
The Covenantal House: A Textual and
Linguistic Examination of Polygyny in
Scripture
Section 1: Introduction, Problem Statement,
and the Jurisprudence of Transgression
1.1 The Unexamined Premise of Western Monogamy
The contemporary Christian tradition operates on an unexamined premise: that
monogamy—the exclusive, permanent covenant of one man to one woman—is the sole
marital structure sanctioned by the God of the Bible. Within ecclesiastical discourse, this
premise is treated as an unquestioned axiom rather than an exegetically demonstrated
conclusion. Pastors and commentators routinely cite Genesis 2:24 ("the two shall
become one flesh") and 1 Timothy 3:2 ("the husband of one wife") as an impenetrable
biblical fortress against plural marriage. Yet, when subjected to rigorous
historical-grammatical exegesis, structural linguistic analysis, and comparative legal
examination against the statutory corpus of the Torah, this conclusion collapses.

The Hebrew Bible nowhere condemns, outlaws, or moralizes against the practice of
polygyny. To the contrary, the Torah explicitly regulates plural marriage as a lawful
reality (Exodus 21:10; Deuteronomy 21:15–17), mandates it under the Levirate
institution (Deuteronomy 25:5–10), and records Yahweh Himself presenting multiple
wives to King David as a concrete manifestation of divine favor (2 Samuel 12:8). The
prophets frame Yahweh's covenantal relationship with Israel and Judah not as a strict
monogamous bond, but as a concurrent marital covenant with two distinct sisters
(Ezekiel 23; Jeremiah 3:6–14; 31:32). In the New Testament, the apostolic writers issue
no commands for polygynous converts to dissolve their households; Christ frames the
eschatological Kingdom through royal wedding imagery involving multiple virgins
awaiting a single Bridegroom (Matthew 25:1–13); and the qualifications for church
leadership in the Pastoral Epistles employ anarthrous, qualitative phrases that test
covenantal fidelity and household governance rather than mechanical marital
arithmetic.

The modern Western rejection of polygyny is not derived from the biblical text. It is an
artifact of Roman civil law, Greco-Roman cultural chauvinism, and post-apostolic
asceticism absorbed by the Church as it became institutionalized within the Roman
Empire. This pagan civil inheritance was codified into canon law throughout late
antiquity and the Middle Ages, uncritically absorbed by the Protestant Reformers despite
their formal commitment to sola scriptura, and exported globally through European
colonial expansion.
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Compounding this historical error, the contemporary church has embraced a destructive
practice: serial monogamy. Through the mechanisms of no-fault divorce and subsequent
remarriage, modern churches celebrate men who repeatedly shatter "one flesh" unions
and discard covenantal obligations, welcoming them into fellowship and elevation to
elder boards provided their marriages occur consecutively. Meanwhile, the man who
honors his vows, expands his household, provides lifelong protection and economic
security to multiple wives, and raises his children within an intact covenantal framework
is cast out as an egregious sinner. This represents a moral inversion of the biblical
standard: the covenant-breaker is rehabilitated and honored, while the covenant-keeper
is condemned.

1.2 The Problem of Undefined Terms
A foundational error in contemporary evangelical ethics is the failure to define legal
terms through the statutory grammar of the Torah. The New Testament uses terms such
as porneia (πορνεία, sexual immorality), moicheia (μοιχεία, adultery), and the concept of
covenantal knowledge (ginōskō, γινώσκω) without providing novel lexical definitions. It
does not provide definitions because the apostolic writers presupposed the legal
definitions already established by the Law of Moses.

When modern interpreters detach the New Testament's sexual vocabulary from the
Torah, they fill the void with shifting cultural taboos. Porneia is transformed into a
subjective catch-all for any sexual practice that violates modern sensibilities, while
adultery is redefined symmetrically as any extramarital sexual act committed by either
a husband or a wife.

The Hebrew Bible operates with strict juridical precision. The Hebrew word for adultery is
na'aph .)נאַָף( Across the entire canon of Scripture, na'aph is defined as a sexual
transgression against another man's covenant: the union of a man (regardless of his
marital status) with a woman who is married or betrothed to another man (Leviticus
20:10; Deuteronomy 22:22). Under biblical law, a married man who enters into a sexual
union with an unmarried, unbetrothed woman does not commit adultery. His act may
incur legal and economic obligations, such as the requirement of dowry and lifelong
marriage without the right of divorce (Exodus 22:16–17; Deuteronomy 22:28–29), but it
is never classified as na'aph. The marital status of the man is legally irrelevant to the
determination of adultery; the marital status of the woman is the sole determining
factor.

By failing to maintain this statutory definition, modern commentators commit a category
error. They accuse the patriarchs—Abraham, Jacob, and David, men explicitly identified
as friends of God and models of faith—of living in unrepentant adultery. If the modern
definition of adultery is true, then the very foundations of the redemptive lineage are
built on criminal sexual deviance. If the biblical definition is true, the patriarchs lived in
lawful, regulated, and divinely blessed covenantal marriages.
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1.3 The Legal Standard of Transgression: "Where No Law
Is, There Is No Transgression"
In evaluating the moral status of polygyny, Christian ethics must submit to the biblical
jurisprudence of sin. Modern opposition to plural marriage relies on subjective revulsion,
Victorian domestic sentimentality, and the speculative reconstruction of "ideals"
abstracted from narrative descriptions. This methodology violates the biblical doctrine of
divine law.

Scripture defines sin with statutory exactness: "Sin is the transgression of the law" (hē
hamartia estin hē anomia, ἡ ἁμαρτία ἐστὶν ἡ ἀνομία, 1 John 3:4). Sin is not the violation
of human cultural preferences, nor is it deviation from an aesthetic ideal; it is
lawlessness—the direct breach of a revealed commandment. The Apostle Paul
establishes the negative corollary as a foundational principle of divine justice: "For
where no law is, there is no transgression" (hou de ouk estin nomos oude parabasis, οὗ
δὲ οὐκ ἔστιν νόμος οὐδὲ παράβασις, Romans 4:15). He reiterates this legal reality in
Romans 5:13: "Sin is not imputed when there is no law" (hamartia de ouk ellogeitai mē
ontos nomou, ἁμαρτία δὲ οὐκ ἐλλογεῖται μὴ ὄντος νόμου).

This principle is repeated three times across the New Testament witness. For an action
to be imputed as sin by the Sovereign Judge, there must exist an explicit divine statute
prohibiting that action. Man possesses no legislative authority to invent sins, construct
moral prohibitions, or bind consciences where God has left humanity free: "You shall not
add to the word which I command you, neither shall you take from it, that you may keep
the commandments of the LORD your God which I command you" (Deuteronomy 4:2; cf.
12:32; Proverbs 30:6).

When this statutory test is applied to polygyny, the result is definitive: there is no law
prohibiting a man from taking more than one wife anywhere within the pages of the Old
or New Testaments. There is no commandment that says, "A man shall not take unto
himself a second wife." Because there is no law forbidding plural marriage, there is no
transgression. To brand a polygynous man a sinner is to usurp the divine throne, create
an artificial code of righteousness, and incur the severe rebuke directed against the
Pharisees, who "teach for doctrines the commandments of men" (Matthew 15:9). Even if
one were to evaluate the question exclusively from the New Testament epistles, the
complete absence of a statutory prohibition means that under the criteria of Romans
4:15, polygyny cannot be charged as a moral offense.

1.4 Statutory Precision and the Asymmetry of Mosaic Law
The absence of a prohibition against polygyny cannot be dismissed as an oversight or an
ambiguity of ancient legal drafting. The Mosaic Law is characterized by exhaustive,
granular precision, particularly regarding sexual ethics. Leviticus 18 and 20 contain
meticulous catalogues of illicit sexual unions. The law explicitly enumerates prohibitions
against incest with near kin, relations during ceremonial uncleanness, bestiality, and
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homosexuality.

Critically, when the Torah intends to enact a universal, bilateral moral prohibition that
applies equally to both sexes, it states the command with explicit bilateral symmetry.
Consider the statutory formulation of the prohibition against bestiality in Leviticus 20:

"And if a man lie with a beast, he shall surely be put to death: and ye shall slay the
beast. And if a woman approach unto any beast, and lie down thereto, thou shalt kill the
woman, and the beast: they shall surely be put to death; their blood shall be upon
them." (Leviticus 20:15–16)

The Law does not rely on inference. It does not state "if a man lie with a beast" and
assume the reader will deduce that the same rule applies to women. It legislates for the
male in verse 15, and then enacts a separate, parallel statute for the female in verse 16.
The statutory language leaves no room for interpretive ambiguity.

Contrast this statutory symmetry with the adultery legislation of Leviticus 20:10:

"And the man that committeth adultery with another man's wife, even he that
committeth adultery with his neighbour's wife, the adulterer and the adulteress shall
surely be put to death."

The statute is deliberately asymmetrical. The crime is committed by a man with another
man's wife (eshet ish, אֵשֶׁת .)ׁאִיש The Torah contains no mirror statute stating: "And if a
woman commit adultery with another woman's husband, the adulteress and the
adulterer shall surely be put to death." Such a statute does not exist, because under
Mosaic jurisprudence, a married man taking an additional, unattached woman into his
household does not commit an offense against his first wife's covenant; he extends his
household governance.

This asymmetry is the foundation of biblical marriage law. The Torah explicitly outlaws
polyandry—a woman taking multiple concurrent husbands. A woman bound to a
husband (be'ulat ba'al, ַבעַַּל, בעְֻּלת Deuteronomy 22:22) is under his exclusive covenantal
covering and jurisdiction. For her to admit another man is an act of covenantal treason,
property destruction, and genetic corruption that destroys inheritance tracking and
tribal continuity.

Polygyny introduces no such confusion. The husband expands his jurisdiction; paternity
remains unmistakable; inheritance lines remain intact; and the household operates
under unified patriarchal headship. To force bilateral symmetry onto the law of adultery
is an act of rabbinic or ecclesiastical "fencing"—adding human legislation to divine law
to prevent what God never forbade. Mosaic Law is asymmetrical precisely because
polygyny was authorized and regulated, while polyandry was an absolute capital crime.
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Section 2: Defining the Moral Boundary:
Adultery, Knowledge, and Covenant
2.1 The Statutory Precision of Na'aph
To reclaim biblical clarity, we must analyze the statutory language governing the
seventh commandment: lo tin'aph תנִאְָף, )לֹא "Thou shalt not commit adultery," Exodus
20:14; Deuteronomy 5:18). The verbal root na'aph is never used loosely in the statutory
texts; it is a technical legal term carrying an unvarying definition throughout the Old
Testament.

The definitive statutory formulation appears in Leviticus 20:10:

Ve'ish asher yin'aph et-eshet ish asher yin'aph et-eshet re'ehu mot-yumat hano'eph
ve-hano'aphet.

והְַנֹּאָפתֶ׃( הַנֹּאֵף מוֹת־יומַּת רעֵֵהוּ אֶת־אֵשֶׁת יִנאְַף אֲשֶׁר אִישׁ אֶת־אֵשֶׁת יִנאְַף אֲשֶׁר )ואְִישׁ

"And the man that committeth adultery with another man's wife, even he that
committeth adultery with his neighbour's wife, the adulterer and the adulteress shall
surely be put to death."

The statute establishes the material elements of the crime:

1. The perpetrator is an ish (a man, without qualification as to whether he is single,
betrothed, or married).

2. The object of the violation is an eshet ish (a woman belonging to a man) or eshet
re'ehu (the wife of his neighbor).

3. The violation consists of sexual entry into that woman's body.
4. The legal consequence is capital punishment for both the active violator (hano'eph)

and the consenting adulteress (hano'aphet).

Deuteronomy 22:22 confirms this precise statutory definition:

"If a man be found lying with a woman married to an husband (ishah be'ulat ba'al), then
they shall both of them die, both the man that lay with the woman, and the woman: so
shalt thou put away evil from Israel."

In both texts, the crime is defined by the status of the woman. She is under the ba'al
(lordship/husbandry) of another man. The violation is an invasion of another man's
covenantal boundary, a theft of his exclusive claim to her sexuality, and a corruption of
his seed.

If a married man engaged in sexual relations with an unbetrothed, unmarried virgin,
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biblical law did not invoke na'aph. It invoked the civil seduction and rape statutes of
Exodus 22:16–17 and Deuteronomy 22:28–29:

"If a man entice a maid that is not betrothed, and lie with her, he shall surely endow her
to be his wife. If her father utterly refuse to give her unto him, he shall pay money
according to the dowry of virgins." (Exodus 22:16–17)

"If a man find a damsel that is a virgin, which is not betrothed, and lay hold on her, and
lie with her, and they be found; Then the man that lay with her shall give unto the
damsel's father fifty shekels of silver, and she shall be his wife; because he hath
humbled her, he may not put her away all his days." (Deuteronomy 22:28–29)

Notice the profound legal disparity: the man who lies with an eshet ish (married woman)
is executed alongside her for capital adultery. The man who lies with an unbetrothed
virgin—even if that man already has one or more wives—is not put to death, nor is he
charged with adultery. Instead, the law mandates that he must pay the bride-price and
take her as an additional, permanent wife without the legal right of divorce.

If the modern egalitarian definition of adultery were operative in the Torah, a married
man lying with an unmarried virgin would be put to death as an adulterer. Instead, the
Torah commands him to marry her. God's Law does not prescribe a lifetime of marriage
as the penalty for a capital crime; it commands marriage because the man's sexual
union with an unattached woman initiates a covenantal obligation that must be
formalized under patriarchal protection.

2.2 Porneia and Sexual Immorality: The Torah as Lexical
Anchor
In the New Testament, the Greek word porneia (πορνεία) appears frequently, translated
in modern versions as "fornication" or the broader phrase "sexual immorality." Modern
commentators routinely treat porneia as an elastic semantic container into which any
non-monogamous arrangement can be placed. This interpretive approach ignores the
lexical dependency of the Greek New Testament upon the Hebrew Old Testament.

The New Testament authors were Jewish men writing within the framework of Mosaic
jurisprudence. When they employed porneia, they used it as the Greek equivalent of the
Hebrew legal categories governing illicit sexual unions. In the Septuagint (LXX), the
Greek translation of the Hebrew Scriptures translated in Alexandria around 250 BC,
porneia and its cognates (porneuō, ekporneuō) translate forms of the Hebrew root zanah
.(to commit harlotry, illicit trade, or unfaithfulness to a covenant )זנָהָ,

In the statutory law of the Pentateuch, illicit sexual relationships are explicitly listed in
Leviticus 18 and 20. These prohibited unions include:

• Incestuous relationships within immediate and extended consanguinity (Leviticus
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18:6–17).
• Concurrent marriage to a woman and her biological sister (Leviticus 18:18).
• Intercourse during menstrual separation (Leviticus 18:19).
• Adultery with a neighbor's wife (na'aph, Leviticus 18:20).
• Homosexual intercourse between males (Leviticus 18:22).
• Bestiality (Leviticus 18:23).

This list defines the boundaries of sexual prohibition under the Law of God. Polygyny is
not on this list. The only polygynous configuration prohibited is marrying two sisters
simultaneously (Leviticus 18:18). By the basic canon of legal interpretation—expressio
unius est exclusio alterius (the express mention of one thing excludes all others)—the
specific statutory prohibition against marrying a wife's sister confirms the legality of
taking other, unrelated women as concurrent wives.

The significance of this statutory background becomes clear in the decree of the
Jerusalem Council in Acts 15. The council met to resolve whether Gentile converts were
required to be circumcised and keep the ceremonial Law of Moses. The apostolic
decision, delivered by James and recorded by Luke, freed Gentile believers from
ceremonial burdens, requiring only four specific abstentions:

"That ye abstain from meats offered to idols, and from blood, and from things strangled,
and from fornication (porneia): from which if ye keep yourselves, ye shall do well." (Acts
15:29)

Every requirement in this four-fold apostolic prohibition derives directly from the Torah's
statutes governing the resident alien (ger, )ֵּגר living in Israel, detailed in Leviticus 17–18:

1. Meat offered to idols (Leviticus 17:7–9).
2. The consumption of blood (Leviticus 17:10–12).
3. Things strangled / improperly bled animals (Leviticus 17:13–14).
4. Porneia—the illicit sexual unions explicitly prohibited to resident aliens in Leviticus 18

(Leviticus 18:26).

The apostles did not invent a new definition of porneia in Acts 15. They commanded
Gentile converts to conform to the universal baseline of Leviticus 18. Plural marriage
was not included in Leviticus 18, was not forbidden to the resident alien, and was not
prohibited by the Jerusalem Council.

Thousands of Gentiles across the Greco-Roman diaspora and the Near East lived in
households structured by ancient patriarchal marriage customs. Had the apostolic
decree required the immediate dissolution of all plural marriages, it would have
generated widespread family disruption, requiring legal divorce, child abandonment, and
formal instructions on dismantling households. The New Testament contains no such
instructions. The silence of the apostolic decree regarding polygyny is proof that the
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early Church did not consider the practice to fall under the statutory definition of
porneia.

2.3 The Patriarchal Defense: Friends of God or Habitual
Transgressors?
The theological failure of the modern anti-polygyny position is evident when applied to
Old Testament redemptive history. Scripture accords the title "friend of God" (philos
theou) to Abraham (2 Chronicles 20:7; Isaiah 41:8; James 2:23). David is described as a
man after God's own heart (anthrōpon kata tēn kardian autou, 1 Samuel 13:14; Acts
13:22). Jacob is the father of the twelve tribes of Israel, whose very name was
transformed by God into the covenantal designation of His chosen people (Genesis
32:28).

Yet, each of these men lived in open, unrepentant, lifelong polygyny:

• Abraham was married to Sarah, took Hagar as a legal wife (ishah, Genesis 16:3), and
later married Keturah, while maintaining multiple secondary wives (pilagshim,
Genesis 25:1, 6).

• Jacob was concurrently married to two sisters, Leah and Rachel, and their
handmaids, Bilhah and Zilpah, with each handmaid explicitly designated as his ishah
(Genesis 30:4, 9).

• David possessed at least eight named wives—Ahinoam, Abigail, Maacah, Haggith,
Abital, Eglah, Michal, and Bathsheba—alongside multiple unnamed wives and
concubines taken from Jerusalem (2 Samuel 3:2–5; 5:13; 1 Chronicles 3:1–9).

If the modern, Western definition of marriage is the immutable standard of divine
righteousness, then Abraham, Jacob, and David were not men of righteousness; they
were serial, unrepentant sexual predators and chronic adulterers. Under modern
ecclesiastical guidelines, not one of these men would be eligible for baptism, church
membership, or the office of elder.

The standard modern evangelical response to this tension is the "divine
accommodation" or "tolerance" theory. Commentators argue that God merely
"permitted" or "winked at" polygyny in the primitive, unenlightened Old Testament era
due to the hardness of human hearts, but that it was always an inherent departure from
His holy will.

This argument collapses under theological and textual scrutiny:

First, it attacks the character of God. The holy God of Scripture does not accommodate
Himself to moral depravity. He does not accommodate idolatry, murder, theft, or
genuine adultery. In Leviticus 18:24–30, God declares that the Canaanite nations were
vomited out of the land precisely because they practiced sexual abominations. If
polygyny were an abomination, God could not have tolerated it in the patriarchs while
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destroying the Canaanites for sexual sin.

Second, the Law of God is an expression of His immutable, holy character. Psalm 19:7
declares: "The law of the LORD is perfect, converting the soul." If the Torah is perfect, it
cannot contain statutes that regulate and instruct men on how to perform sin. As will be
demonstrated in Section 5, the Torah provides direct, protective legislation for
polygynous households (Exodus 21:10; Deuteronomy 21:15–17). God cannot issue laws
protecting and institutionalizing sin.

Third, God did not merely tolerate David's polygyny; He claimed direct responsibility for
it. In 2 Samuel 12:8, the prophet Nathan speaks the words of Yahweh: "I gave thee thy
master's house, and thy master's wives into thy bosom... and if that had been too little, I
would moreover have given unto thee such and such things." God presents the gift of
multiple wives as a proof of His generosity. If polygyny is inherently sinful, then God
presents Himself as an active facilitator of sin, a blasphemous conclusion that destroys
the moral integrity of the Godhead.

The patriarchs were not sinners who evaded judgment through an era of divine
indulgence. They were righteous men who operated within the lawful parameters of the
covenant household. Their plural unions were recognized, blessed, and used by Yahweh
to construct the twelve tribes of Israel.

2.4 Knowledge as Covenant: The "I Never Knew You"
Formulation
The biblical understanding of marriage as an asymmetrical covenant is linked to the
scriptural theology of covenantal knowledge. In Matthew 7:21–23, Jesus delivers a
terrifying eschatological judgment:

"Not every one that saith unto me, Lord, Lord, shall enter into the kingdom of heaven;
but he that doeth the will of my Father which is in heaven. Many will say to me in that
day, Lord, Lord, have we not prophesied in thy name? and in thy name have cast out
devils? and in thy name done many wonderful works? And then will I profess unto them,
I never knew you: depart from me, ye that work iniquity."

The critical phrase is oudepote egnōn hymas (οὐδέποτε ἔγνων ὑμᾶς, "I never knew
you"). The verb is ginōskō (γινώσκω), which throughout the Greek Scriptures translates
the Hebrew verb yada .)ידַָע(

In Hebrew thought, yada does not denote mere intellectual apprehension or cognitive
awareness. It is a technical term for covenantal intimacy, formal union, and sexual
consummation:

• "And Adam knew (yada) Eve his wife; and she conceived, and bare Cain" (Genesis
4:1).
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• "And Cain knew (yada) his wife; and she conceived, and bare Enoch" (Genesis 4:17).
• "And Elkanah knew (yada) Hannah his wife; and the LORD remembered her" (1

Samuel 1:19).
• "Now the virgin was very fair, and a virgin, neither had any man known (yada) her"

(Genesis 24:16; cf. Judges 11:39).

This marital and sexual "knowing" is the precise terminology God adopts to express His
covenant relationship with His people:

• "You only have I known (yada) of all the families of the earth: therefore I will punish
you for all your iniquities." (Amos 3:2)

• "Before I formed thee in the belly I knew (yada) thee; and before thou camest forth
out of the womb I sanctified thee." (Jeremiah 1:5)

• "I am the good shepherd, and know (ginōskō) my sheep, and am known (ginōskomai)
of mine." (John 10:14)

When Jesus proclaims to the professing workers of lawlessness, oudepote egnōn hymas,
He is not denying cognitive knowledge of their historical existence. He is an omniscient
God who knows the number of hairs upon their heads (Matthew 10:30). His denial is
forensic, domestic, and marital: "I never entered into a covenantal, marital bond with
you. You were never part of My household. You have no legal claim upon My name, My
table, or My covering."

This domestic reality is reinforced in the parallel warning of Luke 13:25–27:

"When once the master of the house (oikodespotēs) is risen up, and hath shut to the
door, and ye begin to stand without, and to knock at the door, saying, Lord, Lord, open
unto us; and he shall answer and say unto you, I know you not whence ye are... Depart
from me, all ye workers of iniquity."

The setting is explicitly the household (oikos). The Lord is the oikodespotēs—the
patriarchal master of the estate. The individuals locked out are not hostile pagan
foreigners; they are people who assumed they held a privileged domestic relationship
with Him: "We have eaten and drunk in thy presence, and thou hast taught in our
streets" (Luke 13:26). But the Master denies the covenant: "I know you not." They lack
the legal status of covenantal belonging.

2.4.1 The Ten Virgins: Eschatological Covenantal Rejection
This covenantal definition of "knowledge" explains the Parable of the Ten Virgins in
Matthew 25:1–13. The standard modern interpretation flattens this parable into a
generic moral lesson about spiritual alertness. A rigorous grammatical and cultural
examination reveals an explicitly polygynous wedding procession.

The parable opens with ten virgins (parthenoi, παρθένοι) who take their lamps and go
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forth to meet the bridegroom (nymphios, νυμφίος). Five are wise (phronimoi), and five
are foolish (mōrai). The foolish take their lamps but carry no reserve vessel of oil. When
the bridegroom tarries, all slumber and sleep. At midnight, the cry goes up: "Behold, the
bridegroom cometh; go ye out to meet him" (Matthew 25:6). The wise trim their lamps
and proceed with the bridegroom into the wedding feast. The foolish, departing to buy
oil from merchants, arrive late at the locked estate:

"Afterward came also the other virgins, saying, Lord, Lord, open to us. But he answered
and said, Verily I say unto you, I know you not." (Matthew 25:11–12)

The bridegroom's response is amēn legō hymin, ouk oida hymas (ἀμὴν λέγω ὑμῖν, οὐκ
οἶδα ὑμᾶς, "Truly I say to you, I know you not"). The verb oida is functionally
synonymous with ginōskō. The phrase matches Christ's covenantal rejection in Matthew
7:23 and Luke 13:25.

Consider the identity of these ten virgins. They are not wedding guests or casual
observers. In an ancient Near Eastern royal wedding, casual observers did not possess
the legal right to demand entrance into the bridal chamber once the doors were shut.

Notice the title the foolish virgins use when pleading for admittance: "Lord, Lord" (Kyrie,
Kyrie, Κύριε, κύριε, Matthew 25:11). This is the exact marital address highlighted by the
Apostle Peter when defining biblical wifely submission:

"Even as Sara obeyed Abraham, calling him lord (kyrion auton kalousa): whose
daughters ye are, as long as ye do well, and are not afraid with any amazement." (1
Peter 3:6)

The virgins address the Bridegroom using the precise term of covenantal submission
that a wife uses for her patriarchal husband. They are not party crashers seeking free
food; they are prospective brides who anticipated entering into the bridal chamber
(nymphōn) to consummate their union with the King.

The wise virgins entered with the Bridegroom into the feast, and the door was shut. The
text explicitly uses the plural noun gamoi (γάμοι) in Matthew 25:10: "and they that were
ready went in with him to the marriage feast (tous gamous)." As analyzed in Section 6.4,
gamoi denotes the expansive, multi-day royal wedding celebration of an emperor or
king. The wise virgins—multiple brides—enter into the marriage. The foolish virgins are
denied not because there were already five brides inside, but because they lacked the
covenantal preparation and oil necessary to participate in the procession. The rejection
is: "I do not know you covenantally."

2.4.2 The Kingdom as an Expansive Patriarchal Household
The convergence of Matthew 7:23, Luke 13:25, and Matthew 25:1–13 reveals the
structural architecture of the Kingdom of God. The Kingdom is not structured as an
egalitarian, symmetrical contract between two indistinguishable peers. It is an
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expansive, patriarchal household presided over by one sovereign Bridegroom, Jesus
Christ, who enters into covenantal "knowing" with a plurality of brides.

This reality runs continuously throughout Scripture:

• Yahweh is the singular Husband who took two distinct sister kingdoms—Israel and
Judah—as concurrent legal wives (Ezekiel 23:4; Jeremiah 3:14).

• Yahweh brings in the wild olive branch of the Gentiles as an additional covenantal
bride to provoke the natural branches to jealousy (Romans 9:25; 11:11).

• The Apostle Paul addresses the local, distinct congregation at Corinth as an individual
virgin betrothed to one Husband: "For I have espoused you to one husband, that I
may present you as a chaste virgin to Christ" (2 Corinthians 11:2).

If the Corinthian church is a distinct bride betrothed to Christ, and the Ephesian church
is a bride, and the Philippian church is a bride, then the singular "Bride of Christ" is a
composite, collective corporate designation for an eschatological reality: Christ, the one
Husband, in covenant union with many local, distinct assemblies of saints.

The Kingdom of God is structured as an expansive patriarchal household. The
Bridegroom's capacity for covenant love is not a finite emotional commodity divided and
diluted among competing claimants; it is an infinite divine reality that covers, sanctifies,
and elevates every bride brought beneath His roof. The rejection of the workers of
lawlessness in Matthew 7:23 is that they were never brought beneath that covering.
They remain outside the House, unknown and unwashed.

Section 3: Lexical, Narrative, Demographic, and
Historical Evidence
3.1 Hebrew Terminology for Plural Marriage
The vocabulary of the Hebrew Bible confirms that plural marriage was an ordinary,
integrated element of Israelite society. The Old Testament contains no specialized,
derogatory, or clinical terminology equivalent to the Western words "polygamy" or
"polygyny." When the text records a man taking multiple wives, it employs
straightforward descriptive legal phrasing:

• wa-yiqqach ishah aheret ּׁה )ויִַקַּח (and he took another wife," Exodus 21:10" אַחֶרתֶ, אִשָּ
• shtei nashim שְׁתֵּי( ,נשִָׁים "two wives," 1 Samuel 1:2; 1 Chronicles 4:5)
• nashim rabbot נשִָׁים( ,רבַוֹּת "many wives," Judges 8:30; 2 Chronicles 11:23)

The absence of a specialized, stigmatizing abstract noun proves that plural marriage
was not viewed as a pathology or an institutional aberration requiring distinct legal
classification. It was simply marriage (ishut), entered into consecutively by a single
patriarch.
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A foundational distinction exists in Hebrew family law between two categories of
legitimate wives: the ishah )ׁה ילגֶשֶׁ(. and the pilegesh )אִשָּ )פִּ

1. The Ishah (Primary Wife):

The word ishah is the standard Hebrew term for woman and wife. In a plural household,
the ishah is a wife who enters the marriage with a formal marriage contract (ketubah),
accompanied by a dowry (mohar) provided by the husband or her family. She typically
holds higher social standing and primary administrative authority within the domestic
compound.

1. The Pilegesh (Secondary Wife):

Commonly translated in modern English Bibles as "concubine," the word pilegesh is a
non-Semitic loanword (likely related to Greek pallakis, παλλακίς) that designates a
secondary legal wife. The modern English connotation of a "concubine" as an illicit
mistress, an informal sexual partner, or an unprotected slave is an inaccurate
translation. In biblical law, the pilegesh was a secondary wife who entered the covenant
without a standard dowry or with a modified contract, but who retained full legal
protections as a married woman.

The legal standing of the pilegesh is demonstrated across the Old Testament text:

• In Judges 19:2–4, the Levite's secondary wife is called his pilegesh in verse 2, but in
verses 3 and 4 she is called his ishah (wife), and the woman's father is repeatedly
identified as the Levite's "father-in-law" (choten, .)ֵחֹתן Under Mosaic law, an illicit
sexual partner does not have a father who is legally recognized as a man's
father-in-law.

• In Genesis 25:5–6, the sons of Abraham's concubines (benei hapilagshim) receive
legal inheritance gifts directly from Abraham's estate while he is still living, proving
their recognized legitimacy and paternal obligation under ancient patriarchal law.

• In 2 Samuel 3:7, Ishbosheth accuses Abner of treason for having sexual relations with
Rizpah, Saul's pilegesh. Under ancient Near Eastern and biblical law, laying claim to a
deceased monarch's wife or concubine was a direct political bid for the throne (cf. 2
Samuel 16:21–22; 1 Kings 2:13–25). If a pilegesh were merely an informal sexual
partner, relations with her would carry no royal succession implications.

• The sons of Jacob born to the secondary wives Bilhah and Zilpah—Dan, Naphtali,
Gad, and Asher—are not treated as illegitimate bastards (mamzerim, Deuteronomy
23:2). They are listed as full tribal patriarchs, inherit equal territorial shares in the
Promised Land alongside the sons of Leah and Rachel, and have their names
engraved upon the gates of the New Jerusalem (Revelation 21:12).

Both the ishah and the pilegesh were lawful, covenantally bound, and legally protected
members of the patriarchal household.
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3.1.1 The Royal Consort of Psalm 45: Shegal versus Gebirah
One of the proof-texts frequently advanced by defenders of universal monogamy,
particularly when interpreted typologically of Christ and the Church, is Psalm 45:9:
"Kings' daughters were among thy honourable women: upon thy right hand did stand
the queen in gold of Ophir." Commentators frequently attempt to neutralize the
surrounding plurality ("honourable women," "virgins her companions that follow her," v.
14) by asserting that the "queen" (shegal) is either a singular monogamous bride or the
King's mother.

Lexical analysis refutes both claims. The Hebrew word translated "queen" in Psalm 45:9
is not gebirah ,)ָגבְּיִרה( the technical term for the Queen Mother who held official political
rank in the Davidic court (cf. 1 Kings 15:13; 2 Kings 10:13; Jeremiah 13:18). Rather, the
text employs shegal ,)ָשֵׁגל( an East Semitic loanword derived from the Akkadian ša ekalli
("she of the palace"), designating a royal consort or primary wife. The noun appears in
the Hebrew Bible only here and in Nehemiah 2:6, where it refers to the consort queen
sitting beside Artaxerxes. The Aramaic cognate sheglata )ָשֵׁגלְתָא( appears in Daniel
5:2–3, 23, where it explicitly denotes Belshazzar’s royal wives alongside his concubines
(lechenan).

The context of Psalm 45 is a royal, multi-household wedding procession. The shegal at
the King’s right hand is the primary bride of the ceremony, addressed in verses 10–11:
"Hearken, O daughter, and consider, and incline thine ear; forget also thine own people,
and thy father's house; So shall the king greatly desire thy beauty." In verse 14, the text
records: "The virgins her companions that follow her shall be brought unto thee." The
pronominal suffix in verse 14 is feminine singular (lakh, "unto thee"): the virgin
companions are brought to the queen as part of her bridal retinue, entering the King’s
palace compound together (v. 15). Psalm 45 depicts an expansive royal household: a
king surrounded by honorable women of foreign courts, a primary consort queen
(shegal), and an attending retinue of virgins who enter the royal estate.

3.2 The Narrative Survey: From the Patriarchs to the
Restoration
A comprehensive survey of the historical narratives demonstrates that plural marriage is
woven throughout the entire timeline of redemptive history, practiced by spiritual
leaders, and recorded without editorial censure from the biblical authors.

• Genesis 4:19 — Lamech: "And Lamech took unto him two wives: the name of the one
was Adah, and the name of the other Zillah." Critics point to Lamech's descent from
Cain as proof that polygyny originated in wickedness. The text records the fact of his
two wives without moral commentary; the subsequent condemnation of Lamech in
verses 23–24 is explicitly for his violent boasting and murder of a young man, not for
his marital structure.

• Genesis 16:3; 25:1–6 — Abraham: Sarah gives Hagar to Abram "to be his wife" (lo
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le-ishah). God blesses the fruit of this union, making Ishmael a great nation (Genesis
17:20). Following Sarah's death, Abraham marries Keturah, by whom he fathers six
sons, alongside maintaining other secondary wives (pilagshim), sending all his sons
into their inheritances with dignity.

• Genesis 29–30 — Jacob: The covenant father of Israel marries Leah and Rachel, and
subsequently takes Bilhah and Zilpah. God opens the wombs of all four women,
actively blessing this plural household to produce the twelve foundational pillars of
the nation of Israel. When Rachel and Leah speak of their relationship to Jacob, they
affirm their shared domestic reality under his headship.

• Genesis 26:34; 36:2–3 — Esau: Esau takes three wives: Judith and Basemath
(Hittites), and Mahalath (daughter of Ishmael). Genesis 26:35 notes that the Hittite
wives "were a grief of mind unto Isaac and to Rebekah." The text locates the grief in
their pagan, Canaanite idolatry, not in their numerical plurality.

• Judges 8:30 — Gideon: "And Gideon had threescore and ten sons of his body
begotten: for he had many wives." The seventy sons of Gideon are recorded as a
direct testament to his prosperity, stature, and divine deliverance of Israel as an
anointed judge.

• 1 Samuel 1:1–2 — Elkanah: "He had two wives; the name of the one was Hannah,
and the name of the other Peninnah." Elkanah is depicted as a devout, faithful Levite
who ascends annually to Shiloh to sacrifice to Yahweh. The domestic friction between
Hannah and Peninnah is recorded honestly, but the narrative honors Elkanah's
household as the matrix from which Samuel, the greatest prophet and king-maker of
Israel, is born.

• 2 Samuel 3:2–5; 5:13 — David: During his reign in Hebron, David fathers six sons by
six different wives: Amnon by Ahinoam, Chileab by Abigail, Absalom by Maacah,
Adonijah by Haggith, Shephatiah by Abital, and Ithream by Eglah. After establishing
his throne in Jerusalem, "David took him more concubines and wives out of
Jerusalem." God blesses his kingdom, establishes his dynasty forever (2 Samuel 7),
and confirms his status as a man after God's own heart.

• 1 Kings 11:1–4 — Solomon: Solomon takes 700 royal wives and 300 concubines. The
text provides a precise theological indictment: "his wives turned away his heart after
other gods: and his heart was not perfect with the LORD his God" (v. 4). The
condemnation is directed at his apostasy into pagan idolatry through foreign,
forbidden alliances—a direct violation of Deuteronomy 7:3–4 and 17:17—not an
indictment of plural marriage as an institution.

• 2 Chronicles 11:18–23 — Rehoboam: Rehoboam takes eighteen wives and threescore
concubines, fathering twenty-eight sons and sixty daughters. Crucially, the Chronicler
describes Rehoboam's patriarchal governance: "And he dealt wisely (wa-yaskēl), and
dispersed of all his children throughout all the countries of Judah and Benjamin, unto
every fenced city: and he gave them victual in abundance. And he desired many
wives" (v. 23). The Chronicler uses the verb sakal (to act prudently, wisely,
competently) to describe Rehoboam's administration and provision for his plural
family.

Page 15 of 65



• 2 Chronicles 24:1–3 — Joash and Jehoiada the High Priest: This text provides an
insurmountable challenge to the anti-polygyny position:

"Joash was seven years old when he began to reign... And Joash did that which was right
in the sight of the LORD all the days of Jehoiada the priest. And Jehoiada took for him
two wives; and he begat sons and daughters." (2 Chronicles 24:1–3)

Jehoiada was the high priest of God, a hero of the faith who overthrew the bloody
tyranny of Athaliah and restored the worship of Yahweh to the temple. The text explicitly
links Joash's righteousness to the counsel of Jehoiada: Joash did what was right all the
days of Jehoiada. In the sentence that follows, the text records that Jehoiada the high
priest took two wives for the young king. If polygyny were sinful, the high priest of Israel
facilitated an abomination for his righteous protégé, and the Holy Spirit recorded this act
as part of the king's righteous legacy. The narrative requires admitting that a high priest
of Yahweh actively arranged a plural marriage for the king of Judah.

• Ruth 4:11 — The Blessing of Bethlehem: When the elders and people of Bethlehem
pronounce their formal covenantal blessing over Boaz's marriage to Ruth, they state:
"The LORD make the woman that is come into thine house like Rachel and like Leah,
which two did build the house of Israel." The elders do not invoke the monogamous
Sarah or Rebekah. They invoke the two concurrent wives of Jacob as the normative,
honorable archetype of covenant fruitfulness and house-building.

• Song of Solomon 6:8–9 — The Plural Court and the Singular Dove:

The wisdom literature of the Old Testament provides an explicit poetic portrait of a royal
plural household in Song of Solomon 6:8–9:

"There are threescore queens (sheshim hemmah melakhot), and fourscore concubines
(u-shemonim pilagshim), and virgins without number (va-alamot ein mispar). My dove,
my undefiled is but one; she is the only one of her mother, she is the choice one of her
that bare her."

Modern commentators often attempt to allegorize this passage or claim that Solomon's
praise of his "one" dove represents a repudiation of his sixty queens and eighty
concubines. The syntax of the Hebrew poem does not support a repudiation. The poet
sets the singular excellence of the Shulammite against the backdrop of the royal harem:
she is praised and blessed by the very queens and concubines who share the court:
"The daughters saw her, and blessed her; yea, the queens and the concubines, and they
praised her" (v. 9). The text demonstrates that profound, singular romantic devotion to a
specific beloved does not require the legal non-existence or moral condemnation of a
man's other lawful wives.

• Isaiah 4:1–2 — The Eschatological Restoration: In a messianic prophecy describing
the restoration of Zion, the prophet writes: "And in that day seven women shall take
hold of one man, saying, We will eat our own bread, and wear our own apparel: only
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let us be called by thy name, to take away our reproach. In that day shall the branch
of the LORD be beautiful and glorious." The women seek covenantal covering—the
man's name—to remove their domestic reproach, while providing their own
sustenance. Far from a scene of degradation, this voluntary plural submission is set
alongside the appearance of the glorious Branch of the Lord.

3.2.1 Demographic Evidence: The Expansion of the House
of Jacob
The demographic growth of the Israelites during the sojourn in Egypt functions as an
empirical validation of the patriarchal household model. When Jacob entered Egypt, the
core family unit—Jacob, his sons, and their children—numbered approximately seventy
souls: "All the souls of the house of Jacob, which came into Egypt, were threescore and
ten" (Genesis 46:27; cf. Exodus 1:5). By the time of the Exodus, the census recorded
603,550 males aged twenty and older capable of military service (Numbers 1:46),
excluding the Levites (Numbers 1:47–49). When women, children, the elderly, and the
Levites are added, the total Israelite assembly comprised between 2.0 and 2.5 million
people.

The chronological duration of the sojourn in Egypt is bounded by two classical positions:
the longer period of 430 years (drawn from a literal reading of Exodus 12:40 in the
Masoretic tradition) and the shorter period of 215 years (attested by the Greek
Septuagint and Samaritan Pentateuch reading of Exodus 12:40, as well as the
chronological calculations of Paul in Galatians 3:17 and Josephus in Antiquities 2.15.2).
Under either chronological model—and acutely under the 215-year framework—the
mathematical constraints of human biology demonstrate the absolute necessity of the
polygynous multiplier.

The Mathematical Impossibility of Monogamous Expansion
Consider the mathematical demands of multiplying seventy persons into 2.5 million
people:

1. The 215-Year Timeline:

To advance from 70 souls to 2,500,000 people over 215 years requires a sustained,
compounding annual population growth rate of approximately 4.9% to 5.0%. In
demographic history, a sustained annual growth rate of 5% is unprecedented for any
closed, pre-industrial population. For comparison, during the twentieth-century global
population explosion—under the conditions of modern antiseptic medicine, antibiotics,
municipal sanitation, and industrial mechanized agriculture—the peak global annual
growth rate barely reached 2.1%. In the ancient Near East, characterized by endemic
infectious diseases, primitive neonatal care, maternal mortality during childbirth, and
infant mortality rates routinely exceeding 30% to 50%, an annual growth rate of 1.0%
was considered a demographic triumph. A monogamous population operating under
Bronze Age mortality conditions simply cannot compound at 5% per annum.

Page 17 of 65



1. The Reproductive Limits of Monogamous Women:

In a strictly monogamous regime, the reproductive capacity of a household is strictly
bounded by the biological limitations of a single female. A woman's reproductive window
in antiquity rarely spanned more than twenty years (roughly ages 15 to 35). Accounting
for gestation periods, compulsory lactation amenorrhea (which in ancient societies
averaged two to three years of natural birth-spacing per child), miscarriages, and
maternal mortality, the theoretical maximum live births for an ancient woman rarely
exceeded eight to ten children. Factoring in pre-industrial infant and childhood mortality,
the net surviving offspring per monogamous couple typically averaged 3.0 to 4.5
surviving children across generational cohorts.

1. Generational Cohort Calculations:

Over 215 years, allowing for an ancient generational turnover of roughly 25 to 30 years,
the sojourn spans approximately seven to eight generations. If the twelve sons of Jacob
and their male progeny had practiced strict monogamy, with each couple producing an
average of 4 surviving children (2 males and 2 females, doubling the male lineage each
generation), the seventh generation would yield:

Generation 1 (Sons of Jacob): 12 adult males

Generation 2: 24 males

Generation 3: 48 males

Generation 4: 96 males

Generation 5: 192 males

Generation 6: 384 males

Generation 7: 768 males

Even assuming an unprecedented, biologically maximum survival rate of 8 children per
monogamous female (4 surviving males per generation, quadrupling every cohort):

Generation 1: 12 adult males

Generation 2: 48 males

Generation 3: 192 males

Generation 4: 768 males

Generation 5: 3,072 males
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Generation 6: 12,288 males

Generation 7: 49,152 males

Generation 8: 196,608 males

Even under this hyper-fertile, historically impossible monogamous projection where not
a single mother dies in labor and every child survives to maturity, the generation of the
Exodus falls more than 400,000 adult fighting men short of the 603,550 men recorded in
Numbers 1.

The Polygynous Multiplier and Average Birthrates per Patriarch
The demographic crisis disappears the moment the text is permitted to speak on its own
terms: the House of Jacob was built upon the patriarchal, polygynous household.

Jacob entered Egypt with twelve sons who had been born within a polygynous
compound of two primary wives and two secondary legal wives (pilagshim). His
grandfather Abraham had maintained secondary wives; his brother Esau maintained
three wives; his son Judah took Tamar alongside his Canaanite household; and his
grandson Manasseh had an Aramean secondary wife (1 Chronicles 7:14). Plural marriage
was the domestic norm of the patriarchal line.

In a polygynous tribal society, the reproductive output of the male lineage is decoupled
from the biological ceiling of a single female:

• Monogamous Output: 1 male + 1 female = 6 to 8 total live births (3 to 4 surviving
males).

• Patriarchal Plural Output: 1 male + 3 to 5 wives/concubines = 20 to 40 total live
births, yielding a rough conservative average of 10 to 20 surviving children per
patriarch (5 to 10 surviving males per father across his reproductive lifespan).

Consider the mathematical transformation when an average patriarchal output of 8
surviving males per father is applied across the generational timeline:

Generation 1 (Sons of Jacob): 12 adult males

Generation 2: 12×8=96 males

Generation 3: 96×8=768 males

Generation 4: 768×8=6,144 males

Generation 5: 6,144×8=49,152 males

Generation 6: 49,152×8=393,216 males
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Generation 7: 393,216×8=3,145,728 males

By Generation 6 and 7, the patriarchal model easily reaches and accounts for the
603,550 fighting men of Numbers 1, even after factoring in normal mortality, Egyptian
infanticidal persecution under Pharaoh's edict (Exodus 1:15–22), and desert hardships.

The text of Exodus directly links the explosive growth of Israel to an aggressive,
multi-branching domestic fruitfulness:

"And the children of Israel were fruitful, and increased abundantly (wa-yishretsu, ,ּויִַשְּׁרצְו
literally 'swarmed'), and multiplied, and waxed exceeding mighty; and the land was
filled with them." (Exodus 1:7)

The verb sharats ("to swarm, teem") is the identical term employed in Genesis 1:20 for
the swarming abundance of aquatic life. It denotes an explosive, multi-generational
branching of life.

The grandsons and great-grandsons of Jacob did not abandon the domestic structure of
their patriarchs to adopt the monogamous civic forms of later pagan European legal
systems. They expanded their households according to the covenantal pattern of
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. Polygyny was the demographic engine ordained by Yahweh
to fulfill the Abrahamic covenant within the chronological window of the Egyptian
sojourn: "Look now toward heaven, and tell the stars, if thou be able to number them:
and he said unto him, So shall thy seed be" (Genesis 15:5). To insist on strict monogamy
during the sojourn is to transform the historical census of Numbers into a mathematical
impossibility.

3.3 The Evidence of P.Bas. 2.43 (Circa 230 AD)
The documentary record demonstrates that plural marriage persisted within the early
Christian Church well into the third century. The most direct archaeological evidence is
P.Bas. 2.43 (also classified as P.Bas. 16), a Greek papyrus letter discovered at
Theadelphia in the Fayum oasis of Egypt, dated to approximately 230 AD.

Papyrologists, led by Sabine Huebner (The Family in Roman Egypt, Cambridge University
Press), identify this text as the oldest surviving original private letter written by a
Christian. The Christian identity of the author and recipient is established by multiple
internal markers:

1. The use of the distinctive early Christian closing formula: "I pray that you fare well in
the Lord" (errōsthai se euchomai en kyriō, ἐρρῶσθαί σε εὔχομαι ἐν κυρίῳ).

2. The name of the recipient, Paulus (Παῦλος), which was exceptionally rare in
third-century Greco-Roman Egypt and was adopted by early Christians in direct honor
of the Apostle Paul.

3. The domestic social network detailed in the letter, which matches early Christian
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prosopography.

The critical line appears in the closing domestic greetings. The author, Arrianus, writes
to his brother Paulus:

"Our lady mother is well and salutes you as well as your wives (tas gynaikas sou, τὰς
γυναῖκάς σου) and sweetest children and our brothers and all our people."

The Greek text reads tas gynaikas sou—the definite article with the accusative plural
noun and the possessive pronoun: "your wives."

This document is a private family letter. Arrianus is not engaged in theological polemics
or theoretical legal disputes; he is conveying personal greetings from their mother to his
Christian brother Paulus. The plural "your wives" appears naturally alongside "your
sweetest children" and "our brothers."

There is no embarrassment, no theological apology, and no hint that a Christian man
possessing more than one wife was anomalous, scandalous, or under episcopal
discipline. As late as 230 AD, an Egyptian Christian lived openly in a polygynous
household, recognized by his family and the local Christian community as a brother in
good standing.

3.4 Historical Documentation: From Second Temple
Judaism to the Imperial Church
The witness of P.Bas. 2.43 is corroborated by historical, legal, and patristic
documentation from the first through sixth centuries.

3.4.1 Flavius Josephus
Flavius Josephus, writing in Rome near the end of the first century as a former Jewish
priest and Pharisee, confirms that plural marriage was legally recognized and practiced
during the apostolic era:

"For it is of old permitted to the Jews to have more wives than one." (Antiquities of the
Jews, 17.1.2)

"For the law of the Jews allows a man to marry many wives." (Antiquities of the Jews,
4.8.23)

Josephus writes as a contemporary of the Apostles Peter and Paul. His testimony
establishes the historical reality of the first-century Jewish world: polygyny was legal,
culturally integrated, and practiced by both the aristocracy (such as Herod the Great,
who had nine wives concurrently, Antiquities 17.1.3) and ordinary citizens. When the
apostles taught on marriage throughout Judea and the eastern diaspora, they operated
in a society where plural marriage was an established reality.
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3.4.2 The Babatha Archive (120–135 CE)
Discovered in 1961 by Yigael Yadin in the "Cave of Letters" near the Dead Sea, the
Babatha Archive provides documentary legal evidence of Jewish polygyny under Roman
rule in the decades immediately following the destruction of the Temple.

The archive consists of thirty-five legal papyri belonging to Babatha, a Jewish woman of
Ein Gedi. The documents reveal that in the early second century, Babatha became the
second concurrent wife of a Jewish man named Judah son of Eleazar. The legal deeds
include:

• Detailed marriage contracts (ketubot) outlining Judah's concurrent financial
obligations to both Babatha and his first wife, Miriam.

• Property dispute filings in Roman and Nabataean courts regarding asset distribution
and child maintenance between the two concurrent households following Judah's
death.

The Babatha Archive proves that Jewish women entered into plural marriages
voluntarily, that these unions were protected by formal legal instruments, and that they
were litigated openly within Roman provincial administration without being suppressed
as illegal bigamy prior to the late fourth century.

3.4.3 Justin Martyr
In his Dialogue with Trypho (c. 160 AD), Christian apologist Justin Martyr engages in a
formal theological disputation with a Jewish interlocutor. While Justin advocates for
Christian monogamy, he confirms the ongoing reality of Jewish polygyny in the
mid-second century, writing that Jewish men throughout the Roman Empire continued to
take multiple wives:

"And I said to them, 'You know that your teachers permit every man to have four and
five wives; and if any one see a beautiful woman and desire her, they bring forward the
deeds of the patriarchs...'" (Dialogue with Trypho, Chapter 134)

Justin does not deny that the patriarchs practiced plural marriage under divine favor; he
acknowledges that God permitted it. His polemic confirms that Jewish communities
across the Roman world maintained plural households throughout the second century,
pointing to the patriarchs as their justification.

3.4.4 The Rabbinic Legal Corpus (The Mishnah and Talmuds)
The Mishnah, codified around 200 CE by Judah the Prince, contains extensive civil
legislation regulating plural marriage as a standard social institution:

• Tractate Yevamot 6:4 outlines the conditions under which a man may take additional
wives, stating that a man may marry multiple wives provided he possesses the
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financial capacity to provide food, clothing, and conjugal rights to each according to
Exodus 21:10.

• Tractate Ketubot 10:1–5 provides precise legal formulas for settling competing
financial claims against an estate when a man dies leaving two, three, or four
concurrent wives.

The Talmud records that plural marriage continued among both Babylonian and
Palestinian Jews for a millennium, until the synod of Rabbi Gershom ben Judah in Mainz
around 1000 AD issued a regional ban on polygyny for Ashkenazi Jews—a ban that was
explicitly geographical, was limited to a term of 1,000 years, and was never accepted by
Sephardic or Mizrahi Jews living in Islamic lands, who continued biblical polygyny into
the twentieth century.

3.4.5 Irenaeus of Lyons
Writing around 180 AD in Against Heresies, Irenaeus mounts a theological defense of the
patriarchs against the Gnostic heretics (the followers of Marcion and Valentinus), who
condemned the Old Testament as the work of an evil, lower demiurge because of its
approval of polygyny and patriarchal domestic power. Irenaeus writes:

"For it was not only before they had wives that they multiplied, but also when they had
wives... and the patriarchs themselves... had a plurality of wives... and were not blamed
for this by God, but were justified by Him, because they did it not for the sake of luxury,
but for the sake of the succession of children." (Against Heresies, Book 4, Chapter 28)

Irenaeus, a disciple of Polycarp (who was himself a disciple of the Apostle John), defends
the early Church's theological consensus: the patriarchs were not guilty of moral failure
in their plural marriages. They acted righteously within the divine economy, and God
justified them without issuing blame.

3.4.6 Augustine of Hippo
Augustine, the architect of Western Latin theology, addresses the patriarchal practice of
polygyny directly in his 401 AD treatise De bono coniugali (On the Good of Marriage).
Writing in an increasingly Romanized North African context, Augustine refutes those who
accused the patriarchs of sexual incontinence:

"On the subject of their having several wives, they use this as an argument whereby to
convict them of incontinence, as if that were not a thing of human nature, but
established by customs, or as if there were not one thing in natural appetite, and
another in the custom of sinning. For by a secret law of nature, things that stand chief
love to be singular; and so it is that one man is more lovingly held by one woman, and
one woman by one man. But the case of the patriarchs was such, that they used the
women not for the sake of lust, but for the sake of the succession of children. We read
that many females served one husband, and men several wives, but never was this
against the nature of marriage, unless when it was unlawful, or done contrary to the law,
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or when there was superfluous lust." (De bono coniugali, Section 17; Schaff, NPNF1 Vol.
3)

This passage contains an admission: Augustine concedes that plural marriage was
"never against the nature of marriage" (numquam id contra naturam nuptiarum).

He separates natural inclination from moral violation. Polygyny violates the "nature of
marriage" only if it is performed contrary to law (praeter legem) or out of uncontrolled
lust. In ancient Israel, polygyny was performed within the statutory law of God.
Augustine admits that the practice itself is not intrinsically immoral or contrary to
marriage as an institution.

3.4.7 The Imperial Edict of 393 AD: Roman Law Silences the Bible
The turning point in the suppression of polygyny in the West was not an apostolic
council or an exegetical discovery; it was the imposition of Roman imperial law upon
religious minorities.

On December 30, 393 AD, the Christian Roman Emperor Theodosius I, alongside
co-emperors Arcadius and Honorius, issued an imperial edict specifically stripping Jewish
citizens of their ancient right to practice plural marriage under Mosaic law:

Latin (Codex Justinianus 1.9.7; cf. Codex Theodosianus 3.12.2):

"Nemo Iudaeorum more suo in coniugio simul plures uxores habeat."

English Translation:

"No Jew shall have, according to his custom, several wives at the same time in
marriage."

This edict was preserved in the Theodosian Code and incorporated into the Codex
Justinianus (Corpus Juris Civilis) under Emperor Justinian, reinforced by Novel 139 in 537
CE.

The historical significance of this edict is decisive:

1. It proves that in 393 AD—four centuries after the birth of Christ—Jews throughout the
Roman Empire continued to practice plural marriage openly "according to their
custom" (more suo), grounding their domestic practice in the Torah.

2. It demonstrates that the prohibition of polygyny was imposed through Roman
imperial legislation, not apostolic consensus. The Roman Empire, which had long
enforced monogamy as a civic institution for citizen registration and property rights
under the pagan Lex Julia, forced its legal framework upon the people of God.

As the Church merged with the Roman imperial state following the Edict of Thessalonica
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(380 AD), it absorbed Roman civil codes, baptized Roman monogamy as Christian
theology, and outlawed the patriarchal household under threat of civil and ecclesiastical
punishment.

3.5 The Second Temple Reality: Shattering the Myth of
Obsolescence
A foundational defense routinely advanced by modern egalitarian and monogamy-only
commentators is the claim that polygyny was obsolete by the first century. According to
this narrative, the practice had naturally withered away after the Babylonian exile,
leaving Second Temple Judaism effectively monogamous. Consequently, commentators
argue that the New Testament epistles contain no explicit prohibitions against plural
marriage simply because the practice no longer existed to be addressed.

This argument is an anachronistic historical fabrication. It projects post-Enlightenment
Western domestic norms back onto the ancient Near East, ignoring both the
documentary record and the legal literature of the period. Anthropological research, led
by scholars such as Jack Goody (Polygyny and Monogamy in Cross-Cultural Perspective),
demonstrates that across human cultures, strict monogamy is the historical anomaly,
while polygyny is the predominant, normative marital pattern.

In his landmark historical analysis, How Much Jewish Polygyny in Roman Palestine?
(Proceedings of the American Academy for Jewish Research, 2001), historian Adiel
Schremer shatters the assumption of Second Temple monogamy:

"Since our social reality and the prevailing, familiar, form of marriage are monogamous,
we are inclined to ask whether the norm of marriage among the Jews of the Roman
period was similar, or whether they practiced polygyny. Consequently, if one assumes
the self-evident, that Jewish society during the Mishnaic and Talmudic periods was
indeed polygynous, it is necessary, indeed, expected, to prove this assumption. It is a
bizarre situation, not least because, as anthropologists have shown, polygyny is the
accepted and common form of marriage in the overwhelming majority of human
societies throughout the world... In Goody's words: 'To start by trying to explain polygyny
is to start from the wrong end. As far as human cultures are concerned, it is monogamy
that is rare, polygyny common.' ... In the Second Temple era too, there is (within
Pharisaic Judaism) no halakhic prohibition against polygyny, as is the case in rabbinic
literature. Moreover, numerous Tannaitic sources treat polygyny as a common,
prevailing phenomenon, and one with which the Tannaim are highly familiar."

The historical, literary, and archaeological record demonstrates that plural marriage was
legally recognized, socially integrated, and actively practiced throughout Judea, Galilee,
and the diaspora during the earthly ministry of Jesus Christ and the apostolic mission.

3.5.1 Tannaitic Jurisprudence and the Reality of Plural Households
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The Mishnah and Tosefta (the codifications of Tannaitic oral law edited by Rabbi Judah
the Prince around 200 AD, reflecting legal rulings extending back into the Second
Temple era) are saturated with granular civil legislation regulating plural households. In
ancient legal codes, statutory formulas do not evolve in a vacuum of hypothetical
theory; they are forged to resolve active, litigated disputes arising from everyday life.

Tannaitic literature does not treat polygyny as an exotic exception, but as an ordinary
domestic reality:

1. The Technical Legal Vocabulary of Tsarot:

The Hebrew term tsarah ,ָצרָה( literally "rival" or "troubler," plural tsarot, )צרָוֹת is the
standard technical term in Tannaitic law for co-wives married to the same patriarch. Its
ubiquitous appearance across the legal corpus proves that co-wives were a routine
reality of Jewish family life.

1. The Levirate Compounding Rulings:
• Mishnah Yevamot 4:11 establishes explicit probate jurisprudence for "a man who

was married to two wives and died" (she-hayah nasui le-shtei nashim u-met).
• Mishnah Yevamot 5:1 lays down the principle that "there is no bill of divorce after

a bill of divorce," a ruling that all rabbinic commentators recognize as
presupposing concurrent polygyny, where multiple wives are affected by
sequential conditional divorces.

• Mishnah Yevamot 13:8–9 provides complex statutory directives governing a
patriarch married to two orphan minors simultaneously.

• Mishnah Yevamot 16:1 directly addresses court protocols regarding property
rights when "a woman whose husband and her rival co-wife went overseas."

• Mishnah Yevamot 15:5 settles competing legal claims between two concurrent
wives offering contradictory testimony regarding their husband's death in foreign
travel: "one says 'he died,' and the other says 'he did not die.'"

2. Estate Maintenance Rulings:

In Tosefta Nedarim 6:1 and a baraitah preserved in Babylonian Talmud Eruvin 73a, the
sages rule on domestic estate divisions:

"Our Rabbis taught: If a man has five wives who receive a maintenance allowance from
their husband..."

Whether the number five is illustrative of a large household or an actual case, the
Tannaim demonstrate intimate familiarity with the financial mechanics of sustaining five
concurrent wives from a single estate under the statutory obligations of Exodus 21:10.

3.5.2 The Great Shammai-Hillel Yavnean Controversies
The absolute proof that Second Temple polygyny was an active, lived reality—rather
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than an academic abstraction—is found in the fierce legal disputes between the House
of Shammai and the House of Hillel in the generation of Yavneh (late first to early second
century AD).

The center of this controversy concerned the levirate obligation of co-wives (tsarot).
Under Deuteronomy 25:5–10, when a man dies childless, his brother must marry his
widow. The conflict arose when a deceased polygamist left behind multiple concurrent
wives, one of whom was in a forbidden degree of kinship to the surviving brother (for
instance, the brother's own daughter):

• The House of Hillel ruled that because one wife was forbidden, her co-wife (tsarah)
was also exempt from both levirate marriage (yibbum) and the ceremony of release
(chalitzah).

• The House of Shammai fiercely rejected this, ruling that the co-wife remained fully
eligible and obligated to marry the surviving brother.

As Schremer notes, this debate generated intense emotion and emergency synods
precisely because it affected the real-world legitimacy, marriages, and priesthood of the
leading families of Judea:

• Rabbi Yehoshua testified on record that the prominent aristocratic families of Qifai
(Caiaphas) and Meqoshesh were the direct offspring of co-wives (tsarot), and that
sons born from these plural unions had been anointed and served as High Priests in
the Jerusalem Temple. If plural marriage were unlawful or obsolete, the Holy of Holies
was ministered by men born of illegitimate unions under the Law.

• Abba, the brother of Rabban Gamliel (Gamaliel II of Yavneh, the grandson of Paul's
teacher Gamaliel I of Acts 5:34 and 22:3), was concurrently married to two wives,
one of whom was Rabban Gamliel's own daughter. Upon Abba's death, Rabban
Gamliel personally married his daughter's co-wife in accordance with the ruling of the
House of Shammai (Babylonian Talmud, Yevamot 15a).

• Rabbi Tarfon, a leading member of the Sanhedrin, famously declared in Tosefta
Yevamot 1:10: "I crave to have a co-wife of the daughter [presented to me], and I
should marry her into the priesthood!"

The intensity of these first-century halakhic disputes proves that concurrent wives were
common enough across all social strata—from ordinary citizens to the High Priestly
nobility and the family of Paul's own mentor—to require the highest legal minds of the
nation to legislate their domestic boundaries.

3.5.3 The Prosopographical Record of Second Temple Polygyny
Beyond statutory legal codes, the narrative and historical texts of the first century
document specific historical figures who openly maintained plural households without
social stigma or religious censure:

Page 27 of 65



1. Joseph, Son of Tobias (Hellenistic Period):

Recorded by Josephus (Antiquities 12.186–189), Joseph, the chief tax farmer of Judea,
married his niece while remaining concurrently married to his primary wife.

1. The Herodian Dynasty:

King Herod the Great maintained nine wives simultaneously (Antiquities 17.1.3; Wars
1.477), fathering princes by different royal consorts. His son Antipater was concurrently
married to the daughter of his brother Aristobulus and the daughter of Antigonus
(Antiquities 17.1.2). Herod Agrippa I and Agrippa II ruled over a court where plural
alliances were standard diplomatic practice.

1. Rabbi Eliezer ben Hyrcanus (Late First Century AD):

One of the most revered Tannaitic sages of the Yavnean era, Rabbi Eliezer, married his
niece while already married to the sister of Rabban Gamliel (Jerusalem Talmud, Yevamot
13:2).

1. The Agrippan Official:

The Babylonian Talmud (Sukkah 27a) records the case of a Jewish royal magistrate
serving under King Agrippa II who concurrently maintained two wives, one living in
Tiberias and the other in Sepphoris.

1. The Babatha Archive (120–135 CE):

The discovery of the Cave of Letters near Ein Gedi provided the physical, legal contracts
(ketubot) of Babatha, confirming that she entered into marriage as the second
concurrent wife of Judah, son of Eleazar, while his first wife, Miriam, remained living and
maintained under the same estate.

3.5.4 The Corroborating Roman and Patristic Witness
The continuity of Jewish polygyny through the Roman era is confirmed by external pagan
and Christian observers who documented the practice with amazement:

• Flavius Josephus (c. 90 AD):

Writing for a Greco-Roman audience in Rome under the Flavian emperors, Josephus does
not apologize for plural marriage or treat it as a forgotten relic. He states plainly as an
empirical fact of first-century Jewish ethnography:

"For it is of old permitted to the Jews to have more wives than one." (Antiquities 17.1.2)

"For the law of the Jews allows a man to marry many wives." (Antiquities 4.8.23)
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• Justin Martyr (c. 160 AD):

In his formal disputation with the Jewish scholar Trypho, Justin observes that Jewish men
throughout the Roman diaspora continued to take multiple wives:

"Your teachers permit every man to have four and five wives; and if any one see a
beautiful woman and desire her, they bring forward the deeds of the patriarchs..."
(Dialogue with Trypho, Chapter 134)

• Theodoret of Cyrrhus (Early Fifth Century AD):

Writing in Syria, Bishop Theodoret confirms the historical reality of the Near East:

"In the past both the Jews and the Greeks used to marry two, three, or four women, or
even more, at the same time." (Commentary on 1 Timothy 3:2)

• The Imperial Edict of 393 AD (Codex Justinianus 1.9.7):

As established in Section 3.4.7, the Christian emperors Arcadius and Honorius found it
necessary to enact an explicit imperial ban forbidding Jews from contracting multiple
marriages at the same time "according to their custom" (more suo). The Roman Empire
did not enact draconian imperial decrees to suppress non-existent customs. The 393 AD
statute was enacted precisely because four centuries after the Incarnation, Jewish men
across the empire continued to marry multiple wives in obedience to the Torah.

3.5.5 The Theological and Exegetical Consequence for the New
Testament
The recovery of the Second Temple reality destroys the "obsolescence argument" once
and for all:

1. The Silence of the Gospels:

Jesus Christ carried out His earthly ministry in a society where plural marriage was
legally sanctioned, litigated in rabbinic courts, practiced by the High Priests, and openly
maintained by citizens across Galilee and Judea. When Christ spoke on marriage,
adultery, and divorce in Matthew 19:3–9, He did so in a world where polygyny was an
everyday reality. His complete silence regarding plural marriage was not the silence of
unawareness; it was the deliberate non-interference of the Lawgiver who had Himself
authorized and regulated the practice in the Torah (Exodus 21:10; 2 Samuel 12:8).

1. The Hermeneutical Clarity of Apostolic Commands:

When the Jerusalem Council convened in Acts 15 to establish moral standards for
Gentile converts, they issued a strict prohibition against porneia (Acts 15:29) based on
Leviticus 18. Had the Apostles considered plural marriage to be illicit, they were under
an absolute pastoral and legal obligation to declare it to Gentile converts from the
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Greco-Roman world, where Roman law prohibited plural marriage for citizens while
permitting concubinage and pederasty. The Apostles issued no such prohibition.

1. The Precision of the Pastoral Epistles:

When Paul penned the qualification mias gynaikos andra in 1 Timothy 3:2 and Titus 1:6,
he wrote to churches situated in Mediterranean trade hubs (Ephesus and Crete) where
Jewish believers, Near Eastern proselytes, and Roman converts lived side by side. Plural
households were actively present in the Christian community, as confirmed by P.Bas.
2.43 (where the Christian brother Paulus openly possessed "wives"). Paul’s requirement
that an elder be a "one-woman-type man" was a qualitative test of unwavering
covenantal fidelity and household governance (kalōs proistamenon), not a retroactive
condemnation of a structural order that Christ, the Prophets, and the Torah left
blameless.

Section 4: The Greek Exegesis of the Pastoral
Epistles and 1 Corinthians
4.1 The Anarthrous Construction of Mias Gynaikos Anēr
The primary New Testament proof-text used to mandate monogamy is 1 Timothy 3:2,
where the Apostle Paul lists the qualifications for the office of overseer or bishop
(episkopos, ἐπίσκοπος). The King James Version translates the phrase: "A bishop then
must be blameless, the husband of one wife..." The identical phrase appears in 1
Timothy 3:12 for deacons (diakonoi) and in Titus 1:6 for elders (presbyteroi).

In the Greek text, the construction is:

dei oun ton episkopon anepilēmpton einai, mias gynaikos andra

(δεῖ οὖν τὸν ἐπίσκοπον ἀνεπίλημπτον εἶναι, μιᾶς γυναικὸς ἄνδρα)

The phrase mias gynaikos andra (μιᾶς γυναικὸς ἄνδρα) consists of a cardinal numeral in
the genitive feminine singular (mias), a common noun in the genitive feminine singular
(gynaikos), and an accusative masculine singular noun (andra, the direct object of the
infinitive einai).

The definitive grammatical feature of this phrase is that it is anarthrous—it entirely lacks
the Greek definite article. Paul did not write:

ton tēs mias gynaikos andra (τὸν τῆς μιᾶς γυναικὸς ἄνδρα) — "the husband of the one
wife."

In classical and Koine Greek syntax, an anarthrous noun phrase frequently functions
qualitatively or predicatively rather than definitively or quantitatively. It characterizes
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the nature, disposition, or ethical quality of the subject rather than providing a census
count. As Daniel B. Wallace notes in Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics (Zondervan,
1996), an anarthrous construction often stresses quality or character rather than simple
mathematical identity. The phrase describes what kind of man the candidate is: he is a
"one-woman-type man"—a man characterized by strict, unwavering marital fidelity to
his legitimate wife or wives, rather than a man who scatters his sexual desires through
promiscuity, prostitution, or flirtatious instability.

This qualitative reading is required by the syntactical structure of the entire virtue list in
1 Timothy 3:2–3:

• "above reproach" (anepilēmptos) — a qualitative disposition of blamelessness.
• "sober-minded" (nēphalios) — an ongoing character trait of temperance.
• "self-controlled" (sōphrōn) — a disposition of mental discipline.
• "respectable" (kosmios) — an ongoing honorable lifestyle.
• "hospitable" (philoxenos) — an active domestic practice of welcoming strangers.
• "able to teach" (didaktikos) — a functional capacity for instruction.
• "not a drunkard" (mē paroinos) — an ongoing temperance regarding alcohol.
• "not violent but gentle" (mē plēktēs all' epieikēs) — a behavioral demeanor.
• "not quarrelsome" (amachos) — a peaceful temperament.
• "not a lover of money" (aphilargyros) — an internal financial posture.

Every single entry in this qualification list describes present character traits and
behavioral dispositions. Not a single entry constitutes a biographical census of the man's
past domestic events.

To rip mias gynaikos andra out of this qualitative catalog and demand that it function as
an arithmetic census—"this man's domestic biography must contain exactly one
marriage certificate and no more"—is an arbitrary violation of parallel syntax. It forces a
quantitative mathematical restriction onto a qualitative virtue list. The phrase requires
that the overseer be a man of fidelity, devoted to the covenant of his household, in stark
contrast to the libertine culture of the first-century Roman world.

4.2 The Semantic Range of Heis/Mia: The Ordinal Use
The semantic range of the Greek numeral heis/mia/hen (εἷς/μία/ἕν) is not limited to the
cardinal number "one." In Hellenistic Koine Greek, influenced by the underlying Semitic
idioms of Hebrew and Aramaic, the numeral mia routinely functions ordinally to denote
"first."

This ordinal usage is demonstrated across the New Testament text in the resurrection
narratives:

• Matthew 28:1: eis mian sabbatōn (εἰς μίαν σαββάτων) — translated by all modern
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versions as "toward the first day of the week," not "one day of the week."
• Mark 16:2: tēs mias sabbatōn (τῆς μιᾶς σαββάτων) — "the first day of the week."
• Luke 24:1: tē de miā tōn sabbatōn (τῇ δὲ μιᾷ τῶν σαββάτων) — "now upon the first

day of the week."
• John 20:1, 19: tē miā tōn sabbatōn (τῇ μιᾷ τῶν σαββάτων) — "the first day of the

week."
• Titus 3:10: meta mian kai deuteran nouthesian (μετὰ μίαν καὶ δευτέραν νουθεσίαν)

— "after a first and second admonition."

The Bauer-Danker-Arndt-Gingrich (BDAG) Greek-English Lexicon explicitly identifies this
ordinal category for heis/mia.

Under this valid grammatical reading, mias gynaikos anēr translates: "a man of his first
wife."

This translation introduces a substantive pastoral requirement that bites directly against
the serial divorce culture of the Greco-Roman world. In Ephesus and Crete, men
frequently divorced their aging first wives—the wives of their youth who had labored
with them in poverty—to marry younger, wealthier women of higher social standing.
This practice was explicitly condemned by God in Malachi 2:14–16: "Yet is she thy
companion, and the wife of thy covenant... Therefore take heed to your spirit, and let
none deal treacherously against the wife of his youth."

Under the ordinal reading, Paul requires that an elder must not be a man who has
abandoned the wife of his youth through divorce. He must be a man who maintains
covenant continuity with his first wife. A man who has discarded his first wife through
divorce and is now currently monogamous on his second or third wife fails the test: he is
not a "man of his first wife." But a man who has remained faithful to the covenant of his
first wife, providing for her throughout her life, and who has added an additional wife
according to the law of Exodus 21:10, passes the test: he has kept covenantal faith with
the foundation of his house.

4.3 The "Hapax" Omission: The Linguistic Smoking Gun
If the Apostle Paul intended to construct a biographical disqualification barring any man
who had entered into more than one marriage, the Greek language possessed a precise,
technical, and universal vocabulary for that purpose: the adverb hapax (ἅπαξ, "once,
once for all") combined with the perfect participle of gameō (γαμέω, "to marry").

The construction hapax gegamēkōs (ἅπαξ γεγαμηκώς) or hapax gegamēmenos (ἅπαξ
γεγαμημένος) means unambiguously: "having been married only once."

This construction was common in classical Greek literature, Hellenistic inscriptions, and
Roman funeral monuments celebrating the univira—a woman who had married only
once in her life. Furthermore, this exact terminology was employed by later patristic
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writers (such as Athenagoras and Tertullian) when arguing for single-marriage
restrictions and attacking remarriage.

Paul knew this vocabulary. He uses the adverb hapax elsewhere in his epistles (e.g., 2
Corinthians 11:25; Philippians 4:16; 1 Thessalonians 2:18; Hebrews 9:27). Yet, in 1
Timothy 3:2, 3:12, and Titus 1:6, Paul did not use hapax gegamēkōs. He did not use any
form of the verb gameō. He deliberately selected the qualitative genitive phrase mias
gynaikos andra.

Even Dr. Wayne Grudem, a leading contemporary evangelical scholar who argues for the
monogamy-only reading, makes an admission in his academic treatment of the passage:

"If Paul had wanted to say 'married only once,' he could have used the phrase hapax
gegamēmenos (from hapax, 'once,' and gameō, 'marry'). But he did not use this phrase;
rather, he used a phrase that seems to be a qualitative expression." (Wayne Grudem,
Pastoral Leadership, Council on Biblical Manhood and Womanhood)

The omission of hapax gegamēkōs is the linguistic smoking gun. In a society where both
polygyny (among Jews and Near Easterners) and serial remarriage following divorce
(among Romans and Greeks) were practiced, an inspired apostle seeking to establish a
mechanical limit of one marriage would have employed the single Greek phrase that
conveyed that meaning without ambiguity. Paul's deliberate choice of the qualitative
genitive points toward character and covenantal fidelity, not mathematical calculation.

4.4 The Mirror Phrase in 1 Timothy 5:9: The Reductio ad
Absurdum
The definitive proof that mias gynaikos anēr cannot be read as a numerical limitation is
found in 1 Timothy 5:9. In this passage, Paul provides instructions for enrolling older,
destitute widows into a formal order of church support and ministry. He writes:

chēra katalegesthō mē elatton etōn hexēkonta gegonuia, henos andros gynē

(χήρα καταλεγέσθω μὴ ἔλαττον ἐτῶν ἑξήκοντα γεγονυῖα, ἑνὸς ἀνδρὸς γυνή)

"Let not a widow be taken into the number under threescore years old, having been the
wife of one man (henos andros gynē)..."

Notice the structural parallelism:

• 1 Timothy 3:2 (Elder): mias gynaikos anēr (numeral mia + genitive noun gynaikos +
noun anēr)

• 1 Timothy 5:9 (Widow): henos andros gynē (numeral heis + genitive noun andros +
noun gynē)
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The grammatical construction is identical. It is an exact mirror phrase with the genders
reversed. Under consistent hermeneutical principles, what henos andros gynē means for
a woman, mias gynaikos anēr must mean for a man.

If henos andros gynē is read quantitatively and numerically, it requires that an enrolled
widow must have been married to only one man in her lifetime. Under this reading, any
woman who had married a second husband following the death of her first husband is
disqualified from church support in her old age.

This numerical reading creates a direct contradiction within the same chapter. Five
verses later, in 1 Timothy 5:14, Paul issues an explicit command:

"I will therefore that the younger women marry (boulamai oun neōteras gamein), bear
children, guide the house, give none occasion to the adversary to speak reproachfully."

Paul commands younger widows to remarry (gamein).

Consider the implications of the numerical reading:

1. In verse 14, Paul commands young widows to remarry.
2. In verse 9, under the numerical reading, Paul decrees that any widow who remarries

is permanently barred from ecclesiastical support when she reaches sixty years of
age.

Paul would be commanding young widows to commit an act that guarantees their future
disqualification from church care. An inspired apostle does not command women to
perform actions that permanently exclude them from the compassion of the body of
Christ.

The contradiction vanishes when the phrase is interpreted qualitatively:

• Henos andros gynē does not mean "married only once in her life." It means a woman
who was faithful and devoted to her husband—a "one-man woman" whose character
is marked by domestic purity, not a flirtatious woman who lived in scandal or marital
infidelity.

• If henos andros gynē in 1 Timothy 5:9 is qualitative, then mias gynaikos anēr in 1
Timothy 3:2 must also be qualitative: a man devoted to the marital covenant of his
household, a "one-woman-type man" whose sexual fidelity is beyond reproach.

The structural parallel in 1 Timothy 5:9 refutes the numerical reading of 1 Timothy 3:2.

4.5 The Household Order Test (1 Timothy 3:4–5)
The context of 1 Timothy 3 confirms this qualitative interpretation. Immediately
following mias gynaikos andra, Paul provides the diagnostic test for whether a candidate
is qualified for church leadership:
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"One that ruleth well his own house (tou idiou oikou kalōs proistamenon), having his
children in subjection with all gravity; (For if a man know not how to rule his own house,
how shall he take care of the church of God?)" (1 Timothy 3:4–5)

The qualification tests governance: can this man administer an oikos?

As established in Section 3.1, the ancient Mediterranean oikos was not a suburban
nuclear family consisting of a husband, wife, and two children. It was a multifaceted
economic, agricultural, and domestic enterprise encompassing wives, concubines,
children, servants, stewards, and extended dependents.

Paul's argument is from the lesser to the greater: the local congregation is the "house of
God" (oikō theou, 1 Timothy 3:15). Governing a church requires managing competing
personalities, resolving internal disputes, allocating material resources, maintaining
doctrinal order, and directing multiple subordinate households.

A man who successfully governs a complex, plural household—maintaining peace
between multiple wives, raising children in obedience and gravity, providing economic
sustenance according to Exodus 21:10, and leading his domestic compound in the fear
of the Lord—has demonstrated administrative and pastoral competence. He has ruled a
miniature church.

Under the modern numerical reading, a man who has governed a plural household with
wisdom, justice, and peace for thirty years is disqualified from leadership. Meanwhile, a
man who is currently monogamous on his third wife following two divorces qualifies. The
numerical reading inverts the very purpose of the pastoral qualification, discarding
demonstrated patriarchal governance in favor of secular arithmetic.

4.6 1 Corinthians 7:2 — The Asymmetry of Heautou and
Idios
Opponents of biblical polygyny routinely cite 1 Corinthians 7:2 as Paul's definitive
endorsement of universal monogamy:

"Nevertheless, to avoid fornication, let every man have his own wife, and let every
woman have her own husband."

A careful examination of the Greek syntax reveals a grammatical asymmetry that
undermines the egalitarian monogamous interpretation:

dia de tas porneias hekastos tēn heautou gynaika echetō, kai hekastē ton idion andra
echetō

(διὰ δὲ τὰς πορνείας ἕκαστος τὴν ἑαυτοῦ γυναῖκα ἐχέτω, καὶ ἑκάστη τὸν ἴδιον ἄνδρα
ἐχέτω)
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Paul employs two different possessive pronouns to describe the relationship of the
husband to his wife and the wife to her husband:

1. The man is instructed: hekastos tēn heautou gynaika echetō — "let each man have
his own (heautou) wife."

2. The woman is instructed: hekastē ton idion andra echetō — "let each woman have
her own (idion) husband."

This variation is not random stylistic ornamentation. In Koine Greek, these pronouns
occupy distinct semantic categories:

• Heautou (ἑαυτοῦ): This is the reflexive possessive pronoun. It relates the object back
to the subject as belonging to his domain, household, or sphere of responsibility. It
denotes collective ownership and patriarchal jurisdiction. It is the language one uses
to describe "his own family" or "his own estate." It does not require exclusivity of the
object. A father can speak of his children using heautou without implying that he
possesses only one child. A patriarch having his heautou wife means she resides
under his household domain; it does not preclude him from having another wife
under that same domestic domain.

• Idios (ἴδιος): This is the distinctive possessive pronoun. It denotes private, unique,
and exclusive personal possession. It is the word from which we derive "idiom" and
"idiosyncrasy." BDAG defines idios as "pertaining to one's self alone, one's own,
private, peculiar." When an object is idios, it belongs to that specific individual to the
exclusion of all others.

The asymmetry in 1 Corinthians 7:2 is precise:

• The woman is instructed to have a husband who is idios to her—a husband who is
her private, exclusive possession. She cannot share him with another husband.
Polyandry is outlawed. She is bound exclusively to that one man.

• The man is instructed to have a wife who is heautou—a wife belonging to his
household and jurisdiction. The text does not use idian for the man's wife.

Had Paul intended to establish a symmetrical, strictly monogamous requirement, he had
the vocabulary to do so:

hekastos tēn idian gynaika echetō, kai hekastē ton idion andra echetō.

Paul deliberately chose not to write that. He used heautou for the man and idios for the
woman. This grammatical asymmetry reflects the structure of biblical marriage
established in the Torah: a woman has an exclusive, singular covenant with one husband
(idios), while a man may exercise patriarchal headship over a household (heautou)
containing multiple covenant wives.

The pastoral context of 1 Corinthians 7:2 confirms this: Paul is responding to the ascetics
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in the Corinthian church who were claiming that "it is good for a man not to touch a
woman" (1 Corinthians 7:1). Paul's answer is that to avoid porneia, men and women
should live within lawful marital covenants. The text establishes that every person
should have access to marital covenant; it does not establish a numerical cap on how
many wives a patriarchal household may contain.

4.7 Conclusion of the Greek Evidence
The Greek evidence converges on a single conclusion. The phrase mias gynaikos anēr in
1 Timothy 3:2 is a qualitative character description, not a numerical biographical
requirement. The mirror phrase in 1 Timothy 5:9 cannot bear a numerical reading
without generating a direct contradiction with Paul's command in verse 14. The precise
Greek construction for expressing a numerical limit on marriage—hapax
gegamēkōs—was available to Paul and was not used. The asymmetrical use of heautou
and idios in 1 Corinthians 7:2 reflects the structural asymmetry of biblical marriage
rather than establishing symmetrical numerical monogamy.

Paul wrote within the cultural context documented in Section 3.4, in which polygyny was
legally recognized among Jews and practiced among early Christians. His linguistic
choices—qualitative rather than quantitative, reflexive rather than distinctive—are
consistent with an apostolic church that did not understand plural marriage to fall under
the category of porneia and did not instruct polygamous converts to dissolve their
households.

Section 5: The Legal Framework of the Torah
The legal framework of the Torah contains direct statutory proof that plural marriage is
lawful under the government of God. In Mosaic jurisprudence, laws regarding human
relationships fall into clear categories: what is an abomination is prohibited under
penalty of death, cut-off (karet), or corporal punishment; what is righteous and required
is commanded; and what is permitted is regulated to protect the weak and maintain
order.

Polygyny is never categorized as an abomination in the Torah. Instead, it is regulated to
secure the economic rights of women and children, commanded under specific
circumstances, and given directly by Yahweh as a covenant blessing.

5.1 Exodus 21:7–11 — The Preservation of the First Wife's
Rights
The statutory foundation of plural marriage law is Exodus 21:10. The passage addresses
the case of a female servant who has been given to a master as a legal wife:

"If he take him another wife; her food, her raiment, and her duty of marriage, shall he
not diminish. And if he do not these three unto her, then shall she go out free without
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money." (Exodus 21:10–11)

In the Hebrew text:

im-acheret yiqqach-lo she'erah kesutah ve'onatah lo yigra'

יִגרְעָ׃( לֹא وעְֹנתָהָּ כסְּותּהָּ שְׁאֵרהָּ יִקַחּ־לוֹ )אִם־אַחֶרתֶ

The legal mechanics of this statute are clear:

1. The Protasis: im-acheret yiqqach-lo — "If he take to himself another [wife]."

The conditional particle im ,אִם( "if") introduces an anticipated legal action. In statutory
drafting, the law does not say "He shall not take another wife." It assumes the man may
do so, and establishes the binding legal conditions that govern his conduct.

1. The Three Irreducible Rights:

When the husband takes an additional wife, he is forbidden from diminishing three core
covenantal obligations owed to the existing wife:

• • She'er :)שְׁאֵר( Her food, sustenance, and material provision.
• Kesut :)ּכסְּות( Her clothing, shelter, and physical dignity.
• Onah :)ָעֹנה( Her conjugal rights, marital intimacy, and sexual union.

1. The Penalty for Violation:

If the husband fails to maintain these three rights in full after taking an additional wife,
the first wife is granted a decree of emancipation. She goes out free without paying a
redemption price (ve-yats'ah chinam ein kaseph).

This statute is an insurmountable barrier to the anti-polygyny position. If taking a second
wife were inherently sinful—if it constituted ongoing adultery or porneia—then God's
Law would be instructing a man on how to manage the domestic mechanics of a sin.

The Law of God does not say: "If a man commit theft, he shall divide the spoils equally
between his victims." The Law commands that the theft cease, restitution be made, and
the crime be judged. But in Exodus 21:10, God does not command the man to divorce
the second wife. He does not declare the second marriage null and void. He legally
ratifies the second marriage and commands the man to maintain the covenantal rights
of the first wife. The Torah protects the first wife from abandonment while recognizing
the legitimacy of the second wife.

5.2 Deuteronomy 21:15–17 — Protection of the
Firstborn's Inheritance

Page 38 of 65



Deuteronomy 21:15–17 provides explicit civil legislation governing inheritance rights in
a plural household:

"If a man have two wives, one beloved, and another hated, and they have borne him
children, both the beloved and the hated; and if the firstborn son be hers that was
hated: Then it shall be, when he maketh his sons to inherit that which he hath, that he
may not make the son of the beloved firstborn before the son of the hated, which is
indeed the firstborn: But he shall acknowledge the son of the hated for the firstborn, by
giving him a double portion of all that he hath: for he is the beginning of his strength;
the right of the firstborn is his."

The legal facts established by this text are conclusive:

1. The statute recognizes a man simultaneously possessing two living wives:
ki-tihyenah le'ish shtei nashim ָכيִּ־תהְִייֶן( ׁנשִָׁים, שְׁתֵּי لְאִיש "If a man have two wives").

2. The text recognizes the domestic reality of emotional preference: "the one beloved,
and the other hated" (ha'achat ahuvah ve-ha'achat senu'ah). This is the exact
language used in Genesis 29:31 to describe Jacob's household, where Leah was
"hated" (senu'ah) relative to Rachel.

3. The Torah does not command the man to repent of his plural marriage. It does not
command him to divorce the hated wife to achieve a "pure" monogamous union with
the beloved wife.

4. The statute protects the vulnerable wife and her progeny: the father is legally
prohibited from using his emotional partiality toward the beloved wife to disinherit
the legitimate firstborn son of the unloved wife.

If plural marriage were an unlawful institution, the children born to the secondary or
hated wife would be illegitimate bastards (mamzerim), possessing no inheritance rights
under Mosaic law (Deuteronomy 23:2). But the Torah establishes the direct opposite: the
son of the hated wife is recognized as the legal firstborn (bekhor), entitled to the double
portion of the family estate. The Law of God protects the legal rights of heirs born within
plural marriages, confirming the validity of the marriage itself.

5.3 Leviticus 18:18 — The Sister-Rival Prohibition
Leviticus 18 contains the moral boundary line of sexual purity, enumerating unlawful
relationships under the heading: "None of you shall approach to any that is near of kin to
him, to uncover their nakedness: I am the LORD" (Leviticus 18:6). In verse 18, the text
legislates regarding plural marriage:

"Neither shalt thou take a wife to her sister, to vex her (litssror, ,)לצִרְֹר to uncover her
nakedness, beside the other in her life time."

The Hebrew phrase is ve'ishah el-achotah lo tiqqach ׁה The verb תקִָחּ(. לֹא אֶל־אֲחֹתהָּ )ואְִשָּ
litssror derives from the root tsarar ,)ַצרָר( meaning "to be cramped, to bind, to vex, to
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act as a rival." The noun form tsarah )ָצרָה( is the ancient Semitic term for a co-wife,
reflecting the potential for domestic rivalry.

The statutory logic of this verse is foundational:

1. The statute outlaws one specific plural configuration: a man marrying two biological
sisters concurrently while both are living.

2. The rationale is domestic and protective: marrying two biological sisters introduces
rivalry (tsarar) directly into the immediate family network, turning sister against
sister—the domestic tragedy that characterized Jacob's marriage to Leah and Rachel.

3. The temporal limitation is explicit: be-chayyeha ,ָּיה ֶ If the .("during her lifetime" )בחְַּי
first sister dies, the husband is legally permitted to marry the surviving sister.

The structural implication of Leviticus 18:18 is decisive. Under standard jurisprudence,
the specific prohibition of one variant within an activity category proves the general
legality of the category itself. If a statute states: "You shall not drive a commercial truck
on residential streets on Sunday," the statute presupposes that driving commercial
trucks on other days and on other streets is lawful.

If the Torah intended to outlaw all plural marriage, Leviticus 18:18 would be redundant
and legally absurd. Had God intended a universal monogamy mandate, the statute
would simply read: "Thou shalt not take a second wife unto thy first wife." Instead, the
Holy Spirit inspired a law forbidding a man from taking a sister as a rival wife during her
lifetime. The prohibition of the sister-rival proves the legality of marrying unrelated
women.

5.4 Deuteronomy 17:17 — The Royal Limitation Against
Excess
Opponents of polygyny frequently cite Deuteronomy 17:17 as a general prohibition
against plural marriage. The passage sits within the royal law (mishpat ha-melek)
governing the conduct of Israel's future monarchs:

"Neither shall he multiply wives to himself, that his heart turn not away: neither shall he
greatly multiply to himself silver and gold." (Deuteronomy 17:17)

The Hebrew text reads: ve-lo yarbeh-llo nashim ve-lo yasur lebabo ולְֹא נשִָׁים ירַבְהֶּ־לוֹּ )ולְֹא
לבְבָוֹ(. יסָורּ

A statutory reading reveals that this is not a ban on polygyny:

1. The Target of the Statute:

The statute does not apply to the common Israelite; it applies specifically to the King of
Israel (Deuteronomy 17:14–15). Common citizens were never in danger of amassing
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international harems through geopolitical treaties.

1. The Meaning of Yarbeh:

The verb rabah )ָרבָה( means "to multiply, to increase abundantly, to amass excessively."
It does not mean "to add one." This is proven by the direct grammatical parallel within
the same verse: "neither shall he greatly multiply (lo yarbeh-llo) to himself silver and
gold."

• • Did Deuteronomy 17:17 prohibit the king of Israel from possessing more than one
single silver coin?

• Did it forbid the king from owning more than one horse (v. 16)?
• If lo yarbeh in verse 17 meant a king could have only one wife, then lo yarbeh in

verse 16 meant the king could own only one horse, and in verse 17 that he could
own only one shekel of silver.

1. The Stated Purpose:

The rationale is explicit: ve-lo yasur lebabo—"that his heart turn not away." The danger
was the accumulation of an imperial harem comprising foreign, pagan princesses
through diplomatic treaties, who would inevitably introduce idolatry into the capital—the
precise sin committed by Solomon (1 Kings 11:1–4).

King David possessed at least eight wives and ten concubines (2 Samuel 3:2–5; 1
Chronicles 3:1–9), yet Scripture declares that David kept the commandments of God:
"David did that which was right in the eyes of the LORD, and turned not aside from any
thing that he commanded him all the days of his life, save only in the matter of Uriah
the Hittite" (1 Kings 15:5).

If Deuteronomy 17:17 prohibited a king from having more than one wife, David was an
unrepentant criminal violator of the royal law throughout his entire reign, and the
testimony of 1 Kings 15:5 is false. David did not "multiply" wives into an idolatrous
harem like Solomon; he possessed a lawful plural household, preserved his heart for
Yahweh, and remained blameless before the law—save in the murder of Uriah and the
theft of Uriah's wife.

5.5 Deuteronomy 25:5–10 — The Levirate Mandate
Deuteronomy 25:5–10 contains the Levirate marriage law (yibbum, .)ּיִבוּם This statute
does not merely permit plural marriage; under specific covenantal circumstances, it
mandates it:

"If brethren dwell together, and one of them die, and have no child, the wife of the dead
shall not marry without unto a stranger: her husband's brother (yevamah) shall go in
unto her, and take her to him to wife, and perform the duty of an husband's brother unto
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her. And it shall be, that the firstborn which she beareth shall succeed in the name of his
brother which is dead, that his name be not put out of Israel." (Deuteronomy 25:5–6)

The mechanics of this mandate are decisive:

1. If a married man dies childless, his surviving brother is commanded by the Law of
God to marry the widow, consummate the union, and raise up seed to perpetuate the
deceased brother's name and land inheritance in Israel.

2. The statute contains no exemption for a brother who is already married. If the
surviving brother already possessed a wife, the command of God required him to
take his brother's widow as an additional, concurrent wife.

3. If the brother refused to fulfill this duty, he was subjected to public humiliation before
the elders: the widow removed his shoe, spat in his face, and his lineage was
branded "the house of him that hath his shoe loosed" (Deuteronomy 25:9–10).

Consider the theological reality: God's holy Law cannot command a man to commit an
act that is intrinsically sinful. If polygyny were inherently contrary to the divine will—if it
were a violation of the "one flesh" creation principle—then in Deuteronomy 25:5, the
Holy God commanded an already-married man to commit sin, punished him with public
humiliation if he refused to commit that sin, and established a system where obedience
to divine law required violating divine moral will.

This is a theological impossibility. The Levirate law proves that polygyny is not
intrinsically sinful. It is a lawful domestic structure that God can mandate to protect
family lineage, prevent widow destitution, and preserve tribal inheritance.

5.6 2 Samuel 12:8 — Divine Endorsement and the Gift of
Wives to David
The most explicit divine statement regarding plural marriage in the Bible is 2 Samuel
12:7–9. Following David's sin with Bathsheba and the murder of her husband Uriah the
Hittite, God sends the prophet Nathan to deliver a direct prophetic indictment:

"And Nathan said to David, Thou art the man. Thus saith the LORD God of Israel, I
anointed thee king over Israel, and I delivered thee out of the hand of Saul; And I gave
thee thy master's house, and thy master's wives into thy bosom, and gave thee the
house of Israel and of Judah; and if that had been too little, I would moreover have given
unto thee such and such things. Wherefore hast thou despised the commandment of the
LORD, to do evil in his sight? thou hast killed Uriah the Hittite with the sword, and hast
taken his wife to be thy wife, and hast slain him with the sword of the children of
Ammon." (2 Samuel 12:7–9)

The Hebrew text of verse 8 states:

va'ettenah lekha et-beit adoneikha ve'et-nashei adoneikha be-cheiqekha
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בחְֵּיקֶךָ( אֲדֹניֶךָ ואְֶת־נשְֵׁי אֲדֹניֶךָ אֶת־ביֵּת לךְָ )ואֶָתְּנהָ

The grammar and theology of this divine proclamation are definitive:

1. The Divine Subject: The speaker is Yahweh, the Holy One of Israel (Ko amar YHWH
Elohei Yisrael).

2. The Active Verb: va'ettenah—the first person singular form of the verb natan ,)ַנתָן( "I
gave." God Himself is the active giver.

3. The Divine Gift: God gave David two things:
• et-beit adoneikha — his master's (Saul's) royal estate/house.
• ve'et-nashei adoneikha be-cheiqekha — his master's wives into his bosom.

4. The Offer of More: God declares: "and if that had been too little, I would moreover
have given unto thee such and such things" (ve'osiphah lekha kahemmah
ve-kahemmah). If David had desired more households, God would have given them
to him.

5. The Nature of David's Crime: God defines David's sin in verse 9: David despised the
commandment of Yahweh by killing Uriah and taking Uriah's wife (ve'et-ishto
laqachta lekha le-ishah).

The theological logic of this passage is conclusive:

• God contrasts His holy generosity toward David with David's criminal violation of the
Law.

• God's generosity included giving David multiple wives into his bosom.
• David's sin was taking Uriah's wife—a woman who was eshet ish, already bound to

another living man, a direct violation of the seventh commandment (na'aph).

If polygyny were inherently sinful, then God, speaking through His prophet, rebuked
David for committing a sexual crime by boasting that He had previously given David a
collection of sexual sins to enjoy. God would be saying: "Why did you commit the sin of
taking Bathsheba, when I had already given you the sins of Saul's wives, and would have
given you many more sins if you had asked?"

Such a reading is blasphemy. The giving of Saul's wives was an act of divine favor, royal
succession, and covenant blessing. Plural marriage was the lawful gift of God; adultery
with another man's wife was the capital crime.

5.7 The Cumulative Statutory Weight of the Torah
When the statutory witness of the Torah and the historical books is viewed in its entirety,
the evidence forms an unbroken legal record:

• Exodus 21:10 regulates plural marriage, mandating that when an additional wife is
taken, the first wife's food, clothing, and conjugal rights must not be diminished.

Page 43 of 65



• Deuteronomy 21:15–17 establishes civil inheritance rights for the firstborn sons of
plural households, legally protecting the progeny of the unloved wife.

• Leviticus 18:18 outlaws only the specific combination of marrying two sisters
concurrently, confirming the legality of marrying unrelated women.

• Deuteronomy 17:17 prohibits the royal accumulation of excessive, idolatrous harems,
while permitting lawful patriarchal households.

• Deuteronomy 25:5–10 commands plural marriage under the Levirate mandate,
requiring an already-married man to take his deceased brother's widow.

• 2 Samuel 12:8 reveals God Himself giving multiple wives into David's bosom as a
manifestation of divine grace.

There is no law against polygyny anywhere in the Word of God. The Torah regulates it,
protects women and children within it, commands it under the Levirate obligation, and
presents it as a divine gift. The claim that the Bible outlaws plural marriage requires
manufacturing a prohibition that does not exist and suppressing the statutes that
declare it lawful.

Section 6: Prophetic Patterns, New Testament
Imagery, and Later Testimonies
6.1 Ezekiel 23 — God as the Husband of Two Sisters
The most explicit divine adoption of polygynous imagery in the prophetic corpus is found
in Ezekiel 23. In this extended legal prosecution, Yahweh speaks to the prophet Ezekiel
concerning the two divided houses of His covenant people: the northern kingdom of
Israel (capital: Samaria) and the southern kingdom of Judah (capital: Jerusalem).

God establishes the marital metaphor in verses 2–4:

"Son of man, there were two women, the daughters of one mother: And they committed
whoredoms in Egypt; they committed whoredoms in their youth... And the names of
them were Aholah the elder, and Aholibah her sister: and they were mine, and they bare
sons and daughters. Thus were their names; Samaria is Aholah, and Jerusalem
Aholibah." (Ezekiel 23:2–4)

The Hebrew text of verse 4 contains a profound legal declaration:

va-tihyenah li va-tekladnah banim u-vanot

ובּנָוֹת( בנָּיִם ותֵַּלדְַנהָ ליִ )ותִַּהְייֶנהָ

"And they were mine, and they bare sons and daughters."

The phrase va-tihyenah li ("and they were mine") is the standard biblical formula for
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marriage (cf. Leviticus 21:3; Ruth 1:13). Yahweh declares that both Samaria (Aholah) and
Jerusalem (Aholibah) were His concurrent legal wives. He does not say, "Samaria was My
wife, and after I cast her off, I married Jerusalem." He states that they were His
simultaneously: they were both His, and both bore Him sons and daughters within the
same covenant household.

The entire chapter proceeds as a formal covenant lawsuit (riv, )ריִב in which an aggrieved
husband prosecutes two unfaithful wives for capital adultery. The adultery being
prosecuted is idolatry—spiritual adultery (zanah) committed by entering into pagan
military alliances and religious whoredom with Assyria, Egypt, and Babylon:

"Thus she committed her whoredoms with them, with all them that were the chosen
men of Assyria... Neither left she her whoredoms brought from Egypt... Wherefore I have
delivered her into the hand of her lovers, into the hand of the Assyrians, upon whom she
doted." (Ezekiel 23:7–9)

The theological point is undeniable: if polygyny were inherently sinful, then Yahweh, the
Holy One of Israel who cannot look upon iniquity (Habakkuk 1:13), selected an
intrinsically immoral and criminal relationship to depict His own nature, covenant
faithfulness, and relationship with His chosen people.

God does not depict Himself as a thief, a murderer, or a homosexual, because those acts
are statutory abominations that violate His holy character. Yet God depicts Himself as a
husband married concurrently to two sisters. Plural marriage is consistent with the holy
character of God, which is why the Holy Spirit employs it as a prophetic vehicle to
expose Israel and Judah's covenantal treason.

6.2 Jeremiah 3 and 31:32 — The Plural Marital Covenant
The prophet Jeremiah employs the identical dual-marriage metaphor to prosecute the
covenant infidelity of Israel and Judah. In Jeremiah 3:6–14, God speaks of the two
kingdoms as two faithless sisters under His marital headship:

"The LORD said also unto me in the days of Josiah the king, Hast thou seen that which
backsliding Israel hath done? she is gone up upon every high mountain and under every
green tree, and there hath played the harlot... And her treacherous sister Judah saw it.
And I saw, when for all the causes whereby backsliding Israel committed adultery I had
put her away, and given her a bill of divorce; yet her treacherous sister Judah feared not,
but went and played the harlot also." (Jeremiah 3:6–8)

Notice the legal mechanics: God issues a formal bill of divorce (sepher keritut, ֶסֵפר )ֻכרְּיִתת
to the northern kingdom of Israel according to the civil divorce law of Deuteronomy
24:1–4, casting her out of the land for her chronic spiritual adultery. Yet, while Israel is
divorced and in Assyrian exile, God remains married to her treacherous sister Judah in
Jerusalem.
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In verse 14, God issues an astounding proclamation to the divorced northern kingdom:

"Turn, O backsliding children, saith the LORD; for I am married unto you: and I will take
you one of a city, and two of a family, and I will bring you to Zion." (Jeremiah 3:14)

The Hebrew text reads: ki anokhi ba'alti vakhem ִּבכָםֶ, בעַָּלתְִּי אָנֹכיִ )כי "for I am husband
unto you"). The verb is ba'al ,)בעַָּל( meaning to act as husband, lord, and master. The
prepositional pronominal suffix vakhem is second person plural masculine: God
proclaims His ongoing marital claim over a plurality.

This plural marital reality is reinforced in the New Covenant prophecy of Jeremiah
31:31–32:

"Behold, the days come, saith the LORD, that I will make a new covenant with the house
of Israel, and with the house of Judah: Not according to the covenant that I made with
their fathers in the day that I took them by the hand to bring them out of the land of
Egypt; which my covenant they brake, although I was an husband unto them, saith the
LORD."

In verse 32, the phrase is ve'anokhi ba'alti vam ִבםָ( בעַָּלתְִּי )ואְָנֹכי — "although I was
husband unto them." The verb ba'al is paired with the third person plural suffix vam
("unto them"). Yahweh's covenantal marriage at Sinai was established with a plural
corporate entity—the distinct tribes of Israel and Judah. The New Covenant does not
abolish this plural marital dynamic; it reconstitutes it through the blood of Christ.

6.3 The Third Bride: The Gentile Ingathering
The covenantal architecture of plural marriage extends directly into the New Testament
through the mystery of the Gospel: the ingrafting of the Gentiles into the commonwealth
of Israel (Ephesians 2:11–22).

If the northern kingdom of Israel and the southern kingdom of Judah constituted the
original two wives under Yahweh's patriarchal roof, the calling of the Gentiles constitutes
the introduction of an additional covenantal bride. In Romans 9:25–26, the Apostle Paul
quotes the prophet Hosea to explain the redemption of the Gentiles:

"As he saith also in Osee, I will call them my people, which were not my people; and her
beloved, which was not beloved. And it shall come to pass, that in the place where it
was said unto them, Ye are not my people; there shall they be called the children of the
living God."

Paul cites Hosea 1–2, where the prophet is commanded to take Gomer, a wife of
whoredoms, to symbolize God's fractured household. Paul applies this directly to the
Gentiles: those who were historically outside the covenant are now brought under the
marital covering of the King.
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In Romans 11:11, Paul reveals the divine motivation behind this addition:

"I say then, Have they stumbled that they should fall? God forbid: but rather through
their fall salvation is come unto the Gentiles, for to provoke them to jealousy."

The strategy is domestic and marital: God brings a new, formerly unloved bride (the
Gentiles) into His covenant household specifically to provoke His first wives (Israel and
Judah) to jealousy, compelling them to repent of their whoredoms and return to the
patriarchal house. This is the domestic dynamic of the Torah in action: the introduction
of a co-wife creates a provoke-to-repentance dynamic designed to achieve redemptive
restoration across the entire household.

Furthermore, in 2 Corinthians 11:2, Paul addresses the local congregation at Corinth as
an individual, distinct bride:

"For I am jealous over you with godly jealousy: for I have espoused you to one husband,
that I may present you as a chaste virgin to Christ."

Paul does not address the universal Church across all space and time; he addresses the
specific, local ekklēsia at Corinth. He states that he has betrothed that specific
congregation as a distinct "chaste virgin" (parthenon hagnēn) to Christ.

If Corinth is a virgin betrothed to Christ, and the church at Ephesus is a bride, and the
Philippian church is a bride, then the eschatological reality of the Bridegroom is clear:
Jesus Christ is the singular divine Husband who holds an expansive communion of
distinct, local covenant assemblies under His single, unified headship.

6.4 The Parable of the Ten Virgins and the Plural Gamoi
As established through detailed exegetical analysis in Section 2.4.1, the Parable of the
Ten Virgins (Matthew 25:1–13) depicts ten prospective brides awaiting the arrival of their
singular patriarchal Lord (Kyrios). A distinct linguistic proof confirming the polygynous
nature of this royal wedding is found in the Greek text of Matthew 25:10:

aperchomenōn de autōn agorasai ēlthen ho nymphios, kai hai hetoimoi eisēlthon met'
autou eis tous gamous, kai ekleisthē hē thyra

(ἀπερχομένων δὲ αὐτῶν ἀγοράσαι ἦλθεν ὁ νυμφίος, καὶ αἱ ἕτοιμοι εἰσῆλθον μετ' αὐτοῦ
εἰς τοὺς γάμους, καὶ ἐκλείσθη ἡ θύρα)

"And while they went to buy, the bridegroom came; and they that were ready went in
with him to the marriage feast (tous gamous): and the door was shut."

The noun used for the marriage feast is tous gamous (τοὺς γάμους)—the accusative
masculine plural of gamos (γάμος).
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The standard Greek noun for a private, individual wedding ceremony is the singular
gamos. In Matthew 25:10, the Gospel uses the plural form gamoi. The identical plural
construction appears in Matthew 22:2–9 in the Parable of the Marriage of the King's Son:

"The kingdom of heaven is like unto a certain king, which made a marriage (epoiēsen
gamous, ἐποίησεν γάμους, plural) for his son..." (Matthew 22:2)

While Greek lexicography notes that gamoi can function as an extensive plural denoting
the protracted, multi-day festivities of a wedding celebration, its specific literary usage
in royal contexts designates an expansive, imperial wedding feast that encompasses
multiple households, multiple alliances, and a plurality of participants brought into
covenant under the monarch's roof.

The singular gamos describes an ordinary, monogamous civic contract; the plural gamoi
evokes the grandeur of the royal wedding processional, where the King is attended by
many virgins entering into the palace. Matthew's use of tous gamous aligns with the
royal imagery of Psalm 45:14–15, where the King's royal consort is attended by "the
virgins her companions that follow her" who are brought into the King's palace with
gladness and rejoicing.

6.5 Ephesians 5:30–32 — One Flesh, Many Members
The theological capstone of New Testament marital imagery is found in Ephesians
5:25–32. Modern commentators rely heavily on this passage to argue that the "one
flesh" principle of Genesis 2:24 inherently excludes plural marriage:

"For we are members of his body, of his flesh, and of his bones. For this cause shall a
man leave his father and mother, and shall be joined unto his wife, and they two shall be
one flesh. This is a great mystery: but I speak concerning Christ and the church."
(Ephesians 5:30–32)

Paul quotes Genesis 2:24: kai esontai hoi dyo eis sarka mian (καὶ ἔσονται οἱ δύο εἰς
σάρκα μίαν, "and the two shall become one flesh"). He then reveals the ultimate
typological referent: the mystery is not merely human biology; it is Christ and the
Church.

Notice the structure of Paul's typological equation:

• The Husband: Jesus Christ (singular).
• The Wife/Body: The Church (hē ekklēsia, singular corporate noun).
• The Reality of the Body: "For we are members (melē, μέλη, plural) of his body, of his

flesh, and of his bones" (v. 30).

The "one flesh" union between Christ and His Church is a union between one Husband
and a body constituted by millions of distinct, individual members. Christ is fully, totally
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"one flesh" with every individual saint who is baptized into His body, yet this reality does
not diminish His "one flesh" union with the millions of other saints who also belong to
Him.

If the "one flesh" principle meant numerical singularity—if becoming "one flesh" with
one entity meant that a man possessed no capacity to be "one flesh" with another—then
Paul's typology in Ephesians 5 would be incoherent. Christ could be "one flesh" with only
one individual human believer. The moment a second believer was saved and joined to
Christ's body, Christ's "one flesh" union with the first believer would be destroyed.

Paul's inspired typology demonstrates that "one flesh" describes covenantal totality and
relational intimacy, not numerical limitation. A man who joins himself to a wife enters
into a profound, total, life-giving covenant with her; they become one flesh. If that man
lawfully takes a second wife under the statutory protections of Exodus 21:10, he enters
into a full, total, life-giving covenant with her as well; they become one flesh.

Just as a father who has a second child does not divide his fatherhood—he is not "half a
father" to the first child and "half a father" to the second, but is 100% a father to
both—so a patriarchal husband extends his covenantal covering, becoming fully "one
flesh" with each legitimate wife under his roof. Christ is fully one flesh with every
member of His body. The "one flesh" logic of Genesis 2:24, far from disproving polygyny,
provides the theological framework for how a singular head can be covenanted with a
plurality of members.

6.6 The Historical Record: The Reluctant Witnesses of the
Reformation
The assertion that the Bible outlaws polygyny is contradicted by the testimonies of the
most prominent theologians of the Protestant Reformation and Western literature. When
the great champions of sola scriptura set aside medieval Roman canon law and
examined the raw Hebrew and Greek text, they were forced to admit that Scripture does
not prohibit plural marriage.

6.6.1 Martin Luther
In December 1539, Landgrave Philip of Hesse petitioned the Wittenberg
Reformers—Martin Luther, Philipp Melanchthon, and Martin Bucer—regarding his desire
to take a second wife while remaining married to his first wife, Christina of Saxony. Philip
argued that his current marriage was broken, that he was living in chronic sexual
temptation, and that Scripture nowhere prohibited a Christian man from having two
wives.

Luther, who had spent decades translating the Hebrew and Greek Scriptures and
defending the absolute authority of the text over papal tradition, issued a formal written
response alongside Melanchthon and Bucer (the Wittenberg Counsel):
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"I confess that I cannot forbid a person to marry several wives, for it does not contradict
the Scripture. If a man wishes to marry more than one wife he should be asked whether
he is satisfied in his conscience that he may do so in accordance with the word of God.
In such a case the civil authority has nothing to do in the matter." (Martin Luther, De
Wette II, 459; Letter to Chancellor Gregory Brück, January 13, 1524)

In his earlier 1524 commentary on Genesis, Luther wrote:

"It is not forbidden that a man should have more than one wife. I would not forbid it
today, albeit I would not recommend it... It is certain that polygamy is not forbidden by
the Word of God." (Martin Luther, Sermons on Genesis, 1524)

Luther was not an advocate for the social normalization of polygyny. He feared civil
disorder, imperial backlash from Emperor Charles V, and the public slander of the
Gospel. Yet, as a biblical exegete committed to the Word of God alone, Luther stated the
textual truth: Scripture does not forbid it.

6.6.2 Philipp Melanchthon
Philipp Melanchthon, the co-author of the Augsburg Confession and the principal
systematic theologian of the Lutheran Reformation, concurred with Luther's textual
assessment. In his formal correspondence regarding the marital questions of the
German nobility and King Henry VIII of England, Melanchthon argued that if a monarch
wished to secure legitimate succession, taking an additional wife according to the
biblical pattern of the patriarchs was exegetically preferable to divorce:

"Polygyny is not forbidden by divine law... if the King desires to provide for the
succession to his kingdom, it is far better to do so without casting off his first wife
through divorce, following the example of the holy patriarchs who had multiple wives
simultaneously." (Philipp Melanchthon, Epistolae, Corpus Reformatorum, Vol. II)

Melanchthon's assessment was clear: biblical law permitted polygyny, while God
explicitly stated in Malachi 2:16 that He hated divorce.

6.6.3 John Milton
John Milton, the Puritan poet, Latin secretary to Oliver Cromwell's Commonwealth, and
one of the most learned biblical humanists of the seventeenth century, addressed the
question in his systematic theological treatise, De Doctrina Christiana (On Christian
Doctrine):

"Marriage is a covenant... neither expressly nor implicitly forbidden in the Gospel. I have
not said that it is a matter of commendation, but of free choice; and of such a nature
that no one can prove it to be in itself either illicit or contrary to the nature of marriage...

In the definition of marriage which I have given, I have not said, with the common run of
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interpreters, that it is the union of one man with one woman, lest I should be found to
condemn the holy patriarchs and saints of the Old Testament, Abraham, Jacob, David,
and others, who had more than one wife, and that with the evident approbation of God
Himself...

Either polygyny is a true marriage, or all of these holy men were living in perpetual
adultery and their offspring were bastards: but this is impossible; therefore polygyny is
true marriage, lawful, and nowhere forbidden by God." (John Milton, De Doctrina
Christiana, Book I, Chapter X, "Of the Special Enhancements of the Covenant")

Milton dedicated an entire chapter to demonstrating through Greek and Hebrew
exegesis that:

1. The patriarchal marriages were lawful and blessed.
2. The Law of Moses directly regulated and commanded plural marriage.
3. The phrase mias gynaikos anēr in 1 Timothy 3:2 does not prohibit polygyny for the

laity or the clergy.
4. The post-apostolic prohibition was a corrupt inheritance from Roman paganism.

6.6.4 John Wesley
John Wesley, the father of Methodism and a champion of personal holiness, recognized
the statutory reality of the Old Testament. In his Explanatory Notes Upon the Old
Testament (1765), commenting on the patriarchal narratives and the statutory
legislation of Exodus 21 and Deuteronomy 21, Wesley stated:

"Polygamy was permitted to the ancients, and regulated by the Law of Moses; it was not
condemned by God, nor was it considered an offense against the moral law." (John
Wesley, Notes on the Old Testament, Commentary on Deuteronomy 21:15)

Wesley recognized that while European Christian culture had embraced monogamy
through civil tradition, the biblical text never pronounced plural marriage an infraction of
the moral law.

6.6.5 The Collective Historical Testimony
These witnesses—Luther, Melanchthon, Milton, and Wesley—were not antinomians or
sexual libertines. They were men who devoted their lives to the preservation and
defense of Christian orthodoxy.

Their collective admission that Scripture nowhere prohibits polygyny is proof of the
textual reality: when the most formidable minds in Church history searched the
Scriptures without the filter of Roman canon law, they could not locate an apostolic
prohibition against plural marriage. The historical record demonstrates that the
monogamy-only mandate is a cultural constraint, not a biblical command.
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Section 7: The Moral Inversion — Serial
Monogamy vs. Covenantal Order
7.1 The Modern Practice of Serial Monogamy
The contemporary Western church has created a double standard in its theology of
marriage. It condemns the historical, biblical practice of polygyny as a scandalous sin,
while embracing, institutionalizing, and blessing the secular practice of serial
monogamy.

Serial monogamy is defined as the practice of contracting multiple marriages
sequentially through the mechanism of divorce and remarriage. A man marries a
woman; lives with her for a decade; tires of her or experiences domestic friction; secures
a civil divorce; and subsequently marries a second, younger woman. A decade later, he
repeats the process, marrying a third wife. At any single point in time, this man is legally
registered as possessing only "one wife."

In the eyes of modern evangelical pastors, this man is walking in moral compliance with
1 Timothy 3:2. If he exhibits outward repentance for the "pain" of his prior divorces, he is
welcomed into church membership, permitted to take communion, and elevated to
positions of pastoral authority and deacon leadership.

This practice is polygyny stripped of covenantal responsibility, compounded by the sin of
covenant-breaking. The serial monogamist does not have one wife; he has had three
wives. The difference between him and King David is that David kept his covenants,
provided lifelong food, clothing, and shelter to his wives according to Exodus 21:10, and
fathered his children within a continuous patriarchal house.

The serial monogamist breaks his vows, discards the wife of his youth, fractures his
children's domestic universe, and divides his estate between competing legal
households. The modern church tolerates the man who violates his vows through
divorce, while condemning the man who honors his vows through plural provision.

7.2 The Roman Inheritance: From the Lex Julia to Canon
Law
To understand how this moral inversion occurred, we must examine the historical
transmission of Roman civil law into the theology of the Church. The monogamy-only
mandate is not a biblical doctrine; it is a Roman civic inheritance.

7.2.1 The Augustan Social Engineering (Lex Julia et Papia)
In ancient Greece and Rome, marriage was legally defined as strictly monogamous for
citizen registration and property transmission, while concubinage, prostitution, and
pederasty were practiced alongside it. Under the Roman Republic and early Empire, a
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Roman citizen could have only one legal wife (uxor) under Roman civil law (iustum
matrimonium).

Between 18 BCE and 9 CE, Roman Emperor Augustus enacted comprehensive social
legislation known as the Lex Julia de maritandis ordinibus and the Lex Papia Poppaea.
Augustus was not motivated by biblical sexual morality; he was an imperial statesman
facing an existential demographic crisis: the Roman patrician aristocracy was dying out
due to low birth rates, rampant celibacy, abortion, and pervasive marital infidelity.

The Augustan legislation:

1. Imposed heavy financial and political penalties upon unmarried adult citizens and
childless couples.

2. Granted tax exemptions, legal privileges, and political advancement to patricians
who married and produced three or more legitimate children (ius trium liberorum).

3. Codified that a legal Roman marriage must be strictly monogamous—one citizen man
bound to one citizen woman—to ensure the orderly, unambiguous devolution of civic
estates and aristocratic senatorial titles.

This Roman civil framework had no connection to the Torah or the teachings of Jesus
Christ. It was a secular imperial population policy designed to preserve the Roman ruling
class.

7.2.2 The Romanization of the Post-Apostolic Church
During the first three centuries, the Christian Church expanded across the Greco-Roman
world. As the Church transitioned from a persecuted Hebraic minority into the dominant
cultural force of the Mediterranean, it absorbed the civic categories of the Roman
Empire.

Christian converts from Roman paganism brought their cultural assumptions into the
Church:

• They viewed the patriarchal, polygynous household of the Old Testament as an
uncivilized, "barbarian" Semitic custom.

• They equated Roman civil monogamy with natural law and moral refinement.
• They were influenced by Hellenistic philosophical asceticism (Stoicism,

Neo-Platonism, and Gnosticism), which viewed all sexual expression as inherently
stained with sin, tolerating marriage solely for procreation.

When Emperor Constantine legalized Christianity with the Edict of Milan (313 AD) and
Emperor Theodosius I established it as the sole state religion with the Edict of
Thessalonica (380 AD), the institutional Church merged with the Roman imperial
apparatus.
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The consequences were immediate:

• In 393 AD, as documented in Section 3.4.7, Theodosius I issued the imperial edict
(Codex Justinianus 1.9.7) outlawing Jewish plural marriage, imposing Roman civic
monogamy upon the people of God by imperial force.

• In 537 CE, Emperor Justinian reinforced this ban in Novel 139, codifying criminal
penalties for any subject of the empire who dared to maintain a plural household.

The Western Latin Church absorbed these imperial edicts into its canon law. The Roman
legal definition of marriage—monogamous, civic, and state-sanctioned—was baptized by
medieval canonists as the only "Christian" form of marriage. The Protestant Reformers of
the sixteenth century, while recovering the doctrines of justification by faith and sola
scriptura, failed to dismantle this inherited canon law tradition. They accepted the
Roman civil structure of marriage without submitting it to the statutory critique of the
Torah.

7.3 The Comparative Structural Matrix
The moral bankruptcy of modern serial monogamy is demonstrated when evaluated
side-by-side against the biblical polygynous household:

Ethical Criterion The Faithful Biblical Polygynist The Modern Serial Monogamist

Covenantal Fidelity Keeps all vows. He never 
abandons or divorces his first wife; 
he maintains her rights in full 
(Exodus 21:10).

Breaks vows. He terminates his 
prior marriage through civil 
divorce, violating his covenant 
before God.

Economic Provision Lifelong security. He provides 
continuous shelter, food, clothing, 
and inheritance to all wives and 
their children.

Fractured maintenance. He divides 
his income, frequently defaults on 
child support, and creates 
economic destitution for his 
discarded wife.

Domestic Order Unified patriarchal compound. All 
children are raised within an 
intact, continuous family 
government under one father.

Domestic fragmentation. Children 
are shuffled between competing 
households, step-parents, and 
fractured loyalties.

Status of Children Honorable heirs. All children are 
legitimate, recognized sons and 
daughters with tribal inheritance 
(Genesis 49).

Divided custody. Children suffer 
the trauma of domestic fracture, 
parental alienation, and split 
estates.

Biblical Assessment No condemnation. Regulated by 
the Torah (Exodus 21:10), 
practiced by the patriarchs, and 
gifted by God (2 Samuel 12:8).

Explicit divine hatred. "For the 
LORD, the God of Israel, saith that 
he hateth putting away 
[divorce]" (Malachi 2:16).

Elder Qualification Passes the test. Demonstrates 
complex household governance 
and patriarchal rule (kalōs 
proistamenon, 1 Timothy 3:4).

Fails the test. Demonstrates an 
inability to maintain covenant 
continuity or govern his domestic 
house without fracture.

The modern church condemns the man in the left column and ordains the man in the
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right column. It calls the covenant-keeper an unrepentant sinner, and calls the
covenant-breaker an upright Christian gentleman.

7.4 The "One Flesh" Distortion and the Father-Child
Typology
The standard theological objection to plural marriage is the claim that Genesis 2:24
("and they shall be one flesh") creates an exclusive mathematical equation where
1+1=1, making the addition of another person an ontological impossibility.

As established in Section 6.5 through Paul's exegesis in Ephesians 5:30–32, this
argument misunderstands the biblical definition of "one flesh" (basar echad, בשָָּׂר .)אֶחָד
The term denotes covenantal totality, domestic unity, and physical consummation; it
does not denote mathematical exclusivity.

Consider the biological and covenantal analogy of paternity:

• When a man fathers his firstborn child, he enters into a sacred, lifelong covenantal
bond of fatherhood with that child. They are "one blood" and one flesh.

• When that same man fathers a second child five years later, does the birth of the
second child destroy his fatherhood of the first?

• Does the father say to his firstborn: "Because I have loved your new brother, I can no
longer be a father to you, for fatherhood is an exclusive bond that can exist only
between two individuals"?

• Does the father's capacity for paternal love divide into 50% and 50%?

Every parent understands that love, covenant covering, and domestic provision are not
finite commodities that are depleted by addition. The birth of a second, third, or eighth
child expands the household; it does not divide it. The father is 100% a father to his first
child, and 100% a father to his seventh child.

The identical principle governs the patriarchal household in marriage. A man who takes
a second wife does not divide his covenant with the first wife in half; he extends his
household covering. Under the statutory law of Exodus 21:10, he is forbidden from
diminishing the first wife's food, clothing, or conjugal rights. He must love, cover, and
provide for both.

The Western error lies in projecting modern female competition and industrial
egalitarianism back onto the biblical text. The ancient patriarchal household was an
expansive institution designed to build generational strength, economic resilience, and
tribal continuity under the unified headship of a righteous man.

7.4.1 Matthew 19:3–9 in Historical Context: The Hillel-Shammai
Divorce Controversy
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The reliance of anti-polygyny apologists on Matthew 19:4–6 ("Have ye not read, that he
which made them at the beginning made them male and female... and they twain shall
be one flesh?") commits a fundamental error of context.

The debate between Jesus and the Pharisees in Matthew 19 was not an inquiry into
whether a man could lawfully maintain multiple concurrent wives under Exodus 21:10.
The Pharisees approached Jesus testing Him on a specific, contentious dispute between
the two leading rabbinic schools of the Second Temple era: the School of Shammai and
the School of Hillel. The question was: "Is it lawful for a man to put away his wife for
every cause?" (kata pasan aitian, Matthew 19:3).

• The School of Hillel interpreted Deuteronomy 24:1 (erwat dabar, "some
uncleanness") expansively, permitting a husband to divorce his wife for trivial
offenses, such as burning his food or if he found a more attractive woman. This was
the ancient equivalent of modern no-fault divorce.

• The School of Shammai restricted divorce strictly to verified sexual infidelity.

Jesus intervened in this specific debate by quoting Genesis 1:27 and Genesis 2:24
(following the Septuagint's hoi dyo, "the two"). His purpose was to condemn the casual,
unilateral discarding of wives. Christ declared that marriage establishes an enduring
covenantal bond that cannot be severed at human caprice: "What therefore God hath
joined together, let not man put asunder" (Matthew 19:6).

Christ was banning covenant-breaking divorce, not covenant-expanding polygyny. A man
who divorces his wife to marry another commits adultery against the first wife because
he has unlawfully broken his covenant with her. A man who takes a second wife while
continuing to provide food, clothing, and conjugal rights to the first (Exodus 21:10) has
put nothing asunder; he has broken no bond; he has honored his vows. To cite Matthew
19 as a ban on polygyny is to turn a prohibition against discarding wives into a mandate
for leaving women unmarried and unprotected.

7.5 The Prophetic Warning of 1 Timothy 4:1–3:
"Forbidding to Marry"
The historical suppression of biblical polygyny by the Romanized Church was foretold in
the apostolic scriptures. In 1 Timothy 4:1–3, the Apostle Paul issues a prophetic warning
regarding the theological apostasy that would characterize the post-apostolic era:

"Now the Spirit speaketh expressly, that in the latter times some shall depart from the
faith, giving heed to seducing spirits, and doctrines of devils; Speaking lies in hypocrisy;
having their conscience seared with a hot iron; Forbidding to marry (kōlyontōn gamein),
and commanding to abstain from meats, which God hath created to be received with
thanksgiving of them which believe and know the truth." (1 Timothy 4:1–3)

The key phrase is kōlyontōn gamein (κωλυόντων γαμεῖν)—the present active participle
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of kōlyō (to hinder, forbid, prevent, prohibit) with the present active infinitive of gameō
(to marry): "forbidding to marry."

Protestant commentators routinely apply this warning exclusively to the Roman Catholic
institution of mandatory clerical celibacy. While clerical celibacy is a manifestation of
this error, Paul's warning is broader. It identifies a theological spirit of ascetic legalism
that usurps the authority of God by forbidding marital unions that God has authorized.

Consider the historical fulfillment:

• God authorized, regulated, and blessed plural marriage throughout the Torah and the
prophets.

• God gave wives to David and called them a blessing (2 Samuel 12:8).
• The post-apostolic, Romanized Church—steeped in ascetic dualism and Roman civil

law—stepped into the place of God, issued ecclesiastical canons, and declared: "We
forbid you to marry."

The Church took a lawful, holy marital structure practiced by the patriarchs and
commanded in the Levirate law, branded it an abomination, and enacted criminal and
ecclesiastical penalties against anyone who practiced it. This is a direct manifestation of
the apostasy warned of in 1 Timothy 4:3. By forbidding what God permitted, the Church
adopted a doctrine of demons, substituted Roman law for the Torah, and seared its
collective conscience against the plain reading of the Word of God.

7.6 The Inversion Exposed: The Subversion of Leadership
Standards
The practical consequence of this apostasy is the subversion of the pastoral office in the
modern church.

Consider the concrete administrative reality:

• A man who has lived with his first wife for twenty-five years, raised six godly children,
and then, with resources and land, lawfully takes an additional wife under the
provisions of Exodus 21:10—providing lifelong dignity, protection, and provision to
both women—is cast out of the modern church. He is barred from communion,
stripped of any teaching office, and publicly denounced as an adulterer.

• In the same church, a man who married his college sweetheart, divorced her seven
years later because of "irreconcilable differences," married a second woman,
divorced her five years later, and is now married to his third wife, is elevated to the
office of senior pastor or chairman of the elder board. He has "testimony." He has
written a book on "healing from broken relationships." He is currently living with "only
one woman."

This outcome is a moral farce. The first man has proven his capacity for patriarchal
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governance: he has kept his vows, sustained multiple households in peace, and
demonstrated the exact character trait required by 1 Timothy 3:4–5 (tou idiou oikou
kalōs proistamenon). The second man is a serial covenant-breaker who has left a wake
of emotional, domestic, and economic destruction behind him.

The modern church has substituted marital arithmetic for covenantal fidelity. It tests the
quantity of contemporary certificates on file with the civil state rather than the character
of the man's covenant-keeping before the living God.

7.7 The Contrast with the Modern Degradation of
Marriage
The bankruptcy of the church's position is exposed when contrasted with its response to
contemporary sexual degeneracy.

In the modern Western world, the historic Christian understanding of marriage is being
dismantled:

• The rise of radical feminism has destroyed domestic hierarchy and natural gender
roles.

• Homosexual marriage has been codified into civil law and welcomed into mainline
Protestant denominations.

• Transgender ideology demands the abolition of biological sex itself.

Notice the theological contrast:

1. Homosexuality is explicitly, unambiguously condemned across both testaments.
• In the Old Testament: "Thou shalt not lie with mankind, as with womankind: it is

abomination" (Leviticus 18:22; 20:13).
• In the New Testament: Romans 1:26–27 identifies it as vile affections (pathē

atimias) and contrary to nature; 1 Corinthians 6:9–10 lists arsenokoitai (men who
bed men) among those who shall not inherit the Kingdom of God; 1 Timothy 1:10
categorizes it as lawlessness.

• There is not a single text in Scripture that regulates, blesses, or permits
homosexual unions. It is an abomination in every dispensation.

2. Polygyny, by contrast:
• Is practiced by the friends of God (Abraham, Jacob, David).
• Is regulated with protective civil statutes by the Torah (Exodus 21:10;

Deuteronomy 21:15–17).
• Is commanded under the Levirate obligation (Deuteronomy 25:5–10).
• Is declared to be a direct divine gift from God's hand (2 Samuel 12:8).
• Is used by Yahweh to describe His relationship with Israel and Judah (Ezekiel 23;

Jeremiah 3).
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• Is nowhere forbidden in the New Testament.

Yet the modern church spends its energy condemning the patriarchal practice of
polygyny, while retreating, apologizing, and compromising in the face of homosexual
tyranny.

Evangelical denominations that declare a polygynous African convert must divorce his
secondary wives and cast them into economic ruin before he can be baptized will
simultaneously host conferences debating how to love and welcome "gay Christians"
into church fellowship.

Having abandoned the objective statutory standard of the Torah, the church has no
immune system against secular cultural degradation. Because it abandoned God's Law
on marriage in favor of Roman civic law two thousand years ago, it has no authority left
to resist the civil state's redefinition of marriage today. A church that calls God's gift evil
will inevitably call Satan's abominations good.

Section 8: Conclusion and Call to Covenantal
Fidelity
8.1 Summary of Exhaustive Findings
The textual, linguistic, legal, and historical evidence assembled across this study leads
to the following conclusions:

• The Jurisprudence of Transgression: Scripture defines sin strictly as the transgression
of the Law (1 John 3:4). Where there is no law, there is no transgression, and sin is
not imputed (Romans 4:15; 5:13). The complete absence of a statutory prohibition
against polygyny anywhere in the Old or New Testaments establishes that plural
marriage cannot be charged as a moral offense before God.

• The Statutory Precision of Na'aph: Adultery in biblical law is strictly defined as an
asymmetrical crime: sexual intercourse between a man and a woman who is married
or betrothed to another man (Leviticus 20:10; Deuteronomy 22:22). The marital
status of the man is legally irrelevant. A married man taking an additional,
unattached woman commits no adultery.

• The Deliberate Asymmetry of the Law: The Torah contains explicit, bilateral statutes
when an offense applies equally to both sexes (e.g., bestiality, Leviticus 20:15–16).
The law of adultery is deliberately asymmetrical because polygyny is regulated and
permitted, while polyandry is an absolute capital crime.

• The Semantic Boundary of Porneia: The New Testament concept of porneia (sexual
immorality) derives directly from the prohibited unions of Leviticus 18. Plural
marriage is absent from Leviticus 18. The Jerusalem Council's prohibition of porneia
for Gentile converts (Acts 15:20, 29) did not include or imply a ban on polygyny.

• The Patriarchal Vindication: If polygyny were inherently sinful, the foundational
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patriarchs—Abraham, Jacob, and David—were unrepentant, habitual adulterers
disqualified from the kingdom of God. The Bible honors them as friends of God and
models of faith, proving their domestic arrangements were lawful.

• The Covenantal Rejection of Matthew 7:23: The verb "to know" (yada, ginōskō)
carries a technical covenantal and marital meaning. Christ's eschatological
declaration "I never knew you" is a domestic rejection, parallel to the Master shutting
the door of the household (Luke 13:25) and the Bridegroom excluding the
unprepared virgins from the royal wedding feast (gamoi, Matthew 25:10). The
Kingdom is structured as an expansive patriarchal household: one Bridegroom, many
covenant brides.

• The Lexical Witness of Hebrew: The Hebrew Bible lacks an abstract noun for polygyny
because it was treated as ordinary marriage (ishut). The pilegesh (secondary wife)
held recognized legal status, possessed inheritance rights for her progeny, and was
protected by statutory covenant law.

• The Unbroken Narrative Record: The narrative accounts from Genesis to Chronicles
record plural marriage without moral censure. Jehoiada the high priest actively
arranged two wives for righteous King Joash (2 Chronicles 24:1–3); Rehoboam's
administration of his plural household is designated an act of wisdom (2 Chronicles
11:23); and the elders of Bethlehem invoked the polygynous union of Rachel and
Leah as the archetype of covenant blessing (Ruth 4:11).

• The Demographic Proof of the Egyptian Sojourn: The exponential expansion of Israel
from seventy souls to over 600,000 fighting men (Numbers 1:46) within the
chronological window of the Egyptian sojourn requires a compound growth rate (~5%
annually over 215 years) mathematically impossible under monogamy in antiquity.
The polygynous multiplier of patriarchal households (yielding 20–40 live births and
10–20 surviving children per patriarch) resolves the demographic requirements of the
Exodus census, confirming that the descendants of Jacob practiced the plural
house-building model of their fathers.

• The Archaeological Proof of P.Bas. 2.43: The oldest surviving private Christian letter
(c. 230 AD) contains casual, unashamed domestic greetings addressed to a Christian
brother named Paulus and "his wives" (tas gynaikas sou), proving that plural
households existed openly in good standing within the third-century Church.

• The Historical Consensus of Antiquity: Josephus, the Babatha Archive, and the
Mishnah confirm that plural marriage was an active, litigated, and legally recognized
reality in first- and second-century Judea. Irenaeus defended the patriarchs' polygyny
as righteous; Justin Martyr acknowledged God permitted it; and Augustine explicitly
conceded that plural marriage was "never against the nature of marriage."

• The Imperial Suppression of 393 AD: The prohibition of polygyny in the West was
imposed by Roman imperial edict (Codex Justinianus 1.9.7), when Emperor
Theodosius I outlawed Jewish plural marriage to enforce Roman civic monogamy, a
pagan civil inheritance later codified into medieval canon law.

• The Greek Syntax of 1 Timothy 3:2: The phrase mias gynaikos anēr is an anarthrous,
qualitative character qualification ("a one-woman-type man") denoting marital
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fidelity within a virtue list, not a mechanical biographical census. The ordinal
semantic range of mia permits the translation "a man of his first wife," demanding
covenantal continuity over serial divorce.

• The Linguistic Smoking Gun: The Apostle Paul deliberately omitted the universal,
unambiguous Greek construction for "married only once" (hapax gegamēkōs), opting
instead for a qualitative genitive construction.

• The Reductio ad Absurdum of 1 Timothy 5:9: The structural mirror phrase henos
andros gynē ("wife of one man") cannot bear a numerical reading without creating an
immediate contradiction with Paul's command in verse 14 that younger widows must
remarry. The phrase is qualitative, demanding that the elder qualification be
qualitative as well.

• The Asymmetry of 1 Corinthians 7:2: Paul deliberately employs different possessive
pronouns, commanding the woman to have an idios husband (exclusive, private
ownership; polyandry outlawed) and the man to have a heautou wife (household
domain and jurisdiction), reflecting the structure of biblical marriage.

• The Comprehensive Statutory Corpus of the Torah:
• Exodus 21:10 regulates plural marriage, securing the first wife's food, clothing,

and conjugal rights.
• Deuteronomy 21:15–17 protects the inheritance rights of the firstborn son of an

unloved co-wife.
• Leviticus 18:18 outlaws only the marriage of two biological sisters concurrently,

confirming the legality of marrying unrelated women.
• Deuteronomy 17:17 restricts excessive, idolatrous royal harems, not lawful plural

households.
• Deuteronomy 25:5–10 commands plural marriage under the Levirate mandate.
• 2 Samuel 12:8 reveals God presenting multiple wives to David as an act of divine

favor.
• The Prophetic Typology of God as a Plural Husband: Yahweh explicitly claims two

concurrent wives—Israel and Judah—in Ezekiel 23:4 and Jeremiah 3:14; 31:32,
declaring His marital ownership over a plurality. The inclusion of the Gentiles
constitutes an additional bride brought into the household (Romans 9:25; 11:11).

• The "One Flesh" Theology of Ephesians 5: Paul's application of Genesis 2:24 to Christ
and the Church establishes that "one flesh" denotes covenantal totality, not
numerical limitation. Christ is one flesh with a body composed of millions of distinct
members.

• The Reluctant Witnesses of Protestantism: The principal champions of sola
scriptura—Martin Luther, Philipp Melanchthon, John Milton, and John
Wesley—conceded that Scripture nowhere outlaws plural marriage, acknowledging
that the monogamy-only mandate is an ecclesiastical tradition unsupported by divine
law.

• The Moral Inversion of Modern Practice: The modern church accommodates, blesses,
and elevates serial monogamists who repeatedly break vows through no-fault
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divorce, while condemning the biblical patriarch who keeps every vow and provides
lifelong security to multiple wives.

8.2 The Model Reshaped: Covenantal Headship over
Secular Arithmetic
The church must discard the secular, Romanized categories of Western modernity and
return to the covenantal architecture of the biblical household.

Biblical marriage is not an egalitarian, symmetrical civil contract governed by the state
and easily dissolved by no-fault divorce. It is a sacred, hierarchical covenant established
before God, in which a patriarchal head extends his name, his protection, his resources,
and his jurisdiction over the women who are joined to his estate.

The "one flesh" union is not a fragile mathematical equation that shatters the moment a
household expands. It is a profound, life-giving bond that reflects the infinite capacity of
Jesus Christ to love, cover, and sanctify every member brought beneath His blood. A
man can be fully "one flesh" with each of his lawful wives, just as God is fully
covenanted with each of His people, and just as Christ is fully united to every
congregation of His saints.

The biblical standard for Christian leadership is not found in the civil arithmetic of the
state marriage registry. It is found in demonstrated, tested capacity for household
governance:

"For if a man know not how to rule his own house, how shall he take care of the church
of God?" (1 Timothy 3:5)

A man who governs a complex patriarchal household with wisdom, justice, and
love—who keeps every vow, who provides food, clothing, and intimacy to his wives
without diminution, who trains his children in the discipline and admonition of the Lord,
and who leads his domestic compound in peace—meets the qualification the Apostle
Paul established.

The monogamy-only mandate is a human tradition, an imperial Roman relic, and an
ideological idol. It has no authority to bind the Christian conscience, no power to define
sin, and no standing to overturn the Law of the Living God.

8.3 The Call to Fidelity
The application of this study demands repentance and institutional reformation across
two fronts:

First, the Church must repent of its accommodation to the culture of serial monogamy.

The epidemic of divorce and remarriage within evangelicalism is an abomination before
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the God who declares: "I hate divorce" (Malachi 2:16). Pastors who dissolve covenants
for convenience, discard the wives of their youth, and contract subsequent state
marriages are covenant-breakers. The church must cease ordaining, celebrating, and
elevating men who break vows, and restore the discipline of the Torah against marital
treason.

Second, the Church must abandon its unbiblical condemnation of plural marriage.

To brand a man a sinner for entering into an arrangement that God regulated in the
Torah, commanded in the Levirate law, gifted to King David, practiced through the holy
patriarchs, and adopted as the metaphor for His own covenantal life is an act of spiritual
hubris. It is the very "forbidding to marry" that Paul identified as the mark of end-times
apostasy (1 Timothy 4:1–3).

The path forward is the path of biblical fidelity. Let the Word of God be true, and every
human tradition a liar. Build the house. Honor the covenant. Protect the women. Govern
the children. Discard the pagan traditions of Rome, submit every thought to the
obedience of Christ, and present an unbroken, faithful household to the King of Kings.

Study Questions
1. How does the statutory definition of sin in 1 John 3:4 and Romans 4:15 refute the

claim that polygyny is inherently sinful?
2. What are the material legal elements of the crime of adultery (na'aph) in Leviticus

20:10 and Deuteronomy 22:22?
3. Why is the biblical law of adultery explicitly asymmetrical, and how does this

asymmetry protect the institution of polygyny while prohibiting polyandry?
4. How does the statutory usage of porneia in Leviticus 18 govern the interpretation of

the apostolic decree in Acts 15:20?
5. If the modern definition of adultery is applied retroactively to the Old Testament,

what is the theological status of Abraham, Jacob, and David?
6. Explain the covenantal and domestic significance of the verb "to know" (yada,

ginōskō) in Matthew 7:23 and Luke 13:25.
7. How does the address Kyrie ("Lord") used by the five foolish virgins in Matthew 25:11

connect to Sarah's address of Abraham in 1 Peter 3:6?
8. What is the legal distinction between an ishah (primary wife) and a pilegesh

(secondary wife) in Hebrew family law?
9. Analyze the theological significance of 2 Chronicles 24:1–3, where Jehoiada the high

priest arranged two wives for King Joash.
10.How does the demographic expansion of Israel during the Egyptian sojourn (from 70

souls to over 600,000 fighting men) mathematically disprove the assumption of
universal monogamy among Jacob's descendants?

11.What does the discovery of P.Bas. 2.43 reveal about the domestic practices of early
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Christians in third-century Egypt?
12.How does the imperial edict of 393 AD (Codex Justinianus 1.9.7) prove that the

prohibition of polygyny originated in Roman civil law rather than apostolic
consensus?

13.Explain the grammatical significance of the anarthrous construction mias gynaikos
anēr in 1 Timothy 3:2.

14.Why does the omission of the phrase hapax gegamēkōs in the Pastoral Epistles serve
as linguistic evidence against a numerical marriage limitation?

15.How does the mirror phrase henos andros gynē in 1 Timothy 5:9 create a logical
contradiction with verse 14 under a numerical reading?

16.Explain the syntactical distinction between heautou (reflexive) and idios (distinctive)
in 1 Corinthians 7:2.

17.How does Exodus 21:10 legally ratify a second marriage while protecting the material
and conjugal rights of the first wife?

18.Why does the Levirate marriage mandate of Deuteronomy 25:5–10 prove that
polygyny is not intrinsically contrary to the moral will of God?

19.How does 2 Samuel 12:8 function as a direct divine endorsement of plural marriage
rather than a divine accommodation of human weakness?

20.Analyze the prophetic imagery of Ezekiel 23 and Jeremiah 3: how does God's marital
relationship with Israel and Judah inform our doctrine of marriage?

21.How does Paul's application of "one flesh" language to Christ and the Church in
Ephesians 5:30–32 refute the claim that "one flesh" requires mathematical
exclusivity?

22.How does the lexical analysis of shegal versus gebirah in Psalm 45:9 support the
presence of a primary royal consort within a multi-bride court?

23.How does Song of Solomon 6:8–9 demonstrate that romantic devotion to a primary
dove does not invalidate or criminalize the other lawful queens and concubines of the
royal house?

24.In what way does Matthew 19:3–9 address the Hillel-Shammai divorce controversy
rather than the structural legality of polygyny under Exodus 21:10?
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