  is  not  “the  next  gay  marriage”.  “Conservative”  Christians  who  shout  that  marriage  is
exclusively designed to be between one man and one woman are quite obviously rejecting the Biblical



in favor of the traditional. To fight polygyny as if it is some horrendous sin is to fight against the will of
God and to distract from the real issues that genuinely deserve our resistance, such as sodomy. Let’s
leave the polygynists alone and turn our spiritual weapons on the true perversions.

CONCLUSION

Examining how far Western culture has strayed from the Biblical standards of marriage can quickly
show that  “conservative”  Christians,  in  their  struggle  to  uphold  “traditional”  marriage  are  indeed
upholding exactly that – tradition. In their attempts to give their tradition a foundation they twist and
even ignore Scripture’s clear words on the divine plan for Biblical marriage. “My ways are not your
ways,” declares God (Isaiah 55:8-9). We do not naturally or culturally have the mind of Christ, but
rather carnal minds caught up in what Man has tried to establish as right and good and moral.

Even the atheists and humanists can see the hypocrisy in the “traditional” marriage arguments. They
can read the Bible for themselves and see that we don’t keep its moral laws, that we’ve added our own
traditions and morals and removed the commandments of God. How can we expect them – or anyone,
for that matter – to take us seriously if we’re picking and choosing which parts of the Bible to agree
with and obey? The fight against sodomite unions will never gain ground until we reject even the most
“conservative” traditions and fully embrace and employ every word that proceeds from the mouth of
God.

While the liberals are busy calling good evil and evil good by promoting perversion and condemning
those who stand against it, conservatives do the same in many cases by adhering to manmade tradition
above the Law of God and even condemning those who are perfectly within Biblical parameters. Under
these conditions the conservatives are nothing more than hypocrites in their  fight against  sodomite
unions. If headway is to be made in that quarter, conservatives must return to the Word of God and
relearn it, not trying to force it to fit Western thinking, but changing their thinking to fit the Word of
God. God is neither Eastern nor Western in His thought. He is YAHWEH ELOHIYM, and there is none
like Him.

As should be the case with anybody speaking on important topics, especially when they pertain to
matters touching the Law of God, I encourage you to study marriage carefully for yourself. Prayerfully
compare my assertions with the Bible. Let Scripture speak for itself, laying aside any prejudices or
preconceptions you might harbor. The only way we can truly find what God desires of us is to read the
Word in its own context. When we read it through the lenses of our own sensibilities we will only see a
perversion of truth, and not the very essence thereof.

The battle against the sodomites is reaching a peak, and its outcome will be determined, not by who
gets their candidate into office, or who gets their legislation passed, or who gets the best press coverage.
It will be determined by whether the conservatives continue waving the “traditional” marriage standard,
or abandon it in favor of Biblical marriage. No politician or political party can or will save us. Only the
one true King and Lawgiver can save us, but He will not act on our behalf until we start acting on His.
His ways must become our ways, and His thoughts our thoughts. Our standards must be built on what is
good and right, not on what is traditional. Victory lies only in Jesus. We can appeal to Him, and He will
answer, but only if we subject ourselves unequivocally to His standards and laws. Once we do that, no
force on earth will be able to resist us. But until then, we will only endure humiliation and defeat. Our
disobedience is the problem – not liberals or their philosophy. To use the quip from the old Pogo comic:
“We have met the enemy and he is us.”



It’s vitally important that we understand God’s purpose for our lives, and to apply His Laws to every
aspect  thereof.  As  a  culture  we have  drifted  so  far  from what  is  right  that  we’ve  become nearly
indistinguishable from the pagan civilizations of history. All those civilizations met judgment.  It is
sheer arrogance to think that Western culture is  immune to divine response to our widespread sin.
Liberals and conservatives alike need to let go of their human ideas and theories and return to the Bible
for their source of morality in every sphere, else we will face destruction that will make September 11,
2001 look like child’s play. I believe those days are coming soon. At this rate, it’s inevitable. We need to
get right with God and align our standards with His own. Like the Israelites were sheltered in Goshen
while the ten plagues devastated Egypt, those who are faithful to Him will also be protected from the
storm of fury He will unleash against His enemies. Let’s forget what our denominations or political
parties teach and find out what the Bible says, if only for our own sakes.

For those of us who survive the judgment, understanding the foundational principles of the Kingdom
will make it possible for us to rebuild, this time founding a society that stands strong on the Rock of
Christ.  Marriage  being  one  of  those  foundational  principles,  it  is  essential  that  we  completely
understand it as God perceives it. Any time we try to modify, redefine, or altogether change what God
has decreed, no matter how sincere our motives might be, we are telling the Almighty that we, His
creation and His subjects, are wiser and more righteous. We declare ourselves divine, just as did the
Caesars of ancient Rome.

If we seek divinity, the only way to achieve it in any possible sense is to put on the mind of Christ and
make God’s thoughts our thoughts. We cannot ascend to rule by attempting to dethrone the Almighty,
but we can join Him as ISRA-EL, ruling with ELOHIYM as queen, wife, and fellow ruler over His
creation,  dispensing  truth,  justice,  and  mercy to  a  world  that  groans  in  anticipation  of  Kingdom
restoration. May that day come quickly!

