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Marriage is not just a thorny issue, it is the most difficult to be treated in both the “secular” and “religious” 

contexts, both between believers and unbelievers. This, however, does not mean that it does not has a “right 

way”, but it is a problematic matter. And, as I will discuss in the two next books (one about sin and the other 

about Westminster Confession of Faith) on various subjects, we believe it is necessary have a specific book 

just to deal with marriage.  

However, we need to say categorically that we will not respond to many questions, not because they don't 

need an answer, but because our goal is only and exclusively to express and explain what the biblical text 

says – and many of our problems (not sins) were not dealt with in the Scriptures. This is not due to a weakness 

in the biblical text, but to the fact that that not every problem is spiritual. In this way, spiritual problems will be 

viewed here, non-spiritual problems will not be addressed.  

So what topics will we talk about? We will introductory talk about the Law of God in the first chapter. Make 

no mistake, as this treatment it is essential for the foundations of the rest of the book to make sense. Right 

away we will talk about the Marriage Contract before we talk about dating. We understand that because we 

think that the topic of dating is usually initial then needs to be resolved first, however, when we respond first 

what a marriage contract is, it will be easy for us to better understand what we call dating. And, knowing this, 

you should notice that the order in that this book was written is extremely important, since the following 

chapter will be established and based on the previous one.  

Divorce will have extensive treatment, but we will also consider all biblical texts on the subject. It is important 

that when reading this chapter you be prepared for a somewhat desperate final answer.  

After dealing with divorce, we will go into four chapters on polygamy in the bible, evaluating almost all texts 

for or against the subject, as we believe that, without this, you will not understand the male and female role 

in marriage: male polygamy in the Bible responds well to this theme which, to us Westerners, it seems like 

an eternal crisis. As a logical consequence, we will talk in three chapters about the wife's submission in 

Scriptures and then we will talk about the proverbial instructions regarding women in general. 

We will close our book with the subject of clothes (which is mentioned in the Bible linked to marriage) and on 

Prostitution or Fornication – such subject will be the last because, as is evident, it is necessary to understand 

well what we will explain previously.  

Noticed that there is no chapter explicitly on the treatment of husbands? The reason is simple, this subject is 

dispersed throughout the book, and We think it's convenient to keep it this way because treating it separately 

can cause some confusion regarding the movement (not so modern) called “redpill”, which seeks, through 

stereotypes, to establish the male pattern. Our goal is for what we will talk about below to be seen as natural 

and, because of our context, some subjects are separated for exclusive treatment may reinforce stereotypes 

rather than to expose the truth. The issue of Sex is exactly the same: the subject will be dispersed throughout 

the book, although the last chapter has a greater concentration of the theme – but don’t get confused: we 

need to see both the masculinity and sex as normal and natural things, so we decided to leave things this 

way.  

Does this mean that the rest of the book is about unnatural things? In no way, in fact, it is precisely because 

they are ignored subjects and that do not receive attention that they are detached from the rest. We hope 

you are introduced to these things, things that are never said out there respect for marriage in the Bible. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

What is God's law? 

O Lord, to us belongeth confusion of face, to our kings, to our princes, and to our fathers, because 

we have sinned against thee. 9 To the Lord our God belong mercies and forgivenesses, though 

we have rebelled against him; Neither have we obeyed the voice of the Lord our God, to walk in 

his laws [torah], which he set before us by his servants the prophets. Yea, all Israel have 

transgressed thy law, even by departing, that they might not obey thy voice; therefore the curse 

is poured upon us, and the oath that is written in the law of Moses the servant of God, because 

we have sinned against him. And he hath confirmed his words, which he spake against us, and 

against our judges that judged us, by bringing upon us a great evil: for under the whole heaven 

hath not been done as hath been done upon Jerusalem. As it is written in the law of Moses, all 

this evil is come upon us: yet made we not our prayer before the Lord our God, that we might turn 

from our iniquities, and understand thy truth. (Daniel 9:8-13) 

 

Let's start with a simple question: God's law is only in the Pentateuch or extends throughout the Bible?  

We will explain what we mean by this: if the law of God is given only in pentateuch, all the rest of Scripture 

is an extension of this, with new revelations, but not new laws. If the pentateuch contains the law of God but 

it is not exhausted there, so we will need a hermeneutics or standard interpretation that instructs us on how 

to find these other commandments scattered throughout the Bible (wouldn't they be derivations? Or wouldn't 

they be general  instructions? Does every imperative imply a commandment?). 

This passage from Daniel above is suggestive. In verse 10 Daniel says that the Torah was set by the prophets. 

Now, we know that the Torah came through Moses (v. 13), for which reason does Daniel say that the law was 

set by the prophets (plural)?  

The key word at this point is “set”. God's Torah is from Moses, but the prophets explained it and exposed it 

to the people. This term (nāṯan) is better understood as “established”, “demonstrated” in this context. And 

how do we know this? Look as Daniel begins the chapter: 

In the first year of his reign I Daniel understood by books the number of the years, whereof the 

word of the Lord came to Jeremiah the prophet, that he would accomplish seventy years in 

the desolations of Jerusalem. And I set my face unto the Lord God, to seek by prayer and 

supplications, with fasting, and sackcloth, and ashes. (Daniel 9:2,3)  

 

What law did Jeremiah give? None, he just showed that the people transgressed the law and would be taken 

into captivity as the law provided. Like this, Jeremiah only predicts that this sentence would last 70 years, not 

that it would come from there a new law. Right after saying this, Daniel begins his prayer. In this prayer Daniel 

understands that sin is a transgression of God's law (v. 11). Reason like the prophet Daniel: Israel went into 

captivity because they transgressed the law, and the law was exposed by the prophets to the People. 

Prophets are, therefore, those which expounds the Torah, while the Torah is the content of what the people 

must keep and do not exceed. Therefore sin is the Transgression of the Law, and nothing more (we'll get 

there). 

It is important to realize that the Torah contains all of God's law, and God's law ends there, without essentially 

any new commandment (yes, I know that you are thinking of Jesus saying “a new commandment I give to 

you”, but we will explain). Any subsequent content will align with what the Torah says, and will be submissive 

to it, without adding new commandments, for God gave His commandments to Moses and to no one else:  

And the Lord said unto Moses, Come up to me into the mount, and be there: and I will give thee 

tables of stone, and a law, and commandments which I have written; that thou mayest teach 

them. (Exodus 24:12) 

As Moses the servant of the Lord commanded the children of Israel, as it is written in the book 

of the law of Moses (Joshua 8:31) 



 

Be ye therefore very courageous to keep and to do all that is written in the book of the law of 

Moses (Joshua 23:6) 

But the children of the murderers he slew not: according unto that which is written in the book of 

the law of Moses, wherein the Lord commanded, saying, The fathers shall not be put to death for 

the children, nor the children be put to death for the fathers; but every man shall be put to death 

for his own sin. (2 Kings 14:6) 

 

Search anywhere for “the Law of Jeremiah” or “the Law of Ezekiel” or any other individual between Moses 

and Christ and will not find any other law, as there is only the Law of Moses and the Law of Christ (explained 

below).  

That's one of the main points. The entire Bible revolves around the law of Moses; there is nothing in the bible 

similar to natural law (with laws other than biblical ones) nor theologically deduced from another part of the 

scriptures. As consequently, only what the Torah (the Law) says is sin is a sin and nothing else beyond it (1 

John 3:4).  

How do we know that the law is only the Torah? Well, starting with the name (Torah means “Law”), every time 

the Bible refers to some law it always is found in the Torah. Who has to prove that the law of God is also 

outside the Torah are those who do not believe in this basic understanding of the name of the first 5 books 

and how the other books refer to them.  

Still don't believe it? Now, God himself said that no new law would be added to the Torah (Dt 4:2; 12:32). If 

you believe that the New Testament or prophets bring with them new laws, orders and commandments, then 

you are creating a contradiction, which can never be occur, since God does not lie and does not contradict 

himself – or he will have to make you doubt the rest of the Scriptures. It is undeniable that when God 

determines that nothing can be added, he is dealing with commandments, for even Revelation 22, when 

prohibiting the addition, does so only after the brief citation of some commandments (Rev 22:15; 18 [is almost 

the equivalent of the Ten Commandments]). If you don't understand this, it's not worth continuing reading. If 

understood, but don't agree, there is still a chance for you. 

 

The Law of Christ 

We cannot ignore what we call the “Law of Christ” (1 Cor 9:21; Gal 6:2). What is this law? We can say that 

the Law of Moses is the entire Torah (this is how which is always referred to in the Old Testament itself, as 

you can see in the texts we have already cited above); the Law of Christ, then, necessarily is something 

distinct from the total content of the Torah, since it is clearly called “of Christ” and not “of Moses”.  

However, every time Christ himself refers to commandments he says which is “love God above all things and 

your neighbor as yourself” (Mk 12:28–31; cf. Dt 6:5; Lev 19:18). Now, even when Christ gives a particular 

order it is just a repetition of the commandments contained within the Law of Moses (as you can see by 

comparing Mark 12:28–3 particular 1 with Deuteronomy 6:5 and Leviticus 19:18). Christ never gave an order 

that was not already were in the Torah! 

But let's prove the following: the law of Christ is, in fact, a cut within of the Torah, something specific, which 

was not understood during the period that the entire Torah was in force. We explain.  

The logic is simple: 

• Law of Moses = the entire content of the Torah; 

• Law of Christ = only the commandments contained in the Torah; 

Why do we know that this division above is true? Firstly because, as we have seen, Christ never gave a 

command that was not in the Torah before and, secondly, because in Christ we no longer observe the festivals 

established in Torah, therefore, has a distinction between the orders of Christ and Moses, but it is not in 

relation to the commandments contained in the Torah, as these are reaffirmed by Christ. 



 

Not every order in the Torah is a commandment (1 Cor 7:19 — Paul distinguishes between circumcision and 

keeping God's commandments). This means that the apostle Paul himself saw that not just because an order 

was in imperative implied the concept of commandment. Therefore, circumcision “is nothing”, or, in the 

language of the author of the letter to the Hebrews: “it is a shadow”. Like this, the law has only two categories: 

shadows (or types) and commandments. What we have, then, is that commandments continue without the 

“excesses” or “shadows” present in the Torah.  

This is enlightening if we notice what Paul says in 1 Corinthians 9:21. He says that he preaches to those who 

are without law, as if he were without law, but not being, in fact, without law, since he follows the law of Christ. 

The conclusion is logical: the Gentiles, who have no law, do not need Paul to look like a Jew, that is, following 

the Levitical orders, but he does not stop practicing God's commandments  

What do we do, therefore, with the “new commandment I give to you”?  

A new commandment I give unto you, That ye love one another; as I have loved you, that ye 

also love one another. (John 13:34) 

 

The Law already required us to love each other (Lev 19:18), so what part of this commandment is new? All 

of it? It cannot be, therefore, as we have seen, the command for mutual love is only being repeated. Although 

there is something that is not in the Law of Moses: just as I have loved you. There is one sense in which this 

is new, Moses was not the Messiah, he could not give the himself for the salvation of the people; Christ, on 

the other hand, can give his own life to save his people; in this sense, Christ gives something totally new: 

you will love others, but you will use me as a basic standard and not just the “as yourself”. Thus, it is not that 

the commandment in its entirety is new, but the basis on which it is established is new: Christ.  

Note, there has been no change in the order, as it remains the same. But before the basis for me to love my 

neighbor was myself alone; as we see, Christ also states that we should love our neighbors as ourselves (Mt 

22:37-39). However, what is new is that Christ had not incarnate at the time the Torah was given, so Moses 

could not say: love your neighbor like Christ. But with Christ revealed, he can say: as I loved you. This way 

the order remains (love your neighbor), but it was high (as Christ loved us). This means that the first order of 

the Torah has it stopped being true? Not at all! Now it is seen with more eyes clear, but your basic affirmation 

(like yourself) continues to exist, without ignore that we can transcend ourselves.  

This all creates a difficulty: how can I identify a commandment? 

 

How to Identify a Commandment? 

In Genesis 1–3 we see the transgression of the first commandment (negative) that God gave to man: to eat 

the fruit of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil. Think about it: this is the first sin, and death enters the 

world through him. Sin, it is clear, exists as a cause of death, and this is taught at the beginning of Genesis 

as if shouting in a Megaphone: Sin causes death. It's not an outside thing. If there is no death as punishment, 

then there is no sin (I know I know, you're remembering 1 John that says there is sin that does not lead to 

death, let's get there). The fact is that Genesis 1 – 3 begins the Torah to convey the principle that: sin 

generates death, or by transgressing the law of God in his negative orders or by ignoring positive orders (the 

tree of life). God already taught, from the beginning, how he treats his own commandments.  

This is Paul's understanding in Romans 6:23, and this is not just an eschatological pay for sin or that the first 

sin in the world generated death. Theology of Paul is consistent: the wages of sin (whatever it may be) is 

death. There is not a sin that does not generate death. But what the hell does that mean? 1 John 3:4 says 

that sin is the transgression of the Law, so it is clear that sin is only found in the Law, and the law says which 

orders, if broken, generate death (Rom 6:23). The conclusion is simple: 

Sin = Law Transgression (1 Jo 3:4) 

The Law = Torah 

In the Law sin = Death (Rm 6:23) 



 

Because where there is death penalty = sin 

Commandments generate death when broken, if there is no death there is no breaking of a commandment, 

and without breaking a commandment there is no sin. So when we read, for example, in Leviticus, that 

whoever ate unclean meat was not killed nor did he need to offer a sacrifice, it is clear that we are not faced 

with a sin, but only with filth, that is, something that prevents me from touching what is holy, but is not sin. It 

is evident that the Torah itself distinguishes between sin (commandment) and filth (orders that may come to 

an end). 

Then you will say: “but theft did not lead to death! Gotcha!” Well, I don't never said that sin leads to the death 

of the transgressor simply. Both Paul (Rom 6:23) and John and the author of Hebrews understand that death 

is a direct thing and that it works alone, that is, without being applied to a human being, but also to animals 

(Heb 9:21, 22). You see, without the shedding of blood there is no remission (of sin), as clearly Hebrews 9 

argues, and there the text clearly relates this to animals. 

The remission of sin can only occur because a commandment has been transgressed, and the death penalty 

will fall on you or something that represent and replace you criminally. How is this established in the Law? 

Simple: Leviticus 6:1–7 shows that the thief must offer an animal sacrifice after returning what was stolen. 

Now, what ignorant person will deny that even was there the death penalty for theft? However, for there to 

be justice, God did not order the thief to be killed, but that he offer an animal sacrifice to atone for his sin, 

taking away his guilt, which would generate personal death. Thus, neither death ceased to be applied nor 

the sinner ceased to be transgressor. 

Note: Leviticus 6, different from Exodus 22, is dealing with the sacrificial need for theft/robbery. 

Additionally, there are a few more distinctions in both texts, such as the amount of the refund. 

However, the problem that arises and that cannot be ignored is that, if theft is a sin, then there 

is some death in it (Rom 6:23) and therefore bloodshed (Heb 9:21, 22). So when Leviticus 

establishes the sacrifice, it is saying that there is sin in theft, even if the cases differ from each 

Other. 

Search the law for such deathless sins and you will not find them. Being whipped, for example, was 

disciplinary, and did not involve animal or human sacrifices. It is not about sin, but about theological direction 

and meaning - the law has this meaning: to put everything under sin, showing what generates death (through 

which God imposes the death penalty). The theological meaning is clear: sin generates death, if it does not 

generate death, it is not sin. 

Note: it is important that you understand that only the sin of murder could not be negotiated into 

the Law, that is, all other sins accepted monetary compensation and animal sacrifice (Nm 35:31). 

So, even that the individual did not die personally, there was a clear certainty that sin. 

 

1 John 5:16 

If any man see his brother sin a sin which is not unto death, he shall ask, and he [God] shall 

give him life for them that sin not unto death. There is a sin unto death: I do not say that he 

shall pray for it. 

 

Here is where the proud man stands up against all the other texts that clearly teach that sin always leads to 

death to try to prove that there is sin that does not lead to death. However, we will deal with the truth. Let's 

look at the text on three levels: the direct meaning, the original text and the context.  

Even in English it is clear that the text says that every sin leads to death. See what the verse says: “he shall 

ask, and God shall give life to him who has sinned”. John is saying that spiritually this brother has died, but 

the pray for him causes God to give him life. Now, God only gives life to that which is dead, and not to what 

is already alive! Immediately in the first half of the verse it is proven that what John is saying is not that there 

is no sin in absolute to death, but that there is a particular sin for which one should not pray if committed. 

John's point is not to distinguish between a sin and another, but for which sin is it not necessary for you to 

pray. Look: “God shall give life” implies that “this brother died”. 



 

But what about Greek? John is very clear, as he says that in the first case he is a brother openly, while in the 

second case, that is, the individual who sins for the death, is not even mentioned as a brother in the strict 

sense, and therefore we should not pray for. The Greek heads towards a departure (something like: it came 

from our midst, but is not ours). Furthermore, life mentioned in the passage is a generic term for a type of 

“spiritual life” (ζωή), meaning that God gives back not physical life, but the spiritual life of the individual; while 

the other dies spiritually from undefined mode. 

And the context? John says that everything he wrote in his letter is to confirm that those who believe in Christ 

have eternal life (v. 13), so his teaching in the letter is about how to identify someone who is righteous and 

does not live in sin, and someone who lives in sin (1 John 1). The sins that John condemns in the letter are 

things like hating one's brother (1 John 2:9) and denying that Christ has come in the flesh (1 John 4). This 

last case is the most interesting and focal in the letter, since he begins chapter 5 by saying that Christ was 

born of God and became incarnate (passing through water and blood), so that believing in this is believing in 

the Son (1 John 5: 10). To deny that Christ came in the flesh is to have the spirit of the antichrist. And the 

antichrist is the one who leaves the church (1 John 2:19), denying that Christ came in the flesh. This is the 

subject taken up by John in chapter 5 and which he wants believers to understand, because it is only by 

having the [incarnate] Son that we have life (1 John 5:12). What is that? 

John is in the whole context saying that the sin he denounces is the denial of the coming of Christ. Whoever 

says this has no solution, because they denied the Son and do not have life (1 John 5:11), as there is life 

only in the Son. What's clearer than that? The sin leading to death is the belief in Gnosticism, a doctrine that 

denies the Son, as it denies his incarnation, and no Gnostic has the Son, and therefore does not have eternal 

life, and if he does not have life, there is no point in praying for him. He who was born of God does not commit 

this sin (1 John 5:18). 

As you can see the text clearly points to the single truth that every sin leads to death, but there is a sin that 

denies the Son himself, and one never had life because only those who were born of God do not sin like that. 

One Son of God sins, but his sin does not lead to inevitable death, it is enough that intercede for him so that 

God can give him back the life he lost in sin (read the entire 1st letter of John, and pay attention to the fact 

that the antichrist was essentially this type of sinner: who denies that Christ came in flesh). 

 

Romans 5:12-17 

Wherefore, as by one man sin entered into the world, and death by sin; and so death passed 

upon all men, for that all have sinned: (For until the law sin was in the world: but sin is not 

imputed when there is no law. Nevertheless death reigned from Adam to Moses, even over them 

that had not sinned after the similitude of Adam's transgression, who is the figure of him that was 

to come. But not as the offence, so also is the free gift. For if through the offence of one many be 

dead, much more the grace of God, and the gift by grace, which is by one man, Jesus Christ, 

hath abounded unto many.  And not as it was by one that sinned, so is the gift: for the judgment 

was by one to condemnation, but the free gift is of many offences unto justification.  For if by one 

man's offence death reigned by one; much more they which receive abundance of grace and of 

the gift of righteousness shall reign in life by one, Jesus Christ.) 

 

The verses above are enlightening. See Paul's logic: if we die (and death only exists because of the 

transgression of the Law), then all have sinned (Rm 3:23), because all men die (in other words, only sin is 

what generates death). In fact, even the men who lived between Adam and Moses, who lived without the 

given Law, died. Without Law, sin is not imputed, there is no reason for men to die if God left the world 

“without law” all this time. This makes Paul backtrack on the argument, as he notices a problem (“but sin is 

not...”), causing him to highlight the fact: even those who did not break any order like Adam died (which is 

why Paul is talking about the period between Adam and Moses, as did not there was “law”). Then, to prove 

the point, he says: everyone dies (“judgment was by one”) because of one offense – not because of what 

men did between Adam and Moses. 