This study is completely free of copyright and may be copied and distributed freely via any media, without the
author's permission



FOOTNOTES

[1] The KJV, as well as many other versions, confuses “bride price” with “dowry”. The Hebrew word
mohar, according to Strong's Concordance, is the “purchase price (of a wife)”. This is not the same as a
dowry, which is what the bride receives from her father upon being married.

[2] The Law does allow for the sale of daughters (Exodus 21:7-11), presumably with impoverished
families in mind. A father could sell his children so his family wouldn’t starve and so the sold child
would be taken care of, albeit in the capacity of a servant. In the case of daughters, the father kept the
funds and was not required to pay the dowry, but his daughter did not necessarily enjoy the same status
as a wife. She was a concubine – also known in Scripture as a female servant or a handmaid.

[3] “...We can now say that the human cerebral cortex is the specific organ of civilization… Foresights,
purpose, and the ideals towards which we strive as individuals and as nations are functions of this same
cortical gray matter.” – Brains of Rats and Men, C. Judson Herrick, University of Chicago Press, 1926

[4]  This  has  been  proven  in  a  variety  of  studies,  predominantly  in  one  conducted  at  Newcastle
University in  the  UK and published December 15,  2013 in  Oxford  University’s  journal,  Cerebral
Cortex. 

[5]  Humanist Manifesto II: “… We reject all religious, ideological, or moral codes that denigrate the
individual,  suppress freedom, dull intellect, dehumanize personality . . . In the area of sexuality, we
believe that intolerant attitudes, often cultivated by orthodox religions and puritanical cultures, unduly
repress sexual conduct. The right to birth control, abortion, and divorce should be recognized ... neither
do we wish to prohibit, by law or social sanction, sexual behavior between consenting adults.” (Italics
mine)

[6] Protocols of the Learned Elders of Zion. The Protocols’ authenticity is a subject of debate, but their
consistency with the Talmud and the fact that everything laid out within them is coming about with
shocking accuracy lends them extraordinary credence.

[7] Sermon, “Racial Harmony and Interracial Marriage”: “…interracial marriage is not only permitted
by God but is a positive good in our day. That is, it is not just to be tolerated, but celebrated.”

[8] Address at Ohio State University, September 12, 1950

[9] November 16, 2012, “31 Arguments Against Gay Marriage (And Why They’re All Wrong)”

[10] “Socially Imposed Universal Monogamy”, or SIUM, is a term coined by Walter Scheidel in his
paper,  “Monogamy  and  Polygyny  in  Greece,  Rome,  and  World  History”,  published  by  Stanford
University in 2008. Though secular, his objective examination of monogamy and polygyny throughout
history sheds great light on the fact that SIUM is a relatively new idea of pagan, rather than divine,
origin.

[11] “...and after the usage of Rome, neither to marry in addition, so as to have more than one wife
living...” – On the Good of Marriage, 7

[12] “Ego sane fateor, me non posse prohibere, si quis plures velit uxores ducere, nec repugnat sacris
literis.” – Letter to Chancellor Gregory Brück, January 1524

[13] Commentaries, remarking on Genesis 1:27

[14] The MacArthur Study Bible, p.348

[15] Considering that to “conserve” means to “preserve” (Webster’s 1828 Dictionary), God's approach
to conservativism and the right wing approach to conservativism are drastically different in this case.



“Conservative” Christians would be among the first to denounce obedience of the levirate law by a
married man to be disgusting and vile.

[16] Yaldabaoth, an accidentally created entity who arrogantly (and, according to Gnostic teaching,
falsely) thought he was the only God, and thus told the Israelites, “I am God, and there is none else,
there is no God beside me.” (Isaiah 45:5)

[17] In a January 10, 2011 article in The Toronto Star, entitled, “Reason – Not Religion – Behind Ban
on  Polygamy,  Prof  Tells  BC  Court”,  law  professor  John  Witte,  Jr  is  quoted  as  explaining,  “The
prohibitions  against  polygamy  are  pre-Christian  and  post  Christian  in  their  formulation.  …  Pre-
Christian in that we have these formulations in Greek texts and pre-Christian Roman law…” Later he is
quoted to say,  “The Greeks and Romans are in many ways the forefathers and foremothers of our
Western civilization … We received from them ideas of liberty, ideas of constitutional order, ideas of
rights. … It is a fundamental part of who we are as Western people.” In a report on polygamy prepared
for the Supreme Court of British Columbia (Vancouver Registery Number S-097767, filed July 19,
2010), Witte says, “The philosophical roots of monogamous marriage lie in ancient Greece and Rome.
… These  ideas  of  monogamous  marriage  entered  Roman  law already in  the  centuries  before  the
common era [before Christ], and became axiomatic for the Roman imperial law of the first six centuries
of the common era.” It is telling to note that the BC Supreme Court commissioned Witte’s report in
order to determine whether banning polygamy would be a Christian action – if so, they were prepared
to  refrain.  When  Witte  revealed  that  banning  polygamy would  be  in  keeping  with  classical  and
humanist ideals, rather than Christian morals, the court ruled against polygamy.

[18] Quoting Scheidel in his paper on monogamy and polygamy: “Pauline Christianity way well have
been monogamous because it evolved in a Greco-Roman context and not because of anything that was
specific to this movement, let alone its latently polygamous Jewish background.”

[19] Contrary to popular understanding, Vashti was not divorced. Her rank was merely reduced and she
was no longer Ahaseurus’ chief wife. Esther was chosen to fill the role which Vashti’s demotion left
vacant.