See a direct example: Adam's children married each other, however, in the Law, later, any relationship 

between relatives is prohibited (Lev 18:6, 9). Now, the children of Adam, therefore, did not sin in the likeness 



 

of Adam, since there was no law that prohibited brothers from marrying. Therefore, why was there death even 

among the children of Adam, if God did not give them any particular law as he did to Adam? The answer is 

quite simple: this death existed because men sinned in Adam (they committed sin in Adam's act and inherited 

the sin from him) and, as Adam is a figure of Christ, death passed on to all men, as did the life of Christ 

passes to those who are justified in Jesus. Do you want greater proof than that the non-existence of the Law 

proves that sin cannot be imputed? See right there, Paul saying in so many words: “sin is not imputed, there 

being no law” – men transgressed a law: the one given in the Garden of Eden. 

The reasoning works like this: 

1 – Sin is what leads to death > the men who lived between Adam and Moses died > Therefore, they somehow 

sinned.  

2 – But God had not given the Law > so these men only died because they sinned in Adam > Even men who 

have no record of sin in their lives.  

3 – Thus: (a) only those who have sinned die, (b) everyone dies, therefore, (c) everyone has sinned.  

This is Paul's conclusion in Romans 3 and 5 and proves by all means that what the Law prohibits is what can 

in fact be accused of sin, because where there is no law there is no sin! 

For this, however, some questions may be raised: what to do with the men who died in the Flood, if there 

was no law? The answer is simple: they died even without the law, and that is why they needed a later 

announcement: 1 Pet 3:18-20 (note that the text deals precisely with the case of the flood, as these men died 

“without the law”). Remember that it was evident that murder (the cause of the flood – Gn 6:11, 13) was a 

sin, but it was not imputed, precisely for the reasons given by Paul; and even without this imputation, God 

sent the Flood, which created a dispute, resolved in the New Testament (1 Pet 3:18-20). Note also that in 

Cain God informs that murder is a sin, and violence was the main cause of the Flood. 

 

Romans 14:21, 23 

It is good neither to eat flesh, nor to drink wine, nor any thing whereby thy brother stumbleth, or 

is offended, or is made weak. [...] And he that doubteth is damned if he eat, because he eateth 

not of faith: for whatsoever is not of faith is sin. 

 

The obvious question in this text is: what does it mean to not "come from faith"? Well, the meaning is clear: 

unbelief. If I do not believe that what I eat is pure, then I sin by doing it in unbelief. It is not merely a 

circumstantial uncertainty. Paul's focus is to show that we should not confuse our faith in what we eat, as the 

kingdom of God is not about food or drink. On the other hand, the better parallel with Romans 14 is 1 

Corinthians 8:7. We know that wine and food in general were not a problem for almost anyone in Paul's time, 

and the connection of these things with "impurity" leads us to believe that the issue is more significant than 

mere ritual impurity (since in the Law, wine was not an impure drink). What would that be? Believers 

associating the drink with idols and treating them as impure. The contrast to this is eating without exposing 

these things – that is why the subject of faith and love enters this passage, as only with the faith that it is pure 

can one eat something dedicated to an idol (1 Cor 8:4, 9 [cf. the entire chapter])." 

Therefore, the statement "everything that does not come from faith is sin" means that everything done without 

certainty in God, as opposed to the idol, is sin. It's not about uncertainty; it's about believing that the idol is 

something. 

 

1 Corinthians 10:5-11 

But with many of them God was not well pleased: for they were overthrown in the wilderness. 

Now these things were our examples, to the intent we should not lust after evil things, as they 

also lusted. Neither be ye idolaters, as were some of them; as it is written, The people sat down 

to eat and drink, and rose up to play [1]. Neither let us commit fornication, as some of them 



 

committed, and fell in one day three and twenty Thousand [2]. Neither let us tempt Christ, as 

some of them also tempted, and were destroyed of serpentes [3]. Neither murmur ye, as some 

of them also murmured, and were destroyed of the destroyer [4]. Now all these things happened 

unto them for examples: and they are written for our admonition, upon whom the ends of the world 

are come. 

 

Paul points us again to his theology of sin, demonstrating that what displeases God ultimately leads to death. 

This is why it is stated that the Israelites, for the most part, were 'prostrated' (killed) in the desert. As evidence, 

he cites four circumstances that all resulted in the same outcome: death. 

[1] - Idolatry in Exodus 32:4-28: In this situation, the people ate and drank in honor of the image made of God 

(or gods), committing the sin that in our Bibles appears as revelry and gluttony (which is essentially eating 

and drinking in honor of another deity). The result of this action is found in verses 10, 27, and 28 - death. In 

this first example, sin is what leads to death. 

[2] - "Fornication" in Numbers 25:1-11: Clearly here, "fornication" is not referring to premarital sex but to 

sexual acts in honor of some false deity. Now, Paul is instructing the Corinthians that, seeing these men died, 

they should not engage in the same actions, as only what leads to death is considered sin. 

[3] - "Temptation" in Numbers 21:5-7: Now the people test God, saying they would prefer to return to Egypt 

than to die in the desert, and in doing so, they sinned by putting God to the test, expecting Him to do better 

than He had. The result? The death of many bitten by snakes. As they began to die in pain, the Israelites 

admitted, "We have sinned!" (v. 7), realizing that sin leads to death. Therefore, only what causes death in the 

law can be considered a sin. 

[4] - "Murmur" in Numbers 16:41-48: The people started to grumble against Moses and God, but this 

displeased the Lord. What did He do? He killed the Israelites with a plague because speaking against Christ 

and God is a sin. Now, everyone could be certain that sin is only what leads to death because only what 

displeases God leads to death. This is the way the law defines sin. 

Paul says that these things happened this way to teach those believers in the first century about what sin is. 

So, what should believers avoid? Only those things that carry the penalty of death in the Law—this is Paul's 

reasoning, not mine. If it seems legalistic on one hand or liberal on the other (after all, the law does not label 

many things as sin that we do), take it up with God and make the mistake of the unbelievers in Numbers 16. 

 

Galatians 5:18-23 

But if ye be led of the Spirit, ye are not under the law. Now the works of the flesh are manifest, 

which are these; Adultery, fornication, uncleanness, lasciviousness, Idolatry, witchcraft, hatred, 

variance, emulations, wrath, strife, seditions, heresies, Envyings, murders, drunkenness, 

revellings, and such like: of the which I tell you before, as I have also told you in time past, that 

they which do such things shall not inherit the kingdom of God. But the fruit of the Spirit is love, 

joy, peace, longsuffering, gentleness, goodness, faith, Meekness, temperance: against such 

there is no law. 

 

Many men use this text to claim that in the New Testament, there is no more sin, only works of the flesh. The 

problem is that anyone familiar with the Law knows that what Paul refers to as "works of the flesh" are nothing 

more than broken commandments. For instance, what he calls "Idolatry" is condemned in the First and 

Second Commandments. All the carnal things mentioned in this passage from Galatians are, in one way or 

another, prohibited in God's Law. However, a detailed exposition of this text is not suitable at the moment, as 

our focus is on the final part of the text.  

Paul, in stating the positive aspects (and also to prove that the works of the flesh are violations of the law), 

concludes by saying, "against such there is no law." And here, two things are being affirmed:  



 

First, that the mentioned things are contrary to the Law, and the fact that they are works of the flesh only 

demonstrates that they are things we naturally desire or that flow from our fallen nature, not from the Spirit 

of God. Thus, the contrast is that what is done without breaking the Law is the result of the action of the Spirit 

of God. Therefore, we must understand that in Scripture, everything that is condemned is a work of the flesh, 

and everything that is encouraged or at least permitted is a result of the Holy Spirit.  

Second, the fact that the Law does not prohibit is evidence that what is not prohibited is allowed. We have 

said that anything the law does not condemn can be practiced, from male polygamy to not working for an 

extended period. Therefore, as much as something may bother us, we cannot condemn it if God's Law does 

not prohibit it. Paul is clearly providing the fundamental tool here to know how far we can go in the Law: if the 

law does not condemn it, we can practice it, period. Of course, in the specific case Paul is addressing, he 

wants to highlight things that prevent us from sinning, such as if I do not want to commit adultery, have sexual 

relations with relatives, or engage in unnatural relations, then I should love. Love and kindness, for example, 

contrast with violations (and not with the commandments) of the law. 

 

Natural Law 

It will be a brief consideration to think about the "Natural Law." It is the trump card of Puritanism and Roman 

Catholicism, but it is nothing more than mere philosophical speculation. So, we will raise some quick 

questions:  

1 — Is the content of Natural Law the same or different from the Torah? If it is the same, then it is the same 

law, just expressed in a different place (which is what we defend); if it is different, what is this content? 

Explaining this is a stumbling block for those trying to extract laws "from nature."  

2 — Did the transgression of this law also result in death? If yes, which text presumes this?  

If not, then it is not a law; it is just custom and culture, and therefore, its transgression is not sin. Does natural 

law come with its own sanctions? By what standard should it be judged whether it is just or not if natural law 

comes with sanctions? Here we know that what is attempted to be presumed from natural law can only be 

tested by Scripture, but if it can be tested by it, then it alone can establish what is right and wrong without 

natural law.  

3 — How will I know that natural law is an actual law and not my legalism or philosophical invention?  

If I know from the scriptures, why not use them as the standard, since they are the standard for evaluating 

natural law? If I do not know from the scriptures, then natural law has everything to be a despotic and legalistic 

tool – an addition to God's Law.  

4 — From where are the principles of natural law derived?  

Here, we are asking for a philosophical principle that generates such laws. We know that Pythagoras 

attempted through mathematical means, and Sophocles said that the laws of the government needed to be 

judged by Natural Law; thus, it cannot be the law of the State and perhaps is of mathematical deduction. How 

do we know if it is so or not? (In practice, "natural law" only establishes Greek and Roman customs).  

5 — Who can interpret and expose natural law?  

It is usually argued that the interpretation of scriptures is done by a "magisterium" (Roman Catholics) or by 

standards of faith (Reformed and Protestants); who identifies and systematizes natural law? Politicians? And 

if an individual disagrees, can he point to what as proof of being right or wrong?  

6 — Is Natural Law an addition to Biblical Law? 

If it is not, where is it in the Biblical Law? But if it is, it violates the very biblical law that requires nothing to be 

added to it (Deuteronomy 4:2; Deuteronomy 12:32).  

We have no problems with any particular law of any state because if a state orders its citizens to wear only 

white and black clothes, it will not violate any biblical law; but this order will not be based on anything other 

than human interests and senses of control — no one should give it any biblical foundation, except that one 



 

must obey the authorities and nothing more. Our question is simple: what must the believer practice as 

law/commandments before God?  

In this, natural law does not interfere at all and does not contribute at all — it only hinders. And call us 

presuppositionalists if you want, it doesn't matter. The point is that natural law has no basis, no foundation, 

and cannot itself be judged, for it is ultimately placed above the law of God or on par with it. The truth is that 

"Natural Law" can only be what God condemns in the Law and that is universally known, nothing more. 

 

LAW INTERPRETATION 

Principiological Interpretation 

Knowing what the Law of God is does not guarantee its correct interpretation, and we begin to discuss what 

is right in its statements. That's why many annoying men here start saying that the law is actually read in a 

principiological way, that is, that it provides principles and from them, we develop the rest of the orders. 

Despite the fact that this was exactly the same thought as the Pharisees, I won't treat them properly as 

Pharisees because the truth is that there are some distinct points because the Pharisees did not have the 

New Testament.  

However, let's test the principiological interpretation with three orders in the law to see if it solves and allows 

such justification:  

The first example is extracted from a history in the Law: Jacob, Rachel, and Leah. In Genesis 29, we are told 

that there was an intense dispute between Leah and Rachel, so that fights, confusion, stress, and similar 

things were present. From this — say those who read with "principiological" eyes — it is deduced that 

polygamous marriages (one man, several women) lead to greater conflict at home, and that in this particular 

text, we have a sign of disapproval of it (polygamous marriage, in this case). That is the principiological 

proposal. 

On the other hand, we (the authors of this text) argue that the text, especially the commandments, needs to 

be read as conceived and in the structure it establishes. In other words, it does not come from 

principles but establishes principles and stops at this establishment without further developments. 

For example, in the case of Jacob, he joins two women who are sisters; from our reading, this only shows 

that polygamous marriages with sisters produce problems and disputes, so this would be the only possible 

interpretation of the text.  

To our delight, later both the Law and the prophets explain Jacob's relationship: Leviticus 18:18 says that 

one should not marry two sisters because one becomes a rival to the other (and isn't that exactly what 

happens between Leah and Rachel?). The text is clear and straightforward (and it does not have any external 

penalty). Two sisters should never be taken within the same marriage. Ironically, some people come to this 

Leviticus text and presume the same thing: "the text prohibits marriages with more than one woman." If it did, 

it would suffice to say, "you shall not take two women, for God does not approve." 

Note: Some people hide from their children the story of Jacob with his two wives. These people 

are ashamed of the Law of God. It is not a matter of the right time to be shown; it is a matter of 

thinking that they are wiser than God, who recorded the text for everyone to hear its public reading 

every seven years (Dt 31:9-13). God Himself wanted the entire law (including Jacob with his 

wives) to be heard by men, women, and children (v. 12). 

But we don't stop here. In Ezekiel (the prophets are interpreters of the Law who bring specific revelations 

about the people's neglect of it), in chapter 23, we are told that God married Israel and Judah (therefore, a 

polygamous marriage — see Jeremiah 3). The way the text divides Israel and Judah is interesting because 

we know that there were disputes between both parts, just look from 1 Kings 12 to 2 Kings 17 to notice that 

it is not without reason that God divides Israel into two wives, to make it clear that the established law (that 

two sisters as wives is problematic) is in effect. And as there is no death penalty for this, God is not in sin for 

marrying two sisters. Israel and Judah lived in disputes, they were quarrelsome, and even to accept David 

as king, initially the south accepted him, and only after 7 years did the north elect him (1 Kings 2:11; 2 Samuel 



 

2:10, 11; 5:5; 1 Chronicles 3:4, 5)! Don't we have here the dispute of two sisters (Israel and Judah) with one 

husband (God)? (read Ezekiel 23, Jeremiah 3, and 2 Samuel 19:40-43). 

From this, we can reverse the process that is usually taken in principiological interpretation. In principiology, 

it is said that the text has principles, in ours, we say that the text is the principle; that is, there is no principle 

below the text, in between lines, subliminal, etc., but the text itself as it is explicitly expressed is the principle 

from which the order is seen. But let's continue with two more examples: 

"You shall not steal" (Exodus 20:15). What is this order? You must not take or withhold anything from 

someone with or without the person's knowledge (Lv 6). How does the principiological view this order? 

1 — It is an order to work; 2 — it is an order to work well; 3 — it is an order to share; 4 — it is an order not to 

be lazy (see, for example, Jean-Marc Berthoud's book on the eighth commandment). 

Note that, if we rely on this principle, doing any of these things above is equivalent to breaking the 

commandment. But let's go to the first case: 

It is an order to work. If it is exactly that, why was the order written as "do not steal" instead of "work" 

(positively)? Some, like Rushdoony, will say it is to avoid tyranny, but if this is true, and I deduce from the 

command exactly the positive order as equally ordered, it results in exactly the same tyranny they say the 

command is trying to avoid (and fall into what they condemn). 

Furthermore, considering this, the positive order, unlike the commandment, has no "edge." For example, if I 

take a one-month vacation and don't work at all during this time, am I stealing? Worse, if I get rich young and 

decide to stop working, being able to support myself and my family (as well as help other people), am I 

stealing? Some, to be consistent, will affirm that yes, there is theft in these situations (after all, they don't 

want to let go of legalism). 

If we go further, we have more questions: when can I start considering that not working is theft? Or, how 

much idleness is theft? Of course, the "opposite" of stealing is working, but that does not mean that this is 

the focus or objective of the commandment. Naturally, we conceive the commandment as it was written: 

regardless of whether you are rich, poor, work or do not work, you only break the commandment if you take 

something from someone. That's all the commandment says and nothing more. Even when Paul speaks of 

believers who did not work in Thessalonica, he does not address them as thieves, nor does he command 

that they be excluded from the church as he does to the incestuous young man in Corinth. Well, that can only 

be the case because in Corinth there is a transgression of the commandment, and in Thessalonica there is 

not. Beyond that, just read our other text on "The Sin of Piracy," in which we further explain this 

commandment. 

It is an unparalleled folly that we would place burdens beyond those that God gives us, and from here, the 

second point for our "hermeneutics of the law" needs to be noted: if the first point clearly states that we should 

read the text itself as a principle, the second affirms that we should not deduce from it the opposite as 

an order equivalent to what is prohibited. To this, we add that there must be caution because the first 

commandment requires the opposite of it concerning its negation, but the commandment itself explains, 

saying to have only one God, the true one. 

The third case is that of deduction based on perfection. We could say that this is the most Greek argument 

of those who say that the Torah has underlying principles. But let's see to make it clearer: 

Usually, the idea is appealed that the ideal is how God created the world, that is, the way God made Adam. 

Thus, the ideal is for a man to have only one woman, for there not to be prostitutes, (only eat) vegetables 

[Adventist and other sects' deduction]... 

But according to this same principle, we should also: walk naked, not eat barbecue [for those who defend 

this but are not vegetarians], live in some forest or garden without a house or tent (after all, the tent was the 

invention of a wicked man in Genesis chapter 4), etc., etc. 

Of course, they do not want to accept all the implications, and that is why we will go further. In 1 Corinthians 

15:45–50, Paul establishes the principle of perfection: it is not to be of flesh and blood because flesh and 

blood cannot inherit the kingdom of God (this means that Christ, at this moment, no longer has "flesh and 



 

blood," but another type of body, although it is physical and not just a spirit). He clearly says that ultimately 

Adam did not possess perfection because his flesh was corruptible (v. 47, 50). 

Thus, the first Adam had everything for failure because his flesh was subject to the Fall, and what we will 

have after death is not subject to any kind of fall or sin. Now we are like Adam in the body; after death, we 

will be like Christ. Note that Paul goes against the "ideal" and says that the first Adam is precisely not the 

"ideal." This logic of the "ideal" is used to interpret various biblical texts and to blame individuals who just 

cannot be "as intellectual, wise, strong, etc." as those who defend such things. On the other hand, we say 

differently: first, no 'ideal' can be equivalent to a commandment, and second, no ideal can be deduced 

from a text that clearly does not say that. 

These three things above lead us to the following conclusion: if biblical law does not prohibit, it cannot be a 

sin because only what it prohibits is a sin. Clearly see this as follows:  

0 — There is no Natural Law outside the orders given in the Torah;  

1 — The text establishes principles and does not rely on other principles;  

2 — We cannot deduce the opposite of the commandments from them in an equivalent way;  

3 — No ideal can be equivalent to a commandment;  

C — Therefore, only what biblical law [commandments] prohibits is a sin. 

C(a) — Sin is only what the law ties to death;  

C(b) — Therefore, only what has the death penalty as a consequence is a commandment.  

C(c) – Festivals and worship were regulated; common life has no regulations, only limits. 

You could take point 2 and say, "But the first commandment of the ten says that we cannot have any other 

god before the true God, so the opposite of that is to have only the true God! Aha! Gotcha!" Sad mistake.  

The first commandment clearly states that we must worship only one God when it says, "You shall have no 

other gods before me." Now, what is this if not clearly stating that there is only the living and true God? 

Furthermore, there are more commandments that positively and clearly order us to love only God (You shall 

love the Lord your God with all your heart, with all your soul, and with all your strength — Dt 6:5). Only a fool 

forgets that God's commandments are not only the ten given (in Leviticus 18 and 20, for example, the text 

clearly states that the sexual prohibitions expressed there are God's command, the difference being that the 

Ten Commandments are the foundation and the most direct on what we should practice). It is so foolish to 

think otherwise that it is absurd that we still believe in men who constantly invent laws that the Torah never 

gave. 

 

Quadruple Interpretation – Positive Way of Understanding the Law 

What interpretative principle (not beneath the law, but on how to understand it) should we employ? Below, 

we will suggest what we call quadruple interpretation because it is based on four points that guide the 

understanding and mental organization of what the biblical text condemns and how it condemns.  

This interpretation is based on how the authors of the New Testament perceive the biblical text, in addition to 

the subdivisions of the text in the Law and the Prophets. It is important to note that this way of reading is 

contrasting with the Puritan method of the tripartite division of the law. In other words, both methods do not 

work well together, so either the quadruple interpretation or the tripartite division (which divides the law into 

Moral, Civil, and Ceremonial Law) must be discarded. Although it may not seem so initially, by the end of the 

reading, you yourself will be able to observe this disagreement between the methods. 

So, what are the categories? We divide the moral understanding of the law into four categories: 

Sin  

Impurity/Uncleanness  



 

Dishonor  

Foolishness or Lack of Wisdom 

The first category, to some extent, we have already covered above in our text, but a brief summary is in order: 

Sin is that which is linked to death in God's Law, meaning it is the violation of commandments. As Apostle 

Paul states, without law, there is no transgression (Romans 4:15), and John positively states that sin is the 

transgression of the Law (1 John 3:4). The consequence of sin is death (Romans 6:23) or the shedding of 

animal blood (Hebrews 9:21, 22). Therefore, the method to identify what the Law condemns as sin is to 

observe death as the penalty. It's interesting that sin does not inherently result in death but supernaturally, 

as there is nothing, for example, in adultery that explains death as a penalty, just like there was nothing in 

the tree in the middle of the garden. Sin is only so because God says it is. If God does not say it, there is no 

transgression, and thus no sin. Therefore, the connection between sin and death is only perceptible to those 

who see spiritually because they see how God establishes it, not how culture or the consequences of 

individual actions resonate. The opposite of sin is righteousness and piety. 

Note: Sometimes sin is categorized as "abomination" or "wickedness" in texts such as Leviticus 

18:22; 20:13 (the Hebrew term is different from that used in Leviticus 11, which is also translated 

as "abomination," so one text has a moral emphasis while the other is merely about separation). 

We know that, by default, an abomination results in the death penalty, although it is sometimes 

categorized this way because there is no means of proving it (how will I prove that two men slept 

together?). This also leads us to sins that only God punished, such as breaking the first 

commandment, that is, not believing in Him (someone could, "civilly," not believe in God, but 

evidently, they would suffer the penalties for not believing, directly from God – not giving thanks 

when receiving food, some sexual sins, etc. would be other examples [we call this "subjective 

sin," when an authority other than God cannot punish]). 

Impurity has two forms of being seen, two in the OT and one in the NT. In the OT, there are impurities that 

are sins, and in the NT, every impurity is a sin. However, we notice that not every impurity in the OT results 

in death, and since not every impurity results in death, it may not always be a sin. The book of Leviticus is 

full of examples of this. Eating the meat of unclean animals did not result in death, as it was not a sin (Leviticus 

11:1-24). Having sexual relations with your own wife resulted in impurity (Leviticus 15:18), but it was not a 

sin (after all, both the OT and the NT strongly recommend it). The theology of impurity is interested in teaching 

how sin took the naturalness out of all these things, broke the standards, and made man dirty even what was 

previously clean – ultimately, impurity also signals the mixing of interests or hypocrisy (it is not a word primarily 

related to sex as many think). And what does impurity keep man away from Worshiping God? In Leviticus, it 

is clear that anyone who is impure cannot offer anything to God, so they are distant from Him. If an impure 

person touched something holy, then they would die. In the NT, it is clearer what God intended to convey with 

impurity because when a man lies with another (Romans 1), we see impurity, for it is confusion. Thus, 

anything in the OT that prevented the worship of God was impurity by default, and anything that confuses the 

classes that God divided (like man and woman, or the anus being used in place of the vagina), then there is 

impurity. The opposite of impurity is holiness or purity. 

Dishonor is generally a process of family problems; it is a stain on personal honor or one's name, but it is 

not, in itself, a sin or impurity because it does not result in death, nor does it separate one from worshiping 

God (except in the case of the priest, where separation occurs in this way). For example, when Paul says 

that the lack of a veil in a married woman brings disgrace to her husband, he is not saying that the husband 

is sinning or impure, but that she will be improperly desired by other men in worship, contradicting the 

authority given by God to have the wife under the husband's headship (cf. 1 Corinthians 11). In the Old 

Testament, the failure to fulfill the levirate marriage was a dishonor (Deuteronomy 25:5-10), as it merely 

resulted in the humiliation of the brother who did not want to give offspring to the other and announced it 

without marrying the widow (unlike the case of Onan, who marries but refuses to give offspring to the brother, 

resulting in a broken promise and sin, so God killed him). The penalties are usually intrafamily, with no 

penalties applied by external authority (see who punishes the man in the levirate marriage break). So when 

there is no directly related consequence, there is no death, and there is no separation from holy things, we 

are dealing with an act of dishonor. The opposite of dishonor is honor or respect. 



 

Note: honor is the only thing that could have a cultural factor, but Scripture itself shows that, in 

truth, it is related to the general roles expected in Scripture. For example, ideally, a daughter 

should marry a virgin; otherwise, there is "bad fame" (Deuteronomy 22:14; see Exodus 22:16, 

17). If this is known to everyone, the woman only has her honor undone, but she does not die 

because of it; in Scripture, her sin would be lying about her virginity (Deuteronomy 22:14ss), not 

necessarily having lost it (Exodus 22:16, 17). This is perhaps one of the best examples of what 

lack of honor is or possessing it (in the rest of the book, we will explain these texts better). God 

also commands Isaiah to walk naked (Isaiah 20 – or almost naked), which is a dishonor, but since 

there is no sin, God is not contradicting Himself, just breaking and humiliating the prophet. 

Lastly, there is Foolishness or lack of wisdom. Unlike the previous things, foolishness has clear cause-and-

effect consequences. If you drank too much, you did not sin, but you will suffer the consequences of the pain 

and fatigue that comes from it; if you are lazy, you are not sinning, but you will become poor and dependent. 

You can be a foolish believer in this sense, and it is something that Isaiah even foresees for the New Covenant 

(Isaiah 58:8), but you will still be a believer. Perhaps you think that "the fear of the Lord is the beginning of 

Wisdom," however, when this appears in Proverbs, the context is always moral, meaning that the fear you 

have of God is what teaches you the difference between right and wrong (cf. Deuteronomy 4:5, 6, where 

wisdom is knowing God's Law and practicing it). The lack of "educational" wisdom is not a problem for God's 

Law since the Law is for everyone. No one will be less holy for not knowing how to read, not knowing a 

calculation, or not knowing philosophy – although knowing these things can help you earn good money or 

even better help someone. The opposite of Foolishness is Wisdom or Intelligence.  

So, if your concern is to know what the Law says is right, wrong, discouraged, or has already passed, this 

comprehensive division can be of great help and a useful tool. 

 

CONCLUSION 

Sin = death; 

Impurity = Temporary Separation (or sin, depending on the context); 

Dishonor = Tarnishing the family name or oneself; 

Foolishness = Not knowing how to organize life coherently. 

Having seen the principles upon which we built the subject of marriage, we can now explore each topic 

separately. 

 

Marriage Contract 

The foundation that is usually accepted regarding the New Testament and is almost always ignored in the 

Old is that God relates to His people through covenants (not just for periods, but for contracts). But not just 

any covenant, not a covenant of king and servant: on the contrary, a marriage covenant. Covenant theology 

ignores this because it focuses on describing God's covenant merely in theological terms of sovereign-

servant (there is truth in this, of course, but it is not the focal point). That's not how it happens in the Scriptures. 

 

GOD OF COVENANTS 

In Scripture, God does not act like an animal; He acts like a husband, always. We often confuse the concepts 

and think that the covenant at Sinai with Israel is of the common type in the Middle East between kings and 

vassals. But that's not how the prophets themselves saw that covenant. Although the concept of king-servant 

was present, the central focus is on husband-wives (Ezekiel 23:1-9). God made a marriage covenant with 

Israel (Jeremiah 31:32; Jeremiah 3; Ezekiel 23:1-9), and this needs to be taken into account when talking 

about marriage. 



 

We also need not to confuse the concepts. When God wants to emphasize the role of savior and king, the 

covenant carries within it the blood, for without blood there is no forgiveness of sins (Hebrews 9:22). But 

when God wants to highlight His promises and the consequent relationship with the people, the blood takes 

a backseat, and the contract takes precedence. How do we know this? Well, the covenant that God made 

with Adam did not involve blood, as it was made only in terms of promises and threats. The Torah itself has 

a similar structure, with its feasts merely foreshadowing God's final covenant with the people, which would 

indeed be through the blood of Christ, and would place blood in the background, focusing on the subsequent 

relationship. But we should not get lost in comparisons. God made a Covenant with Adam, and this covenant 

is the basis of human relationships: God made us to relate through covenants. 

It's also important to note the role of each part of the covenant: God is always the husband (never the wife), 

and the Church (including Israel) is always the wife (or wives, depending on what is being taught). Passages 

like Jeremiah 3 and Ezekiel 23 are the best examples of the plural case (wives), and Hosea 1 is the best 

example of the singular case (wife). Notice that the prophets themselves interpret the covenant at Sinai and 

with Abraham not as a covenant between a sovereign and subjects, but as a marriage covenant. It's not a 

metaphor. It's the actual relationship. Proof of this is that when Paul reaffirms the prohibition of relations with 

a "cult prostitute," he emphasizes that we are one spirit with Christ (1 Corinthians 6:17, 20). Metaphors cannot 

be doctrines that divide right from wrong, so it's essential to note that there is indeed a marriage between 

God and His people. 

It would be absurd if it were otherwise. Think of Hosea. If the marriage between God and His people is a 

metaphor, then Hosea is making a metaphor of a metaphor (he marries a prostitute to symbolize God's 

relationship with His people in the Old Testament), and he can never reach reality. As far as we know, the 

Old Testament is a shadow of reality, not a shadow of another shadow (Colossians 2:17 – but note that the 

text speaks of the law, assuming that God's marriage in the Old Testament is a shadow). 

Now consider Ezekiel 16. Ezekiel 16 describes Israel's journey from its origins to the Egyptian captivity, its 

multiplication in Exodus 1, its growth, maturity for liberation, and finally, marriage (at Sinai). It's important to 

note that the prophet does not describe all of this as a beautiful metaphor of God and His people because at 

the end of Ezekiel 16, God says He will treat Israel like an adulteress, yes, with the penalty of death, and 

that's what happens to the people: Israel is killed by other nations. If everything were a metaphor, not even 

death could be real. Moreover, God would not kill the people for a metaphor. 

In perspective, it's easier to say that the marriage between man and woman is, in fact, a "metaphor." Why? 

We know from Scripture that marriage seals the fact that both become one flesh; this means that the death 

of the flesh ends the marriage. Considering that we are spiritually married to God, and this will not end, 

marriage in the present world only symbolizes God's marriage to His people, not the other way around. What 

is temporary, by definition, cannot be reality. 

Think of it another way: Christ Himself says that in heaven there is no marriage (Mark 12:25), which is logical 

even from the Torah, as it only connects marriage to the flesh – only if the flesh were to continue to exist 

would marriage continue. Now, isn't that proof that, in reality, God created marriage to express His relationship 

with us and not that the marriage between God and His people is a reflection of the marriage between man 

and woman? 

Also, God, being a good husband, disciplines and rebukes Israel. He teaches the people, and the people, for 

their part, have the covenant of submission to God and His commands. This is the marriage covenant. If the 

people violate this covenant, God pursues them. The truth is that the covenant does not cease to exist; on 

the contrary, even when God gives a certificate of divorce (Jeremiah 3:8), it does not say that Israel ceases 

to be His wife, but rather foresees that He will give Israel a better covenant, with lesser burdens and greater 

mercy (Jeremiah 3:12). In fact, God never abandoned Israel, as He saved the remnant from the destruction 

of the Temple in Jerusalem, having converted the first Jews in Acts 2–3. God indeed made the new covenant 

with Israel (the nation) represented as Judah and included the Gentile church in the covenant (the remainder 

of Israel). Then He made both into one church. Thus, the entire church and God became one spirit. 

Now, marriage can only be dissolved by the death of the flesh, but with God, we are spiritually married. If the 

spirit does not die and, especially, our husband never dies, the marriage is never dissolved with God, ensuring 

His people complete salvation. Here, we are shown, therefore, that the marriage relationship further highlights 

the transience of physical marriage: God did not create Adam with the intention that his marriage would last 



 

forever. Rather, God intended only to teach something through the creation of Adam – that the last Adam 

would come (1 Corinthians 15). 

Note that God's relationship is marital (Hosea 2:19, 20). Therefore, everything that is true about God's 

relationship with Israel/the Church is true regarding the marriage of Husband-Wife(s). Marriage is the full 

expression of God's relationship with His people. 

Note: Just as God is not obligated to marry, we cannot presume that man is either. However, as 

we should note, God's marriage to His people allows for many blessings, which presupposes the 

same for the marriage between man and woman. If we consider the full meaning of marriage, we 

will understand that God gives it as a blessing and not as a commandment. We will return to this 

below, commenting on Genesis 2. 

 

GENESIS 2 – THE CONTRACT 

And Adam said, This is now bone of my bones, and flesh of my flesh: she shall be called Woman, 

because she was taken out of Man. 24 Therefore shall a man leave his father and his mother, 

and shall cleave unto his wife: and they shall be one flesh. (Genesis 2:23-25) 

 

We need to contextualize Genesis 2. The text is not talking about the ideal model of human relationships. 

There's no such thing in Scripture. The text doesn't deal with "ideal" things; that's our invention because we 

can't explain with our minds why some things are allowed. Instead, it's teaching about what the marriage 

contract is. We'll demonstrate below. 

How do we know the text isn't talking about an ideal? Because not even Jesus cites it that way in Matthew 

19 or Mark 10. Jesus, when citing the passage, proves that it's directed toward the marriage contract, not 

marriage in its relationships. We need to remember that the creation of Adam was exclusively for him to 

represent Christ (1 Corinthians 15:45), so the figure can't be confused with things that are not essential to it. 

For example, if God wanted, He could have created Adam with children, but He didn't, to express the full 

relationship of Christ with the Church. God didn't want Christ to be alone, so He gave Him the Church. 

Let's flip it: does it mean the ideal of marriage is not to have children? As you can see, the text itself says the 

opposite of that. So, we can't assume that because Adam was created in a certain state, that state is the 

ideal. In fact, Adam couldn't be the ideal in any way, because, as Paul shows, creation was not the ideal, but 

had the original intention of expressing the coming of Christ, not being an end in itself (1 Corinthians 15:45-

50). Thus, it's not a text strictly about sin in relation to sex but about the contract. 

Note: What would be the ideal? Being married or single? For instance, in Heaven, we don't marry 

anymore (Mark 12:25), is that proof that the ideal for us is not to be married? What is the ideal: 

creation or Heaven? This apparent contradiction only exists because we reason in terms of Greek 

ideals and not by biblical notions of right and wrong. God didn't create man to be the way he was 

created, because creation is good, but not glorious. Adam couldn't inherit the kingdom of God 

because he was corruptible, as evidenced by his fall (1 Corinthians 15:50). Thus, at no point is 

the original creation, in Scripture, used as an ideal, but as something to be surpassed – and this 

applies even to marriage itself, as the original creation doesn't express the ideal of marriage, only 

the commandment tied to the marriage contract, that's all. Heaven, even though it is the Ideal, 

says nothing about marriage on Earth, so any attempt to use either as an ideal results in failure. 

Speaking of sin, the text is not about a commandment. As we have already shown in "What is the Law of 

God?", commandments have demarcation lines of transgression. "Not to marry" finds its line where? In age? 

In financial conditions? Worse, in Jeremiah 16:1, 2 the Lord Himself forbids Jeremiah to marry. God cannot 

contradict His own commandments; He will never command a man to lie with another man's wife, or to kill 

an innocent. Therefore, we can say that this text is not a commandment about to marry. 

If we go further, we will see that Paul instructs, in 1 Corinthians 7, that ordinary men should not marry (the 

order is different for bishops, even in the context of persecution). And for what reason does Paul say this? 

Because of the present moment [when the church lived under persecution between the years 40 and 70 AD 



 

(1 Co 7:26, 27)]. Is Paul contradicting the Law of God? By no means! He knows well that there is a matrimonial 

law (Romans 7:2, 3), but this law is not about the obligation to marry, but about the act of marriage itself, 

which is the contract. 

Now, we know that there is some commandment in the text of Genesis 2, but if it is not about having children 

or getting married, what is it then? Simple, God's commandment is about what the marriage contract is, 

hence the explanatory clause ("therefore" and "they shall be one flesh", meaning they cannot cease to be). 

As Jesus himself demonstrates, God's commandment is that the marriage contract binds individuals for life 

(Matthew 19:6). Only in this and in this is the commandment. 

What are the evidences of this in the text itself? 

The text says "his" wife: we have the feeling that this is a natural writing that simply implies that the individuals 

became husband and wife after becoming one flesh. But the truth is that this text says the exact opposite. 

The order in which things happen will clarify, see how it is written and see what is demonstrated: 

(a) The man leaves his father and mother 

(b) cleave unto 

(c) his wife 

According to the logic of the text, the order of events is: (a) his wife (b) leaving father and mother (c) cleave 

unto 

Why do we know this? Simple, the text doesn't say that the man joins "a" woman or "the" woman, but "his" 

woman, meaning she is already his wife before the union, and the union doesn't make them husband and 

wife – this is clear and direct in the text, without needing further explanation. Also, it doesn't say "hold fast 

with your girl" or "with the virgin", as the text aims to show that the contract precedes the physical union, and 

thus uses precise words. The text aims to demonstrate that Eve was already Adam's wife before he joined 

her, and this contractual union has the physical bond as the limit of the contract's validity. We will see 

other texts that prove this, but we need to clarify more details. 

For example, leaving father and mother is something that can only happen before the union of the two, as 

this act signifies the creation of a new family. Thus, the text is teaching about the separation from the family 

due to the marriage contract. So, only the parents are present here. They are the authorities of the marriage, 

and the marriage is recognized before them. 

Note: The text is not concerned whether the contract is written or verbal, as we see, God's contract 

with man is not written, although symbolized by the trees in the middle of the Garden. The text is 

also not concerned with pragmatic issues, such as whether the lack of civil registration can cause 

any problem or not for political administration (submission to civil authorities has no relation to the 

validity of the marriage contract before God – at most, it is a record due to our submission, but 

this record has no real value). See below. 

Here still fits another piece of information: why is it the son who leaves father and mother? Because contrary 

to what is often said, marriage was consummated in the woman's parents' house, as a means for her parents 

to have proof that she was a virgin (Deuteronomy 22:13-18; Song of Solomon 3:4) – the objective of the text 

is solely to prove the woman's virginity, with the route taken being nonessential to validate the marriage. 

Another question raised by the contract is: who can accept it? Although this answer is given several times in 

the texts we will study next, we need to understand what Genesis accepts as the "parties." These parties are 

not – as Catholics think – the Church, nor are they – as Protestants think – the Political Government, nor are 

they – as liberals think – the individuals, although in extreme situations they "witness" between each other 

and God. Let's explain. 

The only ones present in the text are the man's parents, which indicates that the weight of the contract is not 

merely on the woman's parents, but on the acceptance by the man's parents. They are the ones who accept 

the marriage or testify in favor of it. Only the parents (not the siblings, nor the State, etc.) have this power in 

the scriptures. This text of Genesis teaches about the marriage contract, not about the politics acquired by 

man afterwards, therefore, we must understand that this is the assertion of the text. The man does not marry 



 

because a church said so, or because a politician said so, but because the parents (of both parties) accepted 

and agreed in a vow. 

In summary, in Genesis 2, the commandment is "they shall become one flesh," that is, "they shall not cease 

to be one flesh," thus becoming the marriage contract. This contract is established intrafamilially and is for 

as long as the flesh lasts, making the violation of this contract a sin (spoiler: divorce does not violate the 

contract but what happens after it). 

 

THE MARRIAGE CONTRACT IN SHECHEM AND DINAH – MISTAKES AND HOW TO RESOLVE THEM 

And Dinah the daughter of Leah, which she bare unto Jacob, went out to see the daughters of 

the land. 2 And when Shechem the son of Hamor the Hivite, prince of the country, saw her, he 

took her, and lay with her, and defiled her. 3 And his soul clave unto Dinah the daughter of 

Jacob, and he loved the damsel, and spake kindly unto the damsel. 4 And Shechem spake unto 

his father Hamor, saying, Get me this damsel to wife. 5 And Jacob heard that he had defiled 

Dinah his daughter: now his sons were with his cattle in the field: and Jacob held his peace until 

they were come. 6 And Hamor the father of Shechem went out unto Jacob to commune with him. 

7 And the sons of Jacob came out of the field when they heard it: and the men were grieved, and 

they were very wroth, because he had wrought folly in Israel in lying with Jacob's daughter: which 

thing ought not to be done. 8 And Hamor communed with them, saying, The soul of my son 

Shechem longeth for your daughter: I pray you give her him to wife. 9 And make ye marriages 

with us, and give your daughters unto us, and take our daughters unto you. 10 And ye shall dwell 

with us: and the land shall be before you; dwell and trade ye therein, and get you possessions 

therein. 11 And Shechem said unto her father and unto her brethren, Let me find grace in your 

eyes, and what ye shall say unto me I will give. 12 Ask me never so much dowry and gift, and I 

will give according as ye shall say unto me: but give me the damsel to wife. 13 And the sons of 

Jacob answered Shechem and Hamor his father deceitfully, and said, because he had defiled 

Dinah their sister: 14 And they said unto them, We cannot do this thing, to give our sister to one 

that is uncircumcised; for that were a reproach unto us: 15 But in this will we consent unto you: If 

ye will be as we be, that every male of you be circumcised; 16 Then will we give our daughters 

unto you, and we will take your daughters to us, and we will dwell with you, and we will become 

one people. 17 But if ye will not hearken unto us, to be circumcised; then will we take our daughter, 

and we will be gone. 18 And their words pleased Hamor, and Shechem Hamor's son. 19 And the 

young man deferred not to do the thing, because he had delight in Jacob's daughter: and he was 

more honourable than all the house of his father. 20 And Hamor and Shechem his son came unto 

the gate of their city, and communed with the men of their city, saying, 21 These men are 

peaceable with us; therefore let them dwell in the land, and trade therein; for the land, behold, it 

is large enough for them; let us take their daughters to us for wives, and let us give them our 

daughters. 22 Only herein will the men consent unto us for to dwell with us, to be one people, if 

every male among us be circumcised, as they are circumcised. 23 Shall not their cattle and their 

substance and every beast of their's be our's? only let us consent unto them, and they will dwell 

with us. 24 And unto Hamor and unto Shechem his son hearkened all that went out of the gate of 

his city; and every male was circumcised, all that went out of the gate of his city. 25 And it came 

to pass on the third day, when they were sore, that two of the sons of Jacob, Simeon and Levi, 

Dinah's brethren, took each man his sword, and came upon the city boldly, and slew all the males. 

26 And they slew Hamor and Shechem his son with the edge of the sword, and took Dinah out of 

Shechem's house, and went out. 27 The sons of Jacob came upon the slain, and spoiled the city, 

because they had defiled their sister. 28 They took their sheep, and their oxen, and their asses, 

and that which was in the city, and that which was in the field, 29 And all their wealth, and all their 

little ones, and their wives took they captive, and spoiled even all that was in the house. 30 And 

Jacob said to Simeon and Levi, Ye have troubled me to make me to stink among the inhabitants 

of the land, among the Canaanites and the Perizzites: and I being few in number, they shall gather 

themselves together against me, and slay me; and I shall be destroyed, I and my house. 31 And 

they said, Should he deal with our sister as with an harlot? (Genesis 31) 

 



 

Here we have a strange case: Shechem first have sex with Dinah, humiliating her. However, note that 

Shechem himself asks his father to take Dinah as his wife, proving that men understood that sexual relations 

did not make individuals husband and wife. Furthermore, he followed exactly the relationship described in 

Genesis 2: the man leaves his father and mother and needs the authorization of the girl's parents for the 

marriage. Within this, it is noted that sexual relations without marriage with a girl who has parents is folly 

(note: "lying with Jacob's daughter" is the problem; if she did not have parents, the text would address it 

differently). Clearly, what is at issue here is an act of dishonor, not an act of sin (we will see more about this 

later). 

Hamor and Jacob also understand that Shechem was not married to Dinah. However, the problem that occurs 

is that, in the midst of it all, Shechem stops dealing with Jacob and starts dealing with Dinah's brothers (this 

was his great mistake). Until then, as long as everything was being resolved by Jacob, the process would 

follow according to Genesis 2 and Exodus 22 specifies, but Shechem's impatience prevented him from 

dealing with the proper authority. The result: Dinah's brothers kill Shechem and his family. Yes, they were 

innocent men before Jacob, and to prevent this from happening again, God's law explains the marriage 

process better later on. 

So, having said that, Dinah went to Shechem's house (without ceremony [because marriage is not a 

ceremony, but nothing prevents it], and without another authority), making the situation even more 

complicated. After all, the property belongs to the husband, and if Dinah lived with Shechem, she could 

already be considered his wife. But Jacob's sons were wicked; they violated their own vow, killed innocents, 

and did evil. All based on the fact that Shechem treated Dinah as a harlot. Now, does the Bible punish with 

death the prostitute and those who lie with her? Clearly not (we will see in another text about this issue), 

unless it is cultic sex; hence, there is impiety in the hands of Jacob's sons. And God, to prevent this from 

happening again, teaches: 

And 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) 

 

Now, does sex make them husband and wife? Look, the text of Exodus 22 aims to prevent what happened 

to Jacob's family from happening again. It's not about prostitution or anything else. Exodus 22 shows that a 

man becomes obligated to take the girl he seduced as his wife, considering that she lives with her father 

(which is different from a prostitute, where there is no seduction, only payment). In this scenario, there is an 

obligation to marry. Exodus excludes any other relative from the relationship, showing that if the girl lives 

under her father's authority, the man is obligated to marry her. On the other hand, the father can refuse, 

indicating that neither of them is husband and wife, and the man does not face the death penalty (if it were 

adultery, he would). Therefore, this has nothing to do with adultery and cannot be inferred from it. 

In reality, what the text wants to ensure is that what happened to Shechem does not happen again: death. 

The man is innocent, although he dishonored the girl. And, in the law, dishonor is not a sin (as we have 

already shown in the introduction). Now, if a man treats a girl who lives under her parents' authority as a 

prostitute (by sleeping with her), should he be punished with death? No! Because there is no sin, only 

dishonor. Now we can revisit the issue: what is the marriage contract? Is it sexual union? No, because no 

father can invalidate the marriage union anywhere in Scripture: what God has joined together, let no one 

separate. In other words, Exodus 22 proves that sex did not make them married because "he shall take her 

to be his wife" is in the future tense, not the present, and the father can refuse to make his daughter a wife, 

meaning that they did not get married. 

But this raises another problem: what if the girl hides from her father that she has already had sex with a 

man? It's quite simple, in this case, she has sinned: 

But if this thing be true, and the tokens of virginity be not found for the damsel: Then they shall 

bring out the damsel to the door of her father's house, and the men of her city shall stone her with 

stones that she die: because she hath wrought folly in Israel, to play the whore in her father's 

house: so shalt thou put evil away from among you. (Deuteronomy 22:20, 21) 

 



 

Indeed, Exodus 22 anticipates that the father knows about the sexual act and seeks to preserve the lives of 

the man and the woman because there is no inherent sin. However, the woman who engages in sexual 

relations without her father's knowledge and consent is to be put to death because she has committed a sin 

by violating her father's authority. Note that the text in Deuteronomy does not say that the woman was married 

to another man but that she was prostituting herself in her father's house (indicating that she would not die if 

she did not live with her father [with an exception if the father were a priest - Leviticus 21:9]). 

Deuteronomy 22 is proving by all means that: 1 - sex is not marriage; 2 - but it is a violation of marriage if the 

woman has engaged in it under her father's authority, has not disclosed it to him, and then marries another 

man. A question may arise: when should the woman tell her father that she has had sexual relations? Before 

marrying another man, so the father will follow the process outlined in Exodus 22:16, either allowing or 

invalidating the relationship she had and making her free to marry. 

Now, if a woman and a man have become sexually united, what are they? "One flesh" (1 Corinthians 6:16), 

but not husband and wife. As we have seen above, a contract is necessary for "one flesh" to be equivalent 

to becoming "husband and wife" (thus, a man becomes one flesh with as many women as he sexually unites 

with, but only with the one who enters into a marriage contract with him is he married for life). But consider it 

another way, if it is true that becoming one flesh is equivalent to marriage, what can we say about Rahab, 

the former prostitute? I must say that God does not annul any marriage, whether it occurred before or after 

conversion. Therefore, if Rahab was one flesh (in the sense of marriage) with the men she united with, she 

not only committed adultery but also made her husband an adulterer, and Christ would descend from a person 

who remained in adultery (Matthew 1:5 - David committed adultery, but he did not remain in it). 

Note: Deuteronomy 22:20 shows that the man only discovered that the woman was no longer a 

virgin because she did not bleed (cf. verse 17 [the garment with blood was shown as proof of 

virginity, which may explain why the first night of sex could be in the parents' house {Song of 

Solomon 3:4}]). On the other hand, if there is no carnal union, the contract can be broken by either 

party, such as the groom, and we see this in the story of Joseph (Matthew 1:18-20), proving that 

Deuteronomy only wants to show us that the contract cannot be canceled after the physical union, 

but it says nothing about what would happen without this union. If Joseph were to unite with Mary, 

from his perspective of the facts, she would be worthy of death, but by releasing her from the 

contract, she would not become a sinner and would not deserve death; she would only be obliged 

to marry the one who had impregnated her (Exodus 22:16, 17). Thus, we should understand that 

the contract can be broken by the husband as long as the union is not consummated. 

Only the covenant can elevate the value of "one flesh" to something greater than mere sexual relations (2 

Samuel 5:1). This is why we do not say that animals get married, because they cannot make covenants or 

practice justice, which is the image of God in man. Do animals have sex? Nevertheless, we do not expect 

their union to be treated as marriage. 

 

JUDAH AND TAMAR - MARRIAGE AS A CONTRACT ABOVE ALL 

 

6And Judah took a wife for Er his firstborn, whose name was Tamar. 7 And Er, Judah's firstborn, 

was wicked in the sight of the Lord; and the Lord slew him. [...] Then said Judah to Tamar his 

daughter in law, Remain a widow at thy father's house, till Shelah my son be grown: for he 

said, Lest peradventure he die also, as his brethren did. And Tamar went and dwelt in her father's 

house. 12 And in process of time the daughter of Shuah Judah's wife died; and Judah was 

comforted, and went up unto his sheepshearers to Timnath, he and his friend Hirah the 

Adullamite. 13 And it was told Tamar, saying, Behold thy father in law goeth up to Timnath to 

shear his sheep. 14 And she put her widow's garments off from her, and covered her with a vail, 

and wrapped herself, and sat in an open place, which is by the way to Timnath; for she saw that 

Shelah was grown, and she was not given unto him to wife. 15 When Judah saw her, he 

thought her to be an harlot; because she had covered her face. 16 And he turned unto her by the 

way, and said, Go to, I pray thee, let me come in unto thee; (for he knew not that she was his 

daughter in law.) And she said, What wilt thou give me, that thou mayest come in unto me? 17 



 

And he said, I will send thee a kid from the flock. And she said, Wilt thou give me a pledge, till 

thou send it? 18 And he said, What pledge shall I give thee? And she said, Thy signet, and thy 

bracelets, and thy staff that is in thine hand. And he gave it her, and came in unto her, and she 

conceived by him. 19 And she arose, and went away, and laid by her vail from her, and put on the 

garments of her widowhood. [...] And it came to pass about three months after, that it was told 

Judah, saying, Tamar thy daughter in law hath played the harlot [adultery]; and also, behold, 

she is with child by whoredom. And Judah said, Bring her forth, and let her be burnt. 25 When 

she was brought forth, she sent to her father in law, saying, By the man, whose these are, am I 

with child: and she said, Discern, I pray thee, whose are these, the signet, and bracelets, and 

staff. 26 And Judah acknowledged them, and said, She hath been more righteous than I; 

because that I gave her not to Shelah my son. And he knew her again no more. (Genesis 38:6,7, 

11-19, 24-26) 

 

Let's see how the contractual process was followed: after her widowhood, Tamar returned to her father (that 

is, to the authority over her), but returned with a marriage contract. Here we need to be cautious, as the text 

says she had not been given to Shelah as a wife. In the absence of technical language, the meaning is clear: 

she was married to Shelah, but the act had not been consummated. How do we know she already had a 

marriage contract? Because not only those who informed Judah, but Judah himself acknowledged that she 

committed adultery after becoming pregnant. Notice how distinct this is from the case of Dinah, where 

prostitution is the issue, not adultery. The proof that this was recognized is that the penalty for adultery is 

death, therefore Tamar should have been put to death. Don't believe it? Deuteronomy 22 clarifies: 

If a damsel that is a virgin be betrothed unto an husband, and a man find her in the city, and 

lie with her; 24 Then ye shall bring them both out unto the gate of that city, and ye shall stone 

them with stones that they die; the damsel, because she cried not, being in the city; and the man, 

because he hath humbled his neighbour's wife: so thou shalt put away evil from among you. 

25 But if a man find a betrothed damsel in the field, and the man force her, and lie with her: then 

the man only that lay with her shall die. 26 But unto the damsel thou shalt do nothing; there is in 

the damsel no sin worthy of death: for as when a man riseth against his neighbour, and slayeth 

him, even so is this matter: 

 

What we have before us? Something quite simple: a virgin engaged to a man who lies with another man 

without any resistance commits sin (note that the text, even though she is a virgin, already treats her as 

another man's wife). But not only that, the text reveals something about the story of Judah and Tamar: Tamar 

was engaged (betrothed) to Shelah, and since she appeared pregnant without any protest, there was a 

presumption of guilt upon her, deserving the penalty that the text foresaw. In fact, by the way the text deals 

with the matter, both (Judah and Tamar) should have died, and hence we notice that Judah's statement ("She 

is more righteous than I") makes perfect sense: how could he punish her if he himself should be put to death? 

He could not accuse her; his judgment was not free, he was guiltier than her, so he could not "cast the first 

stone." What we have, therefore, is not just a mere Jewish culture understanding the contract as marriage, 

but the law itself affirming it – God considers them both married when the engagement contract is accepted 

by the parents, and after that, sexual union is just the consummation. 

Note: In Leviticus 19:20, we see that a betrothed female slave would not be put to death if she 

lay with another man. This proves that the marriage contract can vary depending on the previous 

contractual structure. However, once a woman is free, if she lies with a man other than her 

betrothed, she should be put to death. The man committed sin, clearly, as shown by the need for 

atonement (only for the man, as the woman is not treated as guilty of adultery in this case – note 

that this differs from the cases in Exodus 22 and Deuteronomy 22). Another variation of the 

marriage contract is the levirate, which imposed the obligation to bear children in the name of the 

brother who died (Deuteronomy 25:5-10). This contract could be unfulfilled, but once accepted 

and not fulfilled, God saw it as sin (resulting in death), as it would be the breaking of a vow 

(Genesis 38:8-10 – no, the text does not speak of masturbation). 

We can summarize the understanding of the Old Testament and Genesis 2 as follows:  



 

1 - Genesis 2 establishes that the woman is the man's wife before the physical bond.  

2 - The physical bond marks the fact of the contract, making the validity of this contract real for as long as 

the life of the flesh endures (since we do not resurrect with the same flesh, this is why marriage is not 

reinstated in the Resurrection [Matthew 22:30] – it would be, if we returned to the same body [as believed by 

the Pharisees and by much of the 'Reformed']).  

3 - Thus, Genesis 2 and the Old Testament legislate on the fact that marriage is an unbreakable contract, as 

Jesus shows, it is only on this contract that Genesis 2 specifically deals with (Mark 10:7-9). 

THE NEW TESTAMENT 

There aren't many passages in the New Testament about marriage in the same way as in the Law. The Law 

defines the terms, the New Testament accepts them. But let's consider a few passages to notice what we 

have been saying: 

The woman answered and said, I have no husband. Jesus said unto her, Thou hast well said, I 

have no husband: 18 For thou hast had five husbands; and he whom thou now hast is not thy 

husband: in that saidst thou truly. (John 4:17-18) 

 

What do we have here? First, an interpretation that the woman would be an adulteress, however, we cannot 

confirm what happened. We only know that she had 5 husbands, and these five either died or divorced her. 

Whatever the reality, we know that the fact she was living with a sixth man did not make him her husband. 

Note that the passage says nothing about whether this man was married to another woman or not, since 

polygamy was not a problem. The issue is that neither she nor he ever formalized or made marriage vows, 

so she was simply living with him, in the practice of porneia (sexual relationship without a marriage contract), 

proving that even Jesus recognizes (according to the law) that sex does not make two people husband and 

wife. 

Another proof that the marriage contract is God's law is found in Romans 7:2 ("For the woman which hath an 

husband is bound by the law to her husband so long as he liveth "). Think of it this way: when or where in the 

Torah is it stated that a woman is bound to her husband as long as he lives? Since everyone expects an 

unequivocal statement because they interpret God's Law without it itself, they do not understand that this 

Law is clearly that of Genesis 2. It is the only text in which this marriage contract is specified in the way Paul 

says it (bound by the law while the husband lives - "one flesh" - cf. Rom 7:3). In 1 Corinthians 7:39 Paul says 

exactly the same thing. 

Note: A compelling comparison would be the Nazirite vow. No one in particular was obligated to 

take it, but once taken, it had specific laws governing its practice. Doing anything outside of this 

vow (like cutting one's hair) was a violation of it, resulting in sin (as breaking vows is a sin). 

Similarly, marriage does not obligate anyone in particular to its practice, but upon making the 

marriage vow, the limitations of the vow affect you regardless of how you wish the marriage to be. 

Therefore, it cannot be undone, as by the nature of the marriage law itself, it is for life, limits the 

number of husbands (to one only), and establishes a relationship of superiority (husband) and 

inferiority (wife) – yes, call me misogynistic, sexist, or any other adjective coined by experts. 

But there is an observation that confirms what we said at the beginning: when Paul explains the law of 

marriage, he always speaks of the woman (not the man) being bound to the husband (and not the husband 

to the woman) while he lives. Of course, one thing implies the other in a certain way, however, the form of 

the argument signals something we leave to address now, although present in Genesis. Notice that in 

Genesis 2 the text does not say: "a woman shall leave his father and mother and be joined to his wife"? Why 

not? Well, because the woman is passive, so she is the one who is bound to the husband, but the husband 

is not obliged to be bound solely (singularly) to her. Therefore, in Genesis 2 we clearly see that the contract 

limits everything to one husband, but not to the number of women. 

We can explain it another way: God's law (and the New Testament) demonstrates that the woman is singularly 

bound to the husband, and although this implies the contract on the opposite side as a binding of the parties, 

it does not mean that both parties have the same rights and duties. Now, this should be clear because we 



 

know that, although the contract is one, the man should love the woman, and the woman should submit to 

the husband (1 Corinthians 7:39; Ephesians 5:22, 25), thus the same contract establishes distinct roles and 

rights for the parties. Or will you say that God can only have one people? (we are not saying that he has two 

or three, but if he can have more than one). The people, on the other hand, can only have one God. God's 

marriage contract with the people implies duties for both parties, but the duties are distinct and consequently 

the rights. Understand the central point: marriage is a contract, verbal or written, but above all a contract 

and this contract has two sides, giving distinct powers to the parties, but with an identical binding 

for both: the indissolubility of marriage. 

Note: Numbers 5:11-31 strongly resonates as evidence of this contract, because, for example, 

the man is the only one in the relationship who can feel jealousy, and this is never attributed to 

the woman. The marriage contract that God created implies the possibility of jealousy on the part 

of the man (Numbers 5 only speaks of male jealousy, never female), but never on the part of the 

woman. This clearly proves that the contract grants distinct rights and duties to both parties. 

The Right Over the Body of Another – To Use and To Be Used – Objectification 

When Genesis specifies that both are "one flesh," one of the things being said is: one has control over the 

flesh of the other. This is different from commanding life in general, something mentioned only in relation to 

the husband. Let's look at the right of "to use and be used" in Scripture: 

Let the husband render unto the wife due benevolence: and likewise also the wife unto the husband. 4 The 

wife hath not power of her own body, but the husband: and likewise also the husband hath not power of 

his own body, but the wife. (1 Corinthians 7:3-4) 

Paul begins by showing that there is a kind of kindness or benevolence associated with marriage that is 

owed. There is a duty there (so he's not inventing this now). This duty is for the man not to sexually control 

his own body, nor the woman hers. Therefore, in the marriage covenant, becoming one flesh (until death) 

means that sexually, they belong to each other. Ironically, by thinking that this is either a novelty or a general 

principle of the law, we fail to notice that the perfect example of this is the marital life of Jacob. 

And she said, Behold my maid Bilhah, go in unto her; and she shall bear upon my knees, that 

I may also have children by her. (Genesis 30:3) 

When Leah saw that she had left bearing, she took Zilpah her maid, and gave her Jacob to wife. 

(Genesis 30:9) 

nd Jacob came out of the field in the evening, and Leah went out to meet him, and said, Thou 

must come in unto me; for surely I have hired thee with my son's mandrakes. And he lay with 

her that night. (Genesis 30:16) 

These Greek ideas (of "objectification") have flooded our current world, saying that men who do with women 

"whatever they want sexually" are "objectifying" them. Aside from the fact that this means nothing because 

it's based on the woman's feelings, we see that the general concept contradicts Scripture, which is favorable 

to "objectification" of both parties (remember that Scripture establishes dowries [payment] for marriage, the 

financial capability of the man [to the dismay of MGTOW], among other things that we would consider 

"objectification"). Jacob's case proves this and even proves it from the perspective of women. Jacob did not 

protest at any of the times they demanded sexual relations from him, or his sexual power. And he did so 

because he was one flesh with them, and had no right to refuse them. See, this is what Paul has just said in 

1 Corinthians 7: 

Defraud ye not one the other, except it be with consent for a time, that ye may give yourselves to 

fasting and prayer; and come together again, that Satan tempt you not for your incontinency. (1 

Corinthians 7:5) 

Was Jacob praying or fasting? If not, then there was no reason to refuse the offers from Leah and Rachel. 

This means that even if Jacob did not want to, he should fulfill, since his acts do not contradict biblical law, 

but establish it (as seen in Genesis, even the establishment of the marriage covenant). Men have no 

obligation to sexually satisfy any other woman outside of the marriage contract, but Jacob had the obligation 

to satisfy Leah and Rachel (with the concubines) because they were in a marriage contract. Outside the 



 

contract, if a woman demands my sexual action, I am not obligated. Within marriage, however, her sexual 

desire is a command, going against this is to violate the contract. Biblical law establishes this relationship, 

which is subsequently reinforced by Paul. 

Sarah and Abraham go through the same situation, as she demands that Abraham lie with Hagar. Now -- 

think believers -- Abraham's case was as much a mess as Jacob's, so it cannot be what Paul has in mind. 

But, in fact, it is precisely what he has in mind, because this is what Genesis 2 establishes: the mutual right 

over each other's flesh. While this right does not violate the marriage contract (for example, the man making 

the woman lie with another man), there is nothing to prove that the cases of Jacob and Abraham are not 

precisely the best practical examples of "the husband and wife do not have authority over their own bodies." 

Any sexual union without a marriage contract does not obligate either party to have authority over the other's 

body. However, in marriage, if one party (man or woman) deprives the other of sex, they are defrauding them 

(1 Corinthians 7:5 - ἀποστερέω [cf. Mark 10:19]). Therefore, Jacob, even if he wanted to, could not refuse 

the sex demanded by Leah and Rachel in any way. Jacob's mistake was to marry two sisters (Leviticus 18:18) 

and not to have sex when and with whom they demanded it. 

We can see where Paul got the concept of defrauding (ἀποστερέω - ἀποστερεῖτε). It is suggestive that the 

text of Exodus 21:10 uses, in Greek (in the Septuagint, which was the version known to Greek-speaking 

Gentile believers), the same word to express what Paul says in 1 Corinthians 7:5. Ironically, it is one of those 

texts that deals with polygamy, and as nowadays everyone is afraid to touch these texts, we lose what the 

apostle himself in the New Testament said. 

Moreover, it is clear that if defrauding is prohibited in a polygamous context, it is also prohibited in a 

monogamous one -- or you didn't see me using the polygamous texts above? It becomes even more 

interesting when we notice that the text of Exodus 21:10 carries the concept of "right", that is, it seeks to 

establish the right of the first wife, showing that the husband not only owes her with goods, but also sexually 

(perhaps this text is one of the best summaries of the meaning of the marriage contract in the Torah 

[Pentateuch]). From here comes the concept of servitude in marriage. If you cannot defraud, it is because, 

in a sense, you are in a situation of servitude -- which is what Paul further develops in 1 Corinthians 7. 

This should show us the deep and mysterious role of the marriage contract. And violating it is breaking the 

covenant. Breaking this contract is usually called "adultery," "infidelity," or "defrauding." We will summarize 

the first and second terms below (since we just explained the third), proving what adultery and infidelity are:  

1 - Sleeping with a young woman engaged to another man (Deuteronomy 22; Genesis 38).  

2 - Sleeping with another man's wife (Leviticus 20:10).  

3 - Dissolving the marriage contract and remarrying the same woman who has already married and dissolved 

the contract again (Deuteronomy 24:1-4; Leviticus 18:20; Leviticus 20:10) – we will see this in the chapter on 

divorce.  

4 - Dissolving the marriage contract and remarrying any other woman (Genesis 2:23-25; Malachi 2:15, 16) – 

we will see this in the text on divorce. 

Closing Pratical Points 

Without covenant, without contract, there is no hierarchy. God made the world to have hierarchy from the 

beginning, with the woman being created after the man, signaling this fact (1 Timothy 2:12, 13), and the Fall 

only aggravated it (1 Timothy 2:14). If the family does not understand the contract it has, the rest of the world 

will be anarchic, with no obedience to any authority, with constant revolutions and contempt for all elders. 

The family itself loses value, as it is seen as the result of a mere animalistic union, and not as the treaty of 

authorities (husband > who seeks the girl's father > becomes a father himself > repeating the cycle). It's ironic 

to note that families with greater respect and submission among children often are Muslim, because in these 

families (though deceived by a false prophet), the understanding of the marriage contract still prevails – see 

if the children do not properly respect their parents in these contexts. The covenant is what maintains 

hierarchy in the world. God is the God of the covenant. Therefore, man must be a man of the covenant. 

DATING 

Dating is nothing more than an appendix and can be resolved with a simple reasoning:  



 

1 - Biblical Law does not prohibit anything similar to dating.  

2 - Biblical Law presupposes that young men and women eventually have sex without a marriage contract 

(which could be in dating).  

3 - There is only sin if sex in dating is hidden from the man who will marry the woman.  

4 - Therefore, dating is not a sin. 

We need to explain point 1 better: many say that dating is a sin because it did not exist in biblical times. 

However, such a thing is an outright lie. Dating with commitment did not exist, but dating did. The 

understanding of the Law is that relationships without commitment do not fall under God's prohibitions (as 

we saw in the text on the Law), therefore, it is not appropriate for dating to be prohibited, with our innovation 

actually being dating with commitment. We know this because men and women have always related without 

commitment, so the biblical Law sees the need to set limits: if the girl lives with her father, the boy must marry 

her; if she hides, then she sins when marrying another man (so, there is no sin to marry the same man!). 

Anyone who reads the text and thinks that these things happened by accident is extremely "innocent." 

Finally, Paul's reasoning in Galatians 5 is: against these things there is no law, therefore, we must 

understand that if there is no law against dating, then there is no sin in this relationship. 

The other side of the argument that because it did not exist, it is prohibited simply does not make sense. 

Even if it were true that dating did not exist, consider the following situation: 

The fiat currency without backing did not exist, does this mean that those who use it today sin? Clearly not 

(and some like Gary North still say that governments sin by issuing fiat currency). Following this same 

principle, the wedding party with the bride arriving later would be a sin, since in Scripture it is the Groom who 

arrives later and meets the woman at her parents' house – therefore, all current weddings in the West would 

be sinful. Sin, as we saw, has to be something prohibited, and God never prohibited anything similar to dating, 

only imposed limits with one of them resulting in sin if marriage is contracted with another man. 

This subject will become clearer throughout the book, especially in the chapter on prostitution. 

CONCLUSION 

The marriage contract is the central theme of the first marriage; 

The Torah testifies that marriage is a contract; 

The New Testament reaffirms the understanding of the Torah; 

The lack of understanding of this contract destroys the family itself. 

 

Divorce and Remarriage 

Now, it is essential for us to understand that marriage is a contract, and not a sexual relationship. Already in 

Genesis 2, we have proof of this when it is said about marriage that a man leaves his father and mother and 

is united to his wife, that is, she is his wife before the consummation of the union. Genesis 2 is also relevant 

in showing the type of contract that exists in marriage: when a man and a woman enter into this contract, 

they are united as long as there is life in their flesh, and therefore, the marriage contract ends when the 

husband dies (Romans 7:3; 1 Corinthians 7:39) – it is the end of the contractual bond, after all, the contract 

lasts as long as there is flesh, and if one of the two dies, then there is no more contract because the flesh no 

longer has life; it is quite simple: the contract states that the flesh is the temporal bond that limits the marriage. 

Similarly, it is important to emphasize that God's Law is fundamental in this matter, for what it says about 

marriage is naturally a rule. If it does not prohibit, it is allowed, if it prohibits, it is not allowed. Thus, when the 

law stipulates a form for marriage, it must be accepted, resulting in a breach if this line is crossed. Naturally, 

some things that biblical law allows offend Western sensibilities, dating back to the time of Augustine, 

although this is not our focus now. 



 

Here, however, we will not dwell on the evangelical issues raised against what we will say, as we will focus 

on what the biblical text says: Genesis 2, Deuteronomy 24, Jeremiah 3, Ezekiel 23, Malachi, Matthew, Mark, 

and Paul. All of this will be addressed here, albeit briefly. 

OLD TESTAMENT (OT) 

Marriage in Genesis – The Involiable Contract 

We have already strongly demonstrated the contractual nature of marriage; however, it remains to note the 

detail that we saved for this text: in Genesis 2, it is said that man and woman become one flesh (v. 24). This 

needs to be understood, first, as a mystery (Ephesians 5:31, 32) and, second, as something definitive. The 

text in Genesis does not say: one flesh until something happens. It simply states that the union exists as long 

as the flesh exists (without flesh, there is no way to be one flesh, obviously). 

You might say, "But in Genesis 2 there was no sin, so the contract is treated ideally there; with adultery and 

fornication, we should understand that divorce and remarriage by the innocent party are permissible." 

However, in Genesis 2, there is also no "father and mother" (neither did Adam have parents nor did they have 

children themselves), yet both are mentioned in the text. It is obvious that the purpose of the text is to establish 

the rule for any place and time in the world, maintaining the exceptionality of Adam's case only in the fact 

that there was no sin, but not in God having changed what He established for the marriage contract (Jesus 

will refer to this by saying, "it was not so from the beginning," showing that this is the order, not the ideal). 

Note: Jews in their theological disputes claim that 'one flesh' means the children, but this is 

absurd. The text is pointing to a mystery, for we do not know what "one flesh" really is (if one flesh 

is "the children," then the mystery is over), no text explains this; in the same way that being one 

spirit with the Lord is likewise a mystery (1 Corinthians 6:17). Furthermore, the Jews knew that 

Genesis 2 establishes an inviolable contract, with the legal permission for divorce being an 

explanation due to the existence of sin and, therefore (they believed), undoing this mystery of one 

flesh (would the children die in the divorce?). Moreover, this explains why there is no marriage in 

heaven, since flesh and blood do not enter heaven (1 Corinthians 15:50), preventing a new 

contract. 

Note that in Genesis 2 the commandment is very clear: "and they shall be one flesh": this is the 

commandment, seeking to cease being one flesh results in sin, therefore, showing that there was never, even 

in creation, any possibility for divorce and remarriage, since ceasing to be one flesh is breaking the 

commandment if I circumvent it to become one flesh with another woman (or man). 

 

Deuteronomy 24 – The Proof that the Contract is invioable 

When a man hath taken a wife, and married her, and it come to pass that she find no favour in 

his eyes, because he hath found some uncleanness in her: then let him write her a bill of 

divorcement, and give it in her hand, and send her out of his house. 2 And when she is departed 

out of his house, she may go and be another man's wife. 3 And if the latter husband hate her, and 

write her a bill of divorcement, and giveth it in her hand, and sendeth her out of his house; or if 

the latter husband die, which took her to be his wife; 4 Her former husband, which sent her away, 

may not take her again to be his wife, after that she is defiled; for that is abomination before the 

Lord: and thou shalt not cause the land to sin, which the Lord thy God giveth thee for an 

inheritance. (Deuteronomy 24:1–4) 

 

We don't know why men, when reading this text, stop at the first verse, which mentions the reasons for 

divorce, and ignore the rest. Now, the text is clearly stating that a divorced woman cannot remarry because, 

upon remarriage, she becomes defiled, and as Leviticus shows, defilement (in the context of marriage) is 

adultery (Lv 18:20; Lv 20:10). But let's go step by step. 

First, we have the possible reasons. Now, the problem is clear: the man saw some uncleanness ("nakedness" 

or "blemish") in the woman, and therefore gives her a certificate of divorce. Here, it is not mentioned, for 

example, that the man could have mercy on the woman, because the law wants to express the hardness of 



 

the people's hearts. For this reason, this order is not given conditionally, which led the Pharisees to 

understand that it was a mandatory command to give the certificate of divorce. Foolishness. If they truly knew 

God's law, they would know that this order exists only to prove the fact that the people (the men) had hard 

hearts. This law does not aim to show that the woman is indecent, but rather that the man could (and should) 

surpass the expectation and not give the certificate of divorce. The concern is that the man does not cause 

the woman to become defiled or, in other words, commit adultery. 

For what reason, then, does the law not say: if you find sin in her? More interestingly, Moses (if that were the 

objective) could have used the Hebrew term "zanah," which means prostitution or some dishonorable sexual 

relationship (Dt 22:20, 21). See, the law would not contradict itself. Two chapters earlier, it was stated that if 

a woman hides that she is no longer a virgin, she is liable to death (not divorce). And the man, if he imputes 

any sin to a woman he married, and it turns out to be false, cannot divorce her (Dt 22:16-19) – note that if he 

suspected sin, there was also another route: Nm 5 (The Law of Jealousy). Thus, Deuteronomy 24 is not 

talking about sin, since in the case of sin, the woman would be put to death, therefore, the concern of Dt 24:1 

is mercy. The focal point is not the reason for divorce, but rather that the man is not being encouraged to 

practice it because, by doing so, he makes his wife adulterous – if she remarries. Therefore, the man who 

divorces his wife makes her commit adultery (Lk 16:18b). 

Clearly, the law is not legislating on zanah, not even in the case of the divorced woman. Now, a divorced 

woman who lies with a man does not marry him, so she commits adultery, but she does not have a contractual 

bond, so if she has lain with another man after the divorce, she can still return to the first (and this is what 

happens with Israel in Jeremiah 3, we will see below). It is only a second marriage that makes her indefinitely 

adulterous, locking her into the impossibility of returning to the first husband, making him adulterous if she 

returns to him (because whoever marries a divorced woman…). If sex were equal to marriage, a man could 

never lie with the wife who betrayed him again, because she would be married to the other man forever! This 

would nullify any chance of forgiveness. 

In summary, the reason for divorce can be anything a man considers shameful; however, neither the woman 

(nor he) can enter into a new marriage. Likewise, he could not enter into a new marriage without first 

reconciling with his wife. 

Secondly, the text is so clear that it requires no further explanation: the role of divorce has no real value in 

nullifying the fact that they are still one flesh. It is a formality that, to some extent, protects another man from 

taking that woman as his wife. Thus, divorce does not annul the contractual vow; it merely separates the 

parties, who will remain married. 

Thirdly, the text only deals with the woman because the Scriptures show that the woman is the one bound to 

the husband (Romans 7:2, 3; 1 Corinthians 7:39). This is because no husband is bound to any woman in the 

singular, but the woman is bound to the husband (in the singular). Therefore, there is no better way to illustrate 

divorce than through the woman, to prove not only that the man has the authority for divorce but also that 

she is the one in the role of being bound to one man. We will discuss this in detail in the next chapter. 

I don't know what magic is supposed to allow, as many theologians claim, the "innocent party to remarry." 

For what reason would either party be free to remarry? Think about it: if marriage makes two people one 

flesh, how can the guilty party continue to be one flesh with the other person, but that person is no longer 

one flesh with the guilty party? It simply doesn't make sense, since the marriage contract makes both one 

flesh, therefore, either the contract is completely undone or it is not possible to undo it. 

Now, having said that, is it a sin to give divorce? Not at all! The law does not legislate sin, nor does it regulate 

it. Otherwise, God would sin by giving a certificate of divorce to Israel! (Jeremiah 3). The problem is that, 

having given the certificate of divorce, I doubt that any man or woman would want to remain alone for the 

rest of their life... that's where the sin would lie. 

Note: Abraham did not divorce Hagar, so he could take Keturah as his wife. Check Genesis 21:8-

14 and 25:1 (by this time, Sarah had already died). Similarly, King Xerxes (Ahasuerus), upon 

marrying Esther, did not give a certificate of divorce to Vashti, thus preventing Esther from 

committing adultery by marrying him (Esther 1:10-12, 19 - note: as in the case of Abraham, there 

is no mention of divorce, despite the physical distance [no, being physically separated is not 

divorce; otherwise, a long journey would make husband and wife divorced {ironically, the Romans 



 

allowed remarriage if the man stayed away from home for a long time, even under Christian rule. 

There was a lack of biblical knowledge}]). 

Closing this chapter (as it is very important), the conclusion is simple: giving a certificate of divorce to my wife 

makes her adulterous unless she already is before (in which case it will not be my certificate that makes her 

adulterous, but herself). 

 

Jeremiah 3 - A Proof of Deuteronomy 24 

They say, If a man put away his wife, and she go from him, and become another man's, shall he 

return unto her again? shall not that land be greatly polluted? but thou hast played the harlot with 

many lovers; yet return again to me, saith the Lord. (Jeremiah 3:1) 

 

What do we have here? Well, the explanation of Deuteronomy 24! As we argued in the text about the Marriage 

Contract, the marriage between man and woman is, in a certain way, a shadow of God's marriage with His 

people. What applies to one applies to the other. Therefore, God could not marry His people again if it were 

possible for this people to marry another god. Just as we saw in Deuteronomy 24 regarding the woman. 

And I said after she had done all these things, Turn thou unto me. But she returned not. And her 

treacherous sister Judah saw it. 8 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. 9 And it came to pass through the lightness 

of her whoredom, that she defiled the land, and committed adultery with stones and with stocks. 

(Jeremiah 3:7-9) 

 

Indeed, God Himself gave a certificate of divorce to Israel, but since she did not marry another deity, God still 

says to her: 

Go and proclaim these words toward the north, and say, Return, thou backsliding Israel, saith the 

Lord; and I will not cause mine anger to fall upon you: for I am merciful, saith the Lord, and I will 

not keep anger for ever. (Jeremiah 3:12) 

 

Now, we have the final proof of the role of the certificate of divorce: it came to signify the mercy of the 

husband! And in this particular case, God showed that the "loophole" in the law allowed Him to take back 

Israel! When we read Scripture with Scripture, everything becomes clear. God would not contradict His law; 

He would not confuse what it permitted. Now, if the law does not forbid it, it is not sin; therefore, God can take 

back the wife who has prostituted herself, and He could not do so if she had remarried. 

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) 

 

Ezekiel 23 – The Death of Israel 

Ezekiel 23 is a lengthy text, so we'll only mention its central points. In Ezekiel, God doesn't give a divorce 

decree; instead, He pronounces a death sentence. Israel did more than worship idols; they engaged in 

idolatry through sexual acts (yes, actual sex, using it as a form of worship) and by sacrificing their children to 

the idols. To ensure a greater penalty upon Israel, God, this time, doesn't cry out for mercy but foresees the 

destruction of the people. 

This demonstrates how the final destruction of Israel would make God the husband solely of Israel (the true 

one). Just like in the story of Abraham, where God sent away the children of the slave woman (cf. Galatians 

4) to remain only with His wife, the New Jerusalem, who gives Him children of promise. 



 

Malachi 2 – Serial Marriage with Divorce: Infidelity 

Judah hath dealt treacherously, and an abomination is committed in Israel and in Jerusalem; for Judah hath 

profaned the holiness of the Lord which he loved, and hath married the daughter of a strange god. 12 The 

Lord will cut off the man that doeth this, the master and the scholar, out of the tabernacles of Jacob, and him 

that offereth an offering unto the Lord of hosts. 13 And this have ye done again, covering the altar of the Lord 

with tears, with weeping, and with crying out, insomuch that he regardeth not the offering any more, or 

receiveth it with good will at your hand. 14 Yet ye say, Wherefore? Because the Lord hath been witness 

between thee and the wife of thy youth, against whom thou hast dealt treacherously: yet is she thy 

companion, and the wife of thy covenant. 15 And did not he make one? Yet had he the residue of the spirit. 

And wherefore one? That he might seek a godly seed. Therefore take heed to your spirit, and let none deal 

treacherously against the wife of his youth. 16 For the Lord, the God of Israel, saith that he hateth putting 

away: for one covereth violence with his garment, saith the Lord of hosts: therefore take heed to your spirit, 

that ye deal not treacherously. (Malachi 2:11-16) 

 

This is our last text from the Old Testament on the subject. In it, we have the treatment of something unusual. 

By this time, Israel was no longer a wealthy nation, which made it difficult for a man, for example, to support 

two wives. What happened then: to avoid the fixed expense of supporting two wives, the man divorced the 

woman he married when he was young ("wife of thy youth") and married another (who, besides everything, 

worshipped another deity). Here is the importance of seeing the noun in the feminine. In Jeremiah, Israel and 

Judah were two women who related to "men," that is, gods. Now Israel is divided into individuals, each of 

whom marries women (thus, the problem is not primarily that they worshipped other gods, but that something 

was wrong in the marriage). 

When God shows that he hates divorce, he is not hating what he himself allowed merely for allowing it, but 

because both parties who practice it begin to sin (as we have already said). Now, men were not prohibited 

from marrying more than one woman, they never were (Dt 21:15 - God doesn't care about this Greek 

philosophy and Roman law sensitive to the fact that he allowed a man to have more than one wife), but 

divorcing one to marry another is disloyalty and, in the context of marriage, disloyalty is adultery. Do not be 

unfaithful, as infidelity is the breaking of the covenant, and every breach of the covenant results in death, 

because it is sin. 

Note: if you haven't noticed, no text (neither in the Old Testament nor the New Testament) allows 

divorce initiated by the woman. This is for a simple reason: just as Israel asking for divorce from 

God would be a sin, it is also a sin for a woman to initiate divorce against her husband. Perhaps 

you may say, "What about cases of abuse? What do you do?" When the Scriptures were written, 

there was also "abuse," and yet the treatment of the text does not revolve around this problem. 

But just as a man is not free for remarriage after divorcing a woman, even if she becomes a 

prostitute, so too a woman is not simply free to give a certificate of divorce as she pleases. 

 

FIRST CONCLUSION 

We have seen that since Genesis, the main texts about marriage accept with tranquility not only the enduring 

validity of the contract but also show that divorce does not annul it; on the contrary, divorce is a superficial 

rupture that does not break the nature of becoming one flesh. The reason for divorce is irrelevant.  

Moreover, if the New Testament offers a different interpretation, relaxing this (or increasing the rigidity), it 

would clearly contradict the biblical Law, which would be absurd because God does not invalidate His 

commandments! How does God deal with it? It is quite simple: if Jesus came with any novelty, Christ cannot 

say that He only speaks what the Father has spoken (John 14:10) if He says something different from what 

the Father has spoken! 

 

NEW TESTAMENT (NT) 

The Gospels: Mark and Luke 



 

And the Pharisees came to him, and asked him, Is it lawful for a man to put away his wife? tempting him. 3 

And he answered and said unto them, What did Moses command you? 4 And they said, Moses suffered to 

write a bill of divorcement, and to put her away. 5 And Jesus answered and said unto them, For the hardness 

of your heart he wrote you this precept. 6 But from the beginning of the creation God made them male and 

female. 7 For this cause shall a man leave his father and mother, and cleave to his wife; 8 And they twain 

shall be one flesh: so then they are no more twain, but one flesh. 9 What therefore God hath joined together, 

let not man put asunder. 10 And in the house his disciples asked him again of the same matter. 11 And he 

saith unto them, Whosoever shall put away his wife, and marry another, committeth adultery against her. 12 

And if a woman shall put away her husband, and be married to another, she committeth adultery. (Mark 10:2-

12) 

 

Mark was the first of the four gospels written, and this information is relevant because there is no "exception 

clause" in this text, meaning there is nothing like "except for marital unfaithfulness." We don't do as certain 

commentators who insert into the text what they want to see and claim that Mark "had in mind the exception 

clause when writing." How would I know this if he didn't write it? Worse, being the first of the four, his readers 

didn't have access to Matthew's gospel to compare to this exception clause. The truth is that Mark is showing 

the original sense: that divorce did not annul the marriage, regardless of the reason.  

But let's go back to the beginning of the text. The Pharisees want to test Jesus, knowing that among 

themselves there were two conceptions: that the certificate of divorce could be given for any reason and that 

it could only be given for major reasons (the famous schools of Hillel and Shammai). If Jesus answered 

according to one of the two schools, the other could easily accuse him, exposing the intrigue already present 

among the Pharisees. The point is that whichever side he took would be used to defame him since here we 

have clear evidence that the Pharisees wanted to set a trap for Jesus (what do you think the 'test' they wanted 

to make with Christ was?). The Pharisees united against a common enemy, hoping that Jesus would disagree 

with one side. 

The answer from Jesus, however, broke both schools. Jesus shows that it was the hardness of the people's 

hearts that made Moses give this commandment. Now, Christ points out the obvious factor that the hardness 

of the hearts reinforced the reason for the commandment, which indicates that a heart not hardened would 

avoid the certificate of divorce – pointing to mercy instead of the imposition of the commandment. This 

commandment is for a hardened heart to give the certificate of divorce and never marry again – that is 

contained in the commandment (as we saw in Dt 24). Hence, if my heart is not hardened, I will not give the 

certificate of divorce for reasons that do not please me.  

The obvious conclusion follows: if God has joined together (yes, any marriage vow following the logic of 

Genesis 2 is God joining), no man can separate – not even Moses. Genesis 2 is God's commandment, 

Deuteronomy 24 is God's permission. Genesis 2 is until death do us part, Deuteronomy 24 is just a 

documented spatial separation that does not truly separate flesh.  

Jesus also repeats Malachi: the man who divorces his wife and marries another commits adultery. In Malachi, 

we saw that there is disloyalty in a man divorcing his first wife and marrying again, something also clear in 

Genesis 2. Thus, Jesus is affirming the Law and the Prophets by giving this commandment. 

Whosoever putteth away his wife, and marrieth another, committeth adultery: and whosoever 

marrieth her that is put away from her husband committeth adultery. (Luke 16:18) 

 

It is indeed interesting to observe how different Gospel accounts present the same teachings of Jesus, each 

tailored to their intended audience. In the case of the teachings on divorce and remarriage, Matthew provides 

a more detailed explanation, likely because his audience included many Jewish Christians familiar with the 

nuances of Jewish law and tradition. On the other hand, Mark and Luke, written for predominantly Gentile 

audiences, offer a more concise presentation of Jesus' teachings, omitting some of the specific Jewish legal 

debates. 



 

It's important to recognize that the absence of the exception clause in Mark and Luke does not necessarily 

imply disagreement with Matthew's account. Rather, it reflects the Gospel writers' emphasis on different 

aspects of Jesus' teachings to suit their respective audiences. 

Regardless of the specific wording in each Gospel, the underlying message remains consistent: Jesus 

reaffirms the sanctity and permanence of marriage, emphasizing that divorce and remarriage constitute 

adultery in God's eyes. This overarching principle is consistent with the broader biblical teachings on marriage 

found throughout the Old and New Testaments. 

 

Matthew 19 

And it came to pass, that when Jesus had finished these sayings, he departed from Galilee, and 

came into the coasts of Judaea beyond Jordan; 2 And great multitudes followed him; and he 

healed them there. 3 The Pharisees also came unto him, tempting him, and saying unto him, Is it 

lawful for a man to put away his wife for every cause? 4 And he answered and said unto them, 

Have ye not read, that he which made them at the beginning made them male and female, 5 And 

said, For this cause shall a man leave father and mother, and shall cleave to his wife: and they 

twain shall be one flesh? 6 Wherefore they are no more twain, but one flesh. What therefore God 

hath joined together, let not man put asunder. 7 They say unto him, Why did Moses then command 

to give a writing of divorcement, and to put her away? 8 He saith unto them, Moses because of 

the hardness of your hearts suffered you to put away your wives: but from the beginning it was 

not so. 9 And I say unto you, Whosoever shall put away his wife, except it be for fornication, and 

shall marry another, committeth adultery: and whoso marrieth her which is put away doth commit 

adultery. 10 His disciples say unto him, If the case of the man be so with his wife, it is not good to 

marry. 11 But he said unto them, All men cannot receive this saying, save they to whom it is given. 

12 For there are some eunuchs, which were so born from their mother's womb: and there are 

some eunuchs, which were made eunuchs of men: and there be eunuchs, which have made 

themselves eunuchs for the kingdom of heaven's sake. He that is able to receive it, let him receive 

it.(Matthew 19:1-12) 

 

Note: Jesus says "in the beginning it was not so." He is clearly stating that the permanence of the 

marriage covenant is that of Genesis 2, and not a Jewish interpretation based on the later decree 

of Moses in Deuteronomy 24. This is not the ideal, it is the mandate: if I break the covenant and 

remarry, I sin. Furthermore, if you remove the exception clause from the text ("except for 

unchastity"), you are left with exactly the text of Luke and Mark – which should raise suspicions, 

considering that Matthew is written for a Jewish audience.  

The Pharisees asked Christ if divorce is permissible for any reason. Jesus is unequivocal: man cannot 

separate what God has joined together. This would have ended the argument if the questioners had not 

continued to press. Now, the Pharisees are pointing out that Moses commanded giving a writing of 

divorcement (meaning they already understood that divorce does not annul the marriage according to Jesus). 

If Jesus had taken a Pharisaic stance (which was already known), there would have been no surprise from 

the disciples, who said that it is not advisable to marry! Notice that Jesus' emphasis is not on the number of 

wives but on the durability of marriage. This is why the disciples were astonished. 

Ah, notice that the Pharisees question Jesus by citing Moses. This citation is interesting because they do not 

say, "But Moses allowed it in such and such circumstances!" If Jesus had said that remarriage was allowed 

under certain circumstances, the Pharisees would have said, "But Moses said that in this circumstance 

divorce can be done." Since Jesus says it is not allowed under any circumstance, the Pharisees simply say, 

"But Moses allowed it." Do you see? The point is not the circumstance, but the fact that divorce does not 

allow for remarriage. The Pharisees were caught off guard in the end, as they failed miserably in testing 

Jesus. 

Having said that, Jesus concludes by saying that there are eunuchs (yes, castrated men, as castration 

diminishes sexual desire) who made themselves eunuchs. The problem is that, for some idiotic reason, those 

who read the passage think that the eunuchs are those who never married for the sake of the kingdom, but 



 

what Christ is saying is not that (although it may include them). He said that after divorce, someone cannot 

remarry, so what recourse would a man have, for the sake of the kingdom, to prevent the desire to remarry? 

(see, if the woman had committed adultery and persisted, and the man gave her a certificate of divorce, he 

would not be free to remarry, hence the reason for becoming a eunuch). 

The problem is that everyone reads this passage thinking of men who became eunuchs in Jesus' time, 

influenced by Greek asceticism. Sad mistake. Christ is mentioning the eunuchs of Isaiah, who became 

eunuchs in order to keep God's covenant (Isaiah 56:4 - Hebrew text [note: something pleasing to God is 

contrasted with something pleasing to oneself]). These eunuchs would have more children: spiritual children 

(Isaiah 56:5, 6). 

Note: To silence the ignorant, it is necessary to reinforce. There is an explicative "waw" at the end 

of verse 4 of Is 56, showing that the past actions of the eunuchs (keeping the Sabbath and 

choosing to please God) result in keeping the covenant. Furthermore, the choice is in a mode 

(Sequential Perfect Qal verb) that in this context sounds like an act done in the past: the eunuchs 

chose what pleases God. Now, what was this unique choice made in the past? I leave the question 

for you to understand Christ's interpretation of the passage. If divorce implies this, is Christ really 

allowing divorce under any circumstance with remarriage? 

The disciples' shock wouldn't be great if Jesus said that in the case of adultery divorce annuls the marriage; 

as we know, among them, this perspective was already popular, as it was also taught by many Pharisees. 

Either what Jesus says contradicts the expectation even of the disciples, or there is no novelty in what Jesus 

says to have startled them. 

 

The Exception of Matthew 19 

Now we can finally get to the so-called exception clause. Christ is not contradictory. Everything he said in the 

passage does not favor an exception clause. Moreover, if he agreed with either of the two Pharisaic schools, 

the other would immediately question him in this context. The fact that the questioning comes precisely from 

the disciples and that the questioning carries the weight of marriage itself makes everything even more 

evident as to how this clause should be translated.  

The translation that would best suit the 'exception' would be as follows: 

Whosoever shall put away his wife, even it be for prostitution [or sex without contract], and shall 

marry another, committeth adultery 

 

[To make sense in English, the "not even" can be reversed to "even it be", thus becoming: "even because of 

prostitution". The explanation for this is too technical for the current purposes of this text]. 

To this, we need to add points that we have already raised, but which will now make more sense. Why does 

Christ say " prostitution" and not "adultery"? We already know that in Scripture, engagement is marriage and, 

therefore, a woman having sex with another man is equivalent to adultery (cf. Gn 38:11, 24; Dt 22:23, 24, 

and our text on the Marriage Contract where we explain these passages). Therefore, Jesus is not merely 

speaking of adultery – given the emphasis of the text ("even," and the disciples' reaction), Christ is talking 

about something worse than adultery. 

First, we saw the case of Israel in Jeremiah 3. As we saw, even with Israel's prostitution, God was still her 

husband. Not even her prostitution made her belong to another man, nor did it annul the marriage with God! 

Worse, the divorce decree that God gave to Israel did not make her cease to be His wife! What do we have 

here? Personal opinion or Scripture interpreting Scripture? You see, this is what Christ is saying: not even 

prostitution (which is worse than adultery because it is constant, frequent, and involves various men) has the 

power to invalidate the marriage. 

Secondly, we have the case of Hosea. Hosea does not give a divorce decree to his prostitute wife, although, 

in chapter 2, it is said that she is not a wife (but this needs to be read considering what follows, that God will 

marry her again, but she will be different [Hosea 2:14-23]). The point is that even in her prostitution, Hosea's 



 

wife was not separated from him. Like Hosea, God could not undo His marriage to His wife with a divorce 

decree.  

Christ is evoking these clear examples, in addition to Deuteronomy 24, which shows that, no matter the 

reason, the woman continues to be the wife of her husband. But we still need to explain the "not even," and 

please allow us to be tedious because we will have to mention a bit of the Greek of the passage. 

In 1 Timothy 5:19, Paul uses the term "except" (ἐκτός). This term (and its variations) is used in other passages 

clearly denoting something that is "outside," or cases of exception (outside: Matthew 12:46; 23:25, 26; Acts 

16:13; except/otherwise: Acts 26:22; 1 Corinthians 14:5). If the evangelist wanted to clearly exclude the case 

of prostitution, this would be the best term. However, that is not what Matthew does; he says: µὴ ἐπὶ ("not 

even in"). Did you notice that the possible translations conflict? In the end, the translation depends on the 

translator's background. If he accepts the context and the Old Testament, he will translate it as "not even in" 

(in English sounding like "even in case of"). Thus, Christ emphasizes not an exceptional situation but a limit: 

imagine that your wife goes out every day to sell her own body, well, believe it or not, even in this case, if you 

give her a divorce, you cannot enter into a new marriage, leaving you, as an option, to become a eunuch or 

to live bearing the weight that this information carries. If you could divorce your wife in this case and could 

enter into a new marriage, why become a eunuch? It wouldn't make sense. 

Note: in 1 Timothy 5:19 there is also a µὴ ἐπὶ, which is normally not translated as it would tend to 

hinder the understanding of the text in Englsih, but it would sound something like: "except (ἐκτός) 

otherwise (µὴ ἐπὶ), by two witnesses." However, I have wished to spare the reader from 

excessively technical details, so that the reading remains fluid. These mentions of the original etc. 

serve merely to assist those who may have some knowledge of the text in their languages and 

remain in doubt. 

To say anything different from that contradicts the Creation in Genesis 2, Deuteronomy 24, God's relationship 

with His people (Jeremiah 3; Ezekiel 23; Hosea 1-2), and the other two Gospels that deal with the subject. 

But let's turn to a somewhat more challenging case, actually the most difficult of all: Matthew 5. 

 

Matthew 5 

31 It hath been said, Whosoever shall put away his wife, let him give her a writing of divorcement: 

32 But I say unto you, That whosoever shall put away his wife, saving for the cause of fornication, 

causeth her to commit adultery: and whosoever shall marry her that is divorced committeth 

adultery.  

 

Here is where theologians invent things and come out unscathed. They say that at this moment Jesus is 

speaking as God, when he says "But I say to you." Now, it is clear that he is speaking as God, however, if he 

says something contrary to what is in the Torah, he will contradict himself! See: 

Think not that I am come to destroy the law, or the prophets: I am not come to destroy, but to 

fulfil. 18 For verily I say unto you, Till heaven and earth pass, one jot or one tittle shall in no wise 

pass from the law, till all be fulfilled. 19 Whosoever therefore shall break one of these least 

commandments, and shall teach men so, he shall be called the least in the kingdom of heaven: 

but whosoever shall do and teach them, the same shall be called great in the kingdom of heaven. 

20 For I say unto you, That except your righteousness shall exceed the righteousness of 

the scribes and Pharisees, ye shall in no case enter into the kingdom of heaven. (Matthew 

5:17-20) 

 

If the law allowed divorce in any situation and Jesus is saying something contrary to that, then he is abolishing 

the Law. If he is saying something contrary to the scribes and Pharisees and affirming the Law, he will never 

contradict it. Now, Christ cannot be saying that he will fulfill the law and then contradict it by saying that 

marriage can be annulled in some cases. For, as we have already seen, the law is clear: nothing truly annuls 



 

a marriage. That's why Christ begins by affirming these things in chapter 5, to introduce the fact that he is 

contradicting the Pharisees (both those of the school of Shammai and of Hillel), and not the Law. 

Also, if Christ took any position alongside any Pharisaic school, this would be the moment for the Pharisees 

to question him, to argue back, but Jesus does not teach like the Pharisees (Matthew 7:28-29 [remember, 

for what reason would Jesus approve a Pharisaic position if he is saying that we should surpass the 

righteousness of the Pharisees?]). But let's turn back to the initial text, whose exception clause is distinct 

from Matthew 19 (yes, I know many people say it's just a variation, the point is: if it's just a variation, then this 

text means exactly the same thing as chapter 19, and the discussion ends, as we've already shown what 

Matthew 19 means, but the truth is that here we have something distinct, pointing to another aspect). 

The point is that the text is saying that it is the husband who divorces the wife, so - we must think - it is 

echoing Deuteronomy 24. Furthermore, another problem we can notice is that the woman would become an 

adulteress in any case. See: Jesus is concerned that the man who gives the divorce will make the woman 

an adulteress ("causeth her to commit adultery "), therefore, Jesus is demanding mercy from the man. Jesus 

does not want the man to make the woman an adulteress (proving, in this, that the divorce given to an 

'innocent' person keeps her married). 

Another point is that Jesus mentions the word "adultery" (μοιχεία - moicheia) several times, but the exception 

clause comes with another term (πορνεία - porneia), and these terms have distinct meanings (Matthew 

15:19). Thus, similar to chapter 19, we should understand that Christ is talking about a repeated act of 

adultery, prostitution. But let's see how the passage looks without the exception, to help us understand what 

the exception is excluding: 

31 It hath been said, Whosoever shall put away his wife, let him give her a writing of divorcement: 

32 But I say unto you, That whosoever shall put away his wife, [...] causeth her to commit adultery: 

and whosoever shall marry her that is divorced committeth adultery.  

 

Did you notice that without this exception, the passage is read almost exactly like Mark and Luke? Note that 

without the exception, a man makes the woman adulterous if he divorces her! Now, Christ is precisely saying 

that our righteousness must surpass that of the Pharisees; by giving the divorce certificate, I am not 

surpassing them, but rather contributing to the spread of sin. Notice that without the exception, I am making 

the woman an adulteress. 

This leads us to another question: what is this exception for? To remarry? That is not stated in the text. Let's 

see how the interpretation looks if we consider the exception the way it is presented to us by current scholars: 

"If you give your wife a writing of divorcement (except for sexual immorality), you make her an adulteress." 

Does this mean that if she has committed sexual immorality, she is not an adulteress? This is the logical 

conclusion for those who read the text presupposing a possibility of an exception for remarriage. Thankfully, 

marriage in the Bible works differently, as long as there is no divorce, but we will address that in another text. 

Now we can approach the concept of the exception: 

If you give your wife a writing of divorce, causeth her to commit adultery. But in the case of sexual 

immorality on her part, you do not make her adulterous. 

 

You can see how everything gets inverted? You could argue that Jesus is thinking about the husband's illicit 

sexual relations, but that doesn't make sense in the context, as the focus is on the woman, and the "porneia" 

refers to her actions, not those of the husband. Therefore, if the interpretation of this exception is that it 

actually allows for divorce, it would simply mean that a person who has sinned is free to marry again. 

As Jesus is saying, without exception, that marrying a divorced woman results in adultery, then it cannot be 

possible for the exception clause to be an allowance for remarriage. So, what is the exception? 

The truth is that the interpretation is very close to what we said above. You see, Christ's concern is that the 

man who gives a certificate of divorce to his wife makes (ποιεῖ – a term not present in the other texts about 

adultery, and which is really relevant here) her commit adultery (after all, she will desire to marry, and she 



 

will). In the case of her prostituting herself and him giving the certificate of divorce, she does not become an 

adulteress because of him – for she already is one. The exception has to do with the man causing her to 

commit adultery, not with permission for remarriage.  

With this in mind, how would the translation of Matthew 5 look like? 

31 It hath been said, Whosoever shall put away his wife, let him give her a writing of divorcement: 

32 But I say unto you, That whosoever shall put away his wife, saving for the cause of her 

fornication, causeth her to commit adultery: and whosoever shall marry her that is divorced 

committeth adultery.  

 

Jesus is teaching men that, according to Deuteronomy 24, a woman will commit adultery if she remarries, 

and the man will be virtually guilty for not showing mercy (he will not have surpassed the righteousness of 

the Pharisees). However, if she engages in prostitution, and he gives her a writing of divorcement, he will not 

be the cause of her adultery, as she committed adultery beforehand by engaging in prostitution. Again, Jesus' 

focus is on a woman who engages in prostitution (not one who commits a specific act of adultery), and the 

exception clause looks forward in the text, not backward. Jesus is pointing out that the husband should still 

seek the woman as much as possible, and when it is no longer possible, by giving her the certificate of 

divorce, he will leave her to the adultery already present in her, not being the cause of it. Finally, however, he 

cannot remarry, as this is not even addressed in the text, and as we have seen, Matthew 19 shows that a 

man has no right to remarry after divorce even if the woman is engaging in prostitution. 

A man who gives a writing of divorcement to a woman, except in cases of prostitution, causes her to sin. Or, 

in other words, a man who gives a writing of divorcement to a woman makes her sin, except in cases of her 

prostitution. Fully in accordance with the law and very simple. The reason why people don't like this solution 

is that we want difficult solutions to make the work of specialists seem worthwhile - logically, specialists don't 

like simple things. 

Note: see the difference in emphasis between Matthew 5 and 19. In chapter 19, the point is that 

divorce renders you unable to remarry, which proves that the subject is not the same as in 

Matthew 5. In Matthew 5, the concern is that the man causes the woman to sin when he gives 

her a certificate of divorce. That's why God redeems Israel, because if He called them and then 

dismissed them, Israel would sin even more. 

 

Romans and 1 Corinthians 

For the woman which hath an husband is bound by the law to her husband so long as he liveth; 

but if the husband be dead, she is loosed from the law of her husband. 3 So then if, while her 

husband liveth, she be married to another man, she shall be called an adulteress: but if her 

husband be dead, she is free from that law; so that she is no adulteress, though she be married 

to another man. (Romans 7:2, 3) 

 

Paul is writing to the Gentiles, so it naturally sounds simpler (much like Mark and Luke). He makes a direct 

statement without exception (because there is none): the woman is bound to her husband as long as he lives! 

The only situation that allows for her to enter a new marriage is his death. This text is a rule, it doesn't allow 

for another interpretation. The "law of marriage" determines that both are one flesh, so the woman will be 

considered adulterous if she sleeps with another man (the reverse is not true, hence only the woman is 

mentioned – however, we will address this in a subsequent text). But there is one last major text in the New 

Testament where people try to grasp for proof that divorce allows for remarriage: 1 Corinthians 7. 

And unto the married I command, yet not I, but the Lord, Let not the wife depart from her husband: 

11 But and if she depart, let her remain unmarried or be reconciled to her husband: and let not 

the husband put away his wife. (1 Corinthians 7:10-11) 

 



 

First, it's quite simple: Paul is saying that the Lord commands a believing wife not to divorce her husband. 

However, contrary to this, he says that if the woman does divorce, she cannot remarry [let her remain 

unmarried], because the man from whom she separated is still her husband! The logic in this text is 

straightforward—Paul does not allow remarriage for the woman, but at most, a return to her husband. He 

wouldn't contradict Deuteronomy 24 or Romans 7 (which he himself wrote). Notice the focus on the woman: 

if she marries another man, she cannot return to her husband, reflecting the same perspective as 

Deuteronomy 24. 

But why did Paul give this instruction? That's also simple: the Corinthians were in the last days, under 

persecution, so it might be necessary for the wife to separate from her husband. That's why he adds more 

information afterward, saying that those who are married should live as if they were not (not in debauchery, 

but without the attachment they had before, as both could die, or one of them; thus, Paul seeks to free them 

from worries—1 Corinthians 7:28-32—this instruction from Paul only applied to that moment, as they were in 

the last days, making this advice irrelevant today, but instructive, considering places where the church is 

actively and physically persecuted). 

But to the rest speak I, not the Lord: If any brother hath a wife that believeth not, and she be 

pleased to dwell with him, let him not put her away. 13 And the woman which hath an husband 

that believeth not, and if he be pleased to dwell with her, let her not leave him. 14 For the 

unbelieving husband is sanctified by the wife, and the unbelieving wife is sanctified by the 

husband: else were your children unclean; but now are they holy. 15 But if the unbelieving depart, 

let him depart. A brother or a sister is not under bondage in such cases: but God hath called us 

to peace. (1 Corinthians 7:12-15) 

 

The most absurd thing of all is to suppose that being "called us to live in peace" presupposes remarriage, as 

some do. But let's see: Paul says that when the unbeliever departs, the believer is not bound in such 

circumstances, that is, not enslaved to the other party. This is relevant when we consider the initial context 

of 1 Corinthians 7, in which Paul asserts that the body of both the husband and the wife belongs to the spouse 

(v. 3-5). Now, if my body belongs to my wife and hers to me, I have the duty to sexually submit to her and 

vice versa (as in the case of Jacob with Rachel and Leah, since he did not protest against serving them 

sexually [see our text on the Marriage Contract]). This, of course, is a form of servitude.  

When the husband or wife leaves, I am no longer obligated to sexually fulfill that person. Similarly, when a 

man gives a certificate of divorce to his wife, he frees her from this servitude (although, of course, she cannot 

remarry). This means that he cannot demand sexual satisfaction from the woman to whom he has given a 

certificate of divorce—and neither is she obliged to satisfy him sexually. The final proof of this is that God has 

called these believers to peace (and not to another marriage). 

Paul is affirming: when your spouse leaves, do not go after them, and do not expect them to come back to 

you to use the right they have lost. You have been called to peace (therefore, do not quarrel over sexual 

rights). This becomes even stronger when we consider that the next verse begins with a "for" right at the 

beginning. 

For what knowest thou, O wife, whether thou shalt save thy husband? or how knowest thou, O 

man, whether thou shalt save thy wife? (1 Corinthians 7:16) 

 

Do not go after the one who left, thinking you can save the unbeliever! You were called to peace! - Paul says. 

It's in the text, plain and simple. 

The wife is bound by the law as long as her husband liveth; but if her husband be dead, she 

is at liberty to be married to whom she will; only in the Lord. 40 But she is happier if she so abide, 

after my judgment: and I think also that I have the Spirit of God. (1 Corinthians 7:39, 40) 

 

No, it's not if the husband leaves, nor if he is an unbeliever; it's if he dies that the woman can marry again! 

Only then can she enter into a new marriage. How can you contradict this clear statement that concludes the 



 

content of Chapter 7? Paul is not contradicting himself! As we have seen, everything is clear up to this point, 

for Scripture shows that God does not accept a woman who remarries after divorce. Thus, when the husband 

dies, he frees the woman. Therefore, Paul is relatively liberal, saying that there is no problem with divorce 

itself (as we have seen), but if one has divorced, they can only return to the spouse if they have not remarried 

(a situation in which they would be in adultery). 

One more observation: Paul emphasizes the happiness of the single widow because of what he has already 

said in the context: under persecution, marriage would bring more sorrows than joys. As we see, the Bible 

allows someone not to marry for reasons of 'personal happiness', therefore, it does not pressure anyone into 

marriage nor makes it a commandment as such. Making it a commandment is legalism (although I know that 

many will accuse us of legalism because of what we said against remarriage). 

Note: consider the case of Zacchaeus, his repentance led him to repay four times what he had 

stolen (Luke 19:1-10), according to the law (Exodus 22:1; 2 Samuel 12:6). What do you think a 

man married to a divorced woman before conversion should do? Or what should a man do who 

divorced and remarried before conversion? Does what happened "before conversion" not matter, 

or does repentance imply correcting what was wrong before? I leave it to the reader to ponder 

this responsibility. 

Soon we will also address Polygamy and Prostitution, topics that undoubtedly leave any Western heir of 

Greek philosophy and Roman law with their hair standing on end. 

CONCLUSION 

The Old Testament is clear in stating that divorce does not annul marriage; 

The New Testament, likewise, affirms the same thing; 

Therefore, divorce does not annul marriage, making remarriage after divorce adultery. 

 

Polygamy in the Law of God – Part 1 

 

The issue of male polygamy (a man with more than one wife) is recurrent in church history, with treatises 

ranging from contextual acceptance (such as Luther accepting and even approving a king's bigamy) to 

complete demonization of the subject (as seen in much of the medieval church). However, rarely do we see 

a comprehensive treatment of the subject in terms of God's Law and Scripture - something we aim to address 

by examining the topic throughout the entire Scripture. 

However, most who venture to address the topic immediately assume that family unhappiness came about 

because of polygamy and therefore conclude that such events must be a way for God to teach that polygamy 

causes conflicts (Jacob), breaks promises (Abraham), or goes against God's ideal in creation (Adam and 

Eve). All of these assumptions prove flawed not only due to cultural context (which we will address in part 2) 

but also by ignoring and breaking all the principles of biblical interpretation established by these same authors 

who oppose male polygamy. 

After all, polygamy is a characteristic of "Christian" sects (Mormonism) or false religions (Islam), as well as a 

cultural element of ancient peoples among whom Israel found itself (Egypt?). We will address these questions 

in the second part, while in this part we will focus solely on polygamy in the Torah, or the first five books of 

the Bible. 

And the rib, which the Lord God had taken from man, made he a woman, and brought her unto 

the man. 23 And Adam said, This is now bone of my bones, and flesh of my flesh: she shall be 

called Woman, because she was taken out of Man. 24 Therefore shall a man leave his father and 

his mother, and shall cleave unto his wife: and they shall be one flesh. (Genesis 2:22-24) 

 

GENESIS 2 - ADAM AND EVE 



 

The first event noted is that God created one woman and not two for Adam. Then - concludes the monogamist 

- God did not allow Adam to marry more than one woman (in his mind, if God allowed Adam to marry two, 

logically, He should allow two husbands for the woman). The fact is that in the law, we clearly see the 

prohibition for a woman to have two husbands, but never for a husband to have two wives (Deuteronomy 

21:15; 24:1-4; Exodus 21:9, 10; Leviticus 20:10). However, below, we will consider the subject from weaker 

to stronger points. 

 

The minimum required 

It ignores the clear context of the creation of Adam and Eve, who were created not only alone but in their 

minimal capacity (without children, without a home, without clothes, without eating meat, etc.), so that 

although today we use clothes, eat meat, and have homes and children (to the point of finding it absurd not 

to have some of these things - 1 Timothy 6:8a), they were not established in the creation of man. We must 

understand, therefore, that if God allowed man to have multiple wives later, it was because in creation, God's 

intention was to show that even a man with nothing can have, at least, one wife. 

 

The structure of an order 

Another problem is that orders are given in the singular. Look at God's commandments in general and see 

which ones are in the plural. You will notice that every command of God is in the singular, which clearly 

explains the command to unite with the woman in the text. "Thou shalt not kill" (do not murder), "Thou shalt 

not steal" (do not steal), etc., are always in the singular. However, the best example is "love thy neighbor" 

(Leviticus 19:18). Should I assume that because the commandment commands me to love only one neighbor 

(in the singular), I cannot love more people? Well, of course, the commandment is written like this because 

in the worst condition you are in, it is possible for you to love your neighbor (help an individual), and also to 

prevent abstractions from those who claim to love humanity (something impossible humanly). God knows we 

are limited, and He always orders in the context of the minimum required. 

Note: Indeed, even the commandment to honor father and mother emphasizes singularizing the 

parental figures, avoiding abstractions: "Honor your father and mother," not "your parents," 

proving, in any case, that a commandment of God is singular. 

 

The mercy of an order 

However, suppose that God commanded a man, in this text, in the following way: 

Therefore a man shall leave his father and his mother, and shall cleave unto his wives, and they 

shall be one flesh 

We would be demanding that men marry, at a minimum, with two women! God created Adam with nothing to 

show that even someone living in nature, without possessions, can at least have a wife, and if He created 

two women for Adam, He would be teaching us to burden individuals heavily. God made the world this way 

is the best way to allow polygamous marriage without lacking in mercy. 

 

One flesh 

It's funny that in our mindset, inherited from the Greeks, "one flesh" is seen as equal to 1 + 1. In the biblical 

mindset, it has never been like that. A man becomes one flesh with however many women he joins; for 

example, every time a man joins with a (cult) prostitute, he becomes one flesh with her (1 Corinthians 6:16 - 

not for a lifetime, as there is no contract). Now, if it is like this, why can't "one flesh" include two women and 

one man? Thus, they will all be one flesh, but with a marriage contract. We cannot deny that this contract 

was real with Abraham and Sarah, Hagar and Keturah, as well as with Jacob, Rachel, and Leah. All of them 

were one flesh with their wives, regardless of whether there were three or two (Deuteronomy 21:15). 

 



 

Wife Bound to the Husband 

It should raise suspicions that when Paul speaks of marriage, he always mentions that "the wife is bound to 

her husband" (Romans 7:2, 3; 1 Corinthians 7:39), but not that "the husband is bound to his wife." The issue 

is that Genesis 2 shows the reason: it is the man who joins "to his wife," therefore, the woman is "his," while 

he is not "hers," clearly establishing the marriage contract with freedom for the man and restriction for the 

woman. It is in this reasoning that Paul will always say that a woman can only remarry when her husband 

dies, but he never says this of the husband (Romans 7:2, 3; 1 Corinthians 7:39). 

 

Interpretative Tradition 

A great mistake looms over men who want to interpret Scripture from the history of the church, ignoring that 

Scripture itself establishes an interpretative tradition. Look, David interpreted passages from the Torah, so 

his interpretation is our tradition. In the same way, other prophets of God interpreted key passages of the 

Law that became clear because of them. Thus, we must assume that, since this text is one of those found in 

beginning of the scroll of the law, there was a great prophetic or theological tradition in the OT proving that 

its pointing was towards monogamy. However, this does not happen, and it does not happen because this 

text did not prove anything about monogamy. 

See the case of David and Solomon. Both had the daily reading of the law for them (Deuteronomy 17:18), 

and David even said that he meditated on it day and night (Psalms 1; 19; 119); how did he, enlightened by 

the Spirit of God, see in the law the revelation of Jesus Christ or that God did not desire sacrifices (Psalms 

40:6; 51:16, 17) even though the Law repeatedly mentioned the need for them, but did not notice the most 

basic of basics in a reading that, as it is now shown, would be extremely simple? 

David, furthermore, had at least eight wives (Michal, Ahinoam, Abigail, Maacah, Haggith, Abital, Eglah, 

Bathsheba [the latter being the result of adultery, but not the others, interesting, isn't it?]), and he never 

noticed this? Even Solomon, when he fails to follow God's Law that limited the king's wives (Deuteronomy 

17:17), has his mistake clearly pointed out, being contrasted with David, who kept many women without 

straying (1 Kings 11:4). Now, what does the interpretative tradition of this text (along with the rest of the Law) 

point us to? It seems quite simple. 

Believers vehemently assert that no one (relevant) in the tradition or history of the church defended male 

polygamy, and suddenly, the "Xénos" and the "Magos" come to defend this? The question can be turned 

around: no one ever defended monogamy in the interpretative history of Scripture (from the OT and NT 

themselves), and suddenly, Greek and Roman believers (quite suggestive since they were monogamous) 

start defending monogamy? 

 

The Shadow and the Reality 

Finally, this text has a reason to be as it is that goes beyond itself. Fulfilling the fact that God announced the 

end from the beginning (Isaiah 46:10), Adam was a shadow of Christ (1 Corinthians 15:45-49). Now, the best 

way to literally symbolize the unity of the church was if God gave Adam only one wife. If God were to give 

Adam two wives, it would teach us a confusing message through the shadows of the Old Testament, 

suggesting to us that the Church could be double, without unity, or with permission to dispute among 

themselves (since two sisters enter into dispute if married to the same man [Leviticus 18:18]). The text is 

clear and does not compromise any message if we read it as God taught us to read His Law: by comparing 

it with itself (1 Timothy 1:8). 

Note: Further below, we will see the case of Hagar and Sarah (as seen in Galatians), showing 

that the message conveyed by both is that Hagar foreshadows the Israel that persecuted the 

Church, while Sarah foreshadows the Israel that is free and persecuted. Therefore, if in a perfect 

world God were to give Adam two wives, it would symbolize through them bizarre things, such as 

the probability of cohesion between ancient Judaism and Christianity or the potential division 

within Christianity – something absurd. 



 

Genesis 2 does not prove anything against polygamy; rather, it even presupposes it, given the need for the 

text to express other information beyond that. 

 

GENESIS 4 – LAMECH, WICKED POLYGAMIST 

Lamech is the first man recorded in Scripture to practice polygamy. Many assume that because he was 

wicked (having apparently killed two people, or we have a parallelism), everything he did in this regard is 

sinful. But a question arises: although I am not saved by what I do, can I act in accordance with the law in 

particular matters? Let's see how to deal with the passages regarding this issue: 

And Lamech took unto him two wives: the name of the one was Adah, and the name of the other 

Zillah. (Genesis 4:19) 

 

Now, the men might say: "God is implying that polygamy is a sin; look, Lamech was a wicked man, and look 

what he did." Yes, Lamech was a murderer (Genesis 4:23), but does that mean he was an adulterer? 

Furthermore, contradicting the interpretative tradition of the Old Testament clearly ignores the context of 

Lamech's wicked offspring: 

And Adah bare Jabal: he was the father of such as dwell in tents, and of such as have cattle. 21 

And his brother's name was Jubal: he was the father of all such as handle the harp and organ. 22 

And Zillah, she also bare Tubalcain, an instructer of every artificer in brass and iron (Genesis 

4:20-22). 

 

Wicked sons of the wicked produced: tents and domestication of cattle, two musical instruments, and work 

with brass and iron. Conclusion: to domesticate cattle, play these two instruments, and work with iron and 

bronze is sin! Wonderful! Of course not, because you know how to separate wickedness from action. We 

could even invert it: if Lamech had only one wife (like many wicked men out there...), what would that prove 

against monogamy? Nothing! The difference is that I, a polygamist, have the honesty to recognize when a 

particular text does not serve to defend or oppose something... 

 

GENESIS 6 – NOAH, THE SECOND ADAM 

We've already cited a text (1 Corinthians 15:45-49) which says that Jesus is the last Adam (not the second), 

for Christ, in reality, is the one who does everything that Adam couldn't do: He redeems, gives life, rules the 

world, etc. Wouldn't it be obvious that if Christ is the last, there must be other "adams" between Adam and 

Christ? Even the neo-Calvinists acknowledge this! (Just read the book by Morales to notice). It's obvious that 

the representative role of Noah, who is a Christ before Christ, needs to take into account the only wife he 

had. The Church was saved because of Noah; he was the righteous man (the first in Scripture – Genesis 

6:9), therefore, representing that he would save the world by his righteousness (doesn't it remind you of 

something?). 

Moreover, remember that Genesis 6 takes place in a context of intense wickedness, after women had become 

corrupt (Genesis 6:2-4). If Noah was a righteous man, and all the other women in the world died, then all of 

them must have been wicked! Would you want a righteous man to marry one of those corrupt women? Clearly 

not, or it wouldn't be fair anymore. 

 

GENESIS 16, 21 AND 25 – ABRAHAM, SARAH, HAGAR AND KETURAH 

And Sarai said to Abram, "Behold now, the Lord has prevented me from bearing children. Go in to my servant; 

it may be that I shall obtain children by her." And Abram listened to the voice of Sarai. So, after Abram had 

lived ten years in the land of Canaan, Sarai, Abram's wife, took Hagar the Egyptian, her servant, and gave 

her to Abram her husband as a wife. And he went in to Hagar, and she conceived. And when she saw that 

she had conceived, she looked with contempt on her mistress. (Genesis 16:2-4) 



 

There are so many misconceptions about this that it's hard to know where to start. Let's start from the 

'beginning.' God had promised Abram that he would have offspring. This offspring would not be from a servant 

of Abram (Genesis 15:2-4), but someone who would come from Abram himself. Here, many suppose that 

Abram should understand the message and assume it would come from Sarai (Sarah). However, this reading 

is foolish, considering that the maidservants who bore children were counted as having borne them for their 

mistresses (see Genesis 30:1-24 [especially v. 6]). So, wouldn't it be nonsensical for Abram to imagine that 

his offspring would come from a servant of Sarai? Indeed, Sarai herself understands this in the above text. 

Do you think Abram failed to understand that God's promise would be fulfilled through Sarah? No, he didn't 

fail; it was necessary for it to be so (see below): 

 

Hagar, a Concubine by Right 

See how God deals with Hagar in all circumstances: 

1 - After fleeing from home: 

7 And the angel of the Lord found her by a fountain of water in the wilderness, by the fountain in 

the way to Shur. 8 And he said, Hagar, Sarai's maid, whence camest thou? and whither wilt thou 

go? And she said, I flee from the face of my mistress Sarai. 9 And the angel of the Lord said unto 

her, Return to thy mistress, and submit thyself under her hands. 10 And the angel of the Lord said 

unto her, I will multiply thy seed exceedingly, that it shall not be numbered for multitude. 11 And 

the angel of the Lord said unto her, Behold, thou art with child and shalt bear a son, and shalt call 

his name Ishmael; because the Lord hath heard thy affliction. (Genesis 16:7-11) 

Compare this with when a sin was committed: 

Howbeit, because by this deed thou hast given great occasion to the enemies of the Lord to 

blaspheme, the child also that is born unto thee shall surely die. (2 Samuel 12:14) 

Having committed adultery with Bathsheba (Abram did not commit adultery?), God doesn't even accept giving 

a name to the child born of this sinful relationship (and causes the child to die at seven days old, to prevent 

circumcision [2 Samuel 12:18]). Instead, He promises that the child will die, even with Bathsheba suffering 

greatly – having already lost her true husband. Now, God does not contradict Himself; either Hagar's child is 

the result of adultery, or it's just one of those things permitted by God (concubinage). 

2 - After being driven out of the house: 

12 And God said unto Abraham, Let it not be grievous in thy sight because of the lad, and because 

of thy bondwoman; in all that Sarah hath said unto thee, hearken unto her voice; for in Isaac shall 

thy seed be called. 13 And also of the son of the bondwoman will I make a nation, because he is 

thy seed. (Genesis 21:12, 13) 

15 And the water was spent in the bottle, and she cast the child under one of the shrubs. 16 And 

she went, and sat her down over against him a good way off, as it were a bow shot: for she said, 

Let me not see the death of the child. And she sat over against him, and lift up her voice, and 

wept. 17 And God heard the voice of the lad; and the angel of God called to Hagar out of heaven, 

and said unto her, What aileth thee, Hagar? fear not; for God hath heard the voice of the lad 

where he is. 18 Arise, lift up the lad, and hold him in thine hand; for I will make him a great nation. 

(Genesis 21:15-18) 

 

People tend to believe that Abraham doubted God's promise by lying with Hagar, but the text is so clear that 

it should leave no doubts: God's promise was intended for any descendant of Abraham (Genesis 21:13). 

God's goal was to bless any descendant of Abraham to become a great nation, not just Isaac. It was Hagar 

who did not yet understand God's promise, which extended to both Isaac and Ishmael. However, God had 

promised that Ishmael would not die before becoming great. Therefore, unlike what He did with David, God 

understood that Hagar was Abraham's concubine by right, and thus blessed her along with her son. 



 

Note: Many argue here that this was out of God's mercy, which is pure falsehood. Hagar was 

blessed and Ishmael grew up because God said he was Abraham's descendant, and God 

promised to bless the offspring, whoever it was. Therefore, God fulfilled a promise and did not 

bless an act of sin. 

 

The Shadow of the Old Testament and the Reality in the New Testament 

24 Which things are an allegory: for these are the two covenants; the one from the mount Sinai, 

which gendereth to bondage, which is Agar. 25 For this Agar is mount Sinai in Arabia, and 

answereth to Jerusalem which now is, and is in bondage with her children. 26 But Jerusalem 

which is above is free, which is the mother of us all. 27 For it is written, Rejoice, thou barren that 

bearest not; break forth and cry, thou that travailest not: for the desolate hath many more children 

than she which hath an husband. 28 Now we, brethren, as Isaac was, are the children of promise. 

29 But as then he that was born after the flesh persecuted him that was born after the Spirit, even 

so it is now. 30 Nevertheless what saith the scripture? Cast out the bondwoman and her son: for 

the son of the bondwoman shall not be heir with the son of the freewoman. 31 So then, brethren, 

we are not children of the bondwoman, but of the free. (Galatians 4:24-31) 

 

Why did Abraham need to expel Hagar from home? Because Ishmael persecuted Isaac (Genesis 21:9). What 

Paul shows is that this had a clear message: Hagar, being a slave and able to give birth without the need for 

the Holy Spirit, bore a son who persecuted the one born by the power of the Holy Spirit (this is the contrast 

between flesh and Spirit here). Since Hagar did not need divine intervention, her lineage was carnal and 

blessed by God's promise to Abraham (I know, the text says that only one is of the promise, hold your 

thumbs). 

Hagar could have children by Abraham without God's promise, meaning just by being with Abraham. 

However, Sarah could only have a child from Abraham through a miracle, and miracles are fulfillments of 

promises. Therefore, the true Child of the Promise is Isaac, not Ishmael. 

Hagar prefigures Jerusalem, which persecuted believers, the Jews who hated Christianity, even though they 

were actual descendants (according to the flesh) of Abraham. Note the need to understand the shadows and 

figures of the Old Testament: Isaac, from whom the nation of Israel came, is understood to have fathered 

children of the flesh, while believers, who have no blood relation to the Jews, are the true children of Abraham. 

Was there any mistake on Abraham's part? Without the Law, there is no sin, but the Genesis story foresees 

certain things that would later be adopted in the Law. Deuteronomy 21 provides that the firstborn son should 

receive all privileges, not the one who comes afterwards, in the case of a man who has two wives (we'll get 

to the text). The truth is that Abraham ended up prioritizing Isaac (obviously it was a miracle), so in such 

circumstances, there was unnecessary conflict between Sarah and Hagar because Abraham's priority should 

have been the firstborn son. 

 

Was there any mistake on Abraham's part? 

Without the Law, there is no sin, but the Genesis story foresees certain things that would later be adopted in 

the Law. Deuteronomy 21 provides that the firstborn son should receive all privileges, not the one who comes 

afterwards, in the case of a man who has two wives (we'll get to the text). The truth is that Abraham ended 

up prioritizing Isaac (obviously it was a miracle), so in such circumstances, there was unnecessary conflict 

between Sarah and Hagar because Abraham's priority should have been the firstborn son (as Jacob with 

Leah). 

 

Keturah, Abraham's third wife  

The funny part is that, as we only focus on disasters and problems, we don't notice that Abraham had another 

wife besides Sarah and Hagar. In fact, the case is so peaceful that there are no issues in the text. And 



 

Abraham, of course, wanted to be the father of many nations. If it depended only on Isaac for that, it would 

be somewhat complicated... 

Then again Abraham took a wife, and her name was Keturah. 2 And she bare him Zimran, and 

Jokshan, and Medan, and Midian, and Ishbak, and Shuah. 3 And Jokshan begat Sheba, and 

Dedan. And the sons of Dedan were Asshurim, and Letushim, and Leummim. 4 And the sons of 

Midian; Ephah, and Epher, and Hanoch, and Abidah, and Eldaah. All these were the children of 

Keturah. 5 And Abraham gave all that he had unto Isaac. 6 But unto the sons of the concubines, 

which Abraham had, Abraham gave gifts, and sent them away from Isaac his son, while he yet 

lived, eastward, unto the east country. (Genesis 25:1-6) 

 

This text is used to say that the reason polygamy was tolerated in the Law was for the Earth (the world) to 

be populated. And it's true that here we have such a circumstance, explaining well the reason for Abraham 

sending all the sons to the East. The big problem that arises is that, after the world was populated (back in 

Deuteronomy...), we still see not only permissions for polygamous marriages but even the defense of them 

(and this throughout the Scripture). It's not possible that no prophet or sage noticed that the world already 

had “enough” people... 

 

Sara, an example of a submissive wife 

In 1 Peter 3:6, Sara is mentioned (basically the only woman in the Old Testament mentioned as an example 

of submission). The question is that, being an example of submission and seeking these practical examples 

in the Old Testament, we basically find 3 moments: 

1 - Sara calling Abraham "lord" (not mere cordiality, otherwise, it would not make sense for Peter to point that 

out - we will see this in our text about family).  

2 - Sara omits information at Abraham's command (we will also address this in another text).  

3 - Sara, thinking about God's plan, submits to Abraham and gives him Hagar as a concubine so that, 

submitting to Abraham, she may have a child.  

Now, women find Sara's example of submission very beautiful, but they never stop to think about how she 

actively exercised this submission. In this last case, she submitted knowing that she should give Abraham 

(her lord) descendants and, therefore, did not become an obstacle for Abraham to have another woman.  

How many women from the biblical femininity movements would have the courage to do this? Certainly none, 

because they are focused on a model of woman that deviates from the standard stipulated in the Scriptures. 

 

Abraham's burial 

Having our great patriarch expired, where would he be buried?  

(a) With Hagar, who left years ago?  

(b) With Keturah, whom he sent to the East contributing to the population of the Earth?  

(c) With Sarah, who was not sent away but was kept together because of Isaac?  

I leave the answer to the reader. 

 

GENESIS 29, 30 – JACOB, RACHEL AND BILHAH, LEAH AND ZILPAH 

The text is too long to put it here, so I suggest you read Genesis 29 and 30. 

 



 

Disputes, the argument of the minimum 

How many times have you heard: "God prohibits polygamous marriages because they cause problems"? I 

want to know when, in a place where there are more people, there are fewer problems? These same people 

often argue that a woman should have about 4 or 5 children... forgetting that when there are more people 

under the same roof, there will be more problems. But hypocrisy doesn't allow them to notice that they use 

different standards. 

Furthermore, they start from the wrong premise to interpret the text. After all, if Jacob had many problems 

because he married two sisters, it's because polygamous marriages are being discouraged, isn't it? Tell that 

to the text of Leviticus 18:18: 

Neither shalt thou take a wife to her sister, to vex her, to uncover her nakedness, beside the 

other in her life time. 

 

Jacob spent his life cheating, so Laban gave him a problem for life: he would have two women who would 

always be rivals because they are sisters. Jacob knew he suffered, but he couldn't go back. He married 

Leah (whom he didn't want), but his contract was for Rachel. 

Note: The text of Leviticus 18 has undergone a significant reinterpretation. Many force a 

translation like this: "And you shall not take another woman with your wife," but such a translation 

completely ignores the term [ָ ותאֹח - āḥôṯ] (sister), used several times in the Law in this clear sense 

(Genesis 4:22; 12:19; Genesis 24:59; Leviticus 18:11-13 [in the same context]). Not to mention 

that the concept of "becoming a rival" is present not only in Leviticus but also in the story of Jacob, 

perfectly summarized in this verse (and in Ezekiel 23, which we will return to later). 

The bizarre thing about all this is that in the history of theology, the Church Fathers (terrible at biblical 

interpretation) always thought that Jacob married two women because of "his appetites and passions," when 

in fact Jacob hardly shows strong sexual desires, being constantly pursued by the two women: the ones filled 

with "passions" in the text are Leah and Rachel, not Jacob, who is not recorded as seeking relations with all 

of them at the same time – he only wanted Rachel, and ended up with 4 women in his house. 

Speaking of four women, even though Jacob had relations with Rachel and Leah's maidservants, do we see 

any rivalry between them? No, of course not, because the maidservants were not sisters, nor were they 

sisters of their mistresses. They also didn't enter into a situation like Hagar, who had conflict because of 

Ishmael and Isaac, and the attention and contempt of Sarah. Therefore, what is the lesson from Jacob's life 

with Rachel and Leah? Never marry two sisters, you will have problems. 

Note one detail: are all of Jacob's sons treated as bastards or as the founders of the nation of Israel? If they 

were bastards, they could not be sons (Deuteronomy 23:2). 

 

Jacob’s Burial 

Jacob died and was buried next to Leah (Genesis 49:31, 32; 50:13), his first wife. So – as the squeaky-clean 

Roman believers deduce – God only recognized Leah as Jacob's true wife. They just forgot to mention that 

Rachel died far away from where Jacob was, making it impossible for her to be buried elsewhere (Genesis 

48:7; 35:16-20). Where did Leah die? We don't know, but close enough to be buried in Machpelah, the place 

where Abraham and Isaac were buried, which would be relevant to the Promised Land (and Israel's story 

begins from this field...). Furthermore, even if burial with the first wife carried a relevant message, it would 

only be in relation to what the Law would later state in Deuteronomy 21, showing that even if we do not love 

the first wife, we should not deprive her of her rights. Remember that we do not guide ourselves by subliminal 

messages, leave that to conspiracy theorists and traditionalists regarding monogamy. 

 

GENESIS IN GENERAL 



 

We notice two characters in Genesis who were monogamous (I won't even argue about Esau's polygamy, 

because they'll say He’s wicked, as they do with Lamech…), they were: Isaac and Joseph. As observed at 

the beginning of the text, there is no 'moral' obligation for polygamous marriage, in fact, there is no 'moral' 

obligation for marriage at all (see the text about The Marriage Contract). So, it is only natural for Isaac to 

have been practically monogamous. Moreover, there are several texts that say Isaac frequently conflicted 

with Rebekah, indicating that their marriage would have been troubled... interesting, isn't it? No man needs 

to justify the reason for having a single wife (just as being a eunuch or having none). It's none of our business, 

and the biblical text remains silent on it. 

Joseph is a special case, as he was a ruler in Egypt and Egypt was a monogamous nation (despite tolerating 

concubinage). How about that? Of the clear cases of monogamy in Genesis, 50% (of the clear cases) can 

be explained by the cultural environment… quite suspicious, isn't it? We'll return to this topic in the next text. 

We can clearly conclude that Genesis offers no message against polygamy. Below, we'll move on to Exodus. 

 

EXODUS 1 – MULTIPLICATION 

10 Come on, let us deal wisely with them; lest they multiply, and it come to pass, that, when there 

falleth out any war, they join also unto our enemies, and fight against us, and so get them up out 

of the land. 11 Therefore they did set over them taskmasters to afflict them with their burdens. 

And they built for Pharaoh treasure cities, Pithom and Raamses. 12 But the more they afflicted 

them, the more they multiplied and grew. And they were grieved because of the children of Israel. 

(Exodus 1:10-12) 

 

Pharaoh was clever. He knew that a polygamous people would grow more than the Egyptians (Jz 8:30), who 

were monogamous. Peoples inclined towards polygamy multiply more, as a man can have more wives and 

impregnate more women than one woman can bear children (cf. Jz 8:30). What we consider a miracle in 

Exodus is the normal means for a people to maintain multiplication. But Pharaoh's greatest cleverness lay in 

something that nowadays nobody seems to pay attention to: he sought to put men to work more outside the 

home, avoiding their relationships as much as possible... poor thing, this works in a monogamous world, 

where the job market will naturally decrease the tendency to be interested in having children, but it doesn't 

work in a polygamous world, where a man can rely, for example, on two women to take care of the children, 

depending less on him (among the Jews, women were the ones who cared for the children - Pv 14:1; 29:15). 

Interesting, isn't it? 

Then Pharaoh orders that baby boys be killed (not girls) - Ex 1:15-17 - because, clearly, he wanted to control 

the number of people being born in the long term. Now, the fact that only boys were killed proves the point 

again: a woman takes longer to bear children, so he would equalize the number of people between the 

Egyptians and the Hebrews (Ex 1:7), so that the Hebrews would remain at a lower reproduction rate. Now, if 

the issue were simply to kill all newborns, Pharaoh could simply have ordered the killing of all babies, 

something he clearly did not do. 

 

EXODUS 6 – BIRTH IN ERROR (A CONTRAST) 

In Exodus 6:20, we see that Moses and Aaron were born to Jochebed, the aunt of Amram, and his wife. Wait, 

aunt and wife? According to God's law, such a relationship is prohibited (Leviticus 20:19) — God forbids the 

relationship that brought Moses into existence. Thus, even the relationship that gave rise to Moses's life 

is clearly prohibited, but we do not see a prohibition of polygamy. These men who come to accuse us of sin 

are digging into the Bible for subliminal messages against polygamy (as is the case with an article in Desiring 

God, which literally says this), taking texts out of their contexts, and asserting what the Bible never affirms. 

What happened to "the clearer texts interpret the more obscure ones?" — in this matter, do you abandon this 

principle? 

 

EXODUS 20:14 – YOU SHAL NOT COMMIT ADULTERY 



 

In the same law that allows having two wives (Deuteronomy 21...), it is written that adultery is prohibited. Do 

these men who see monogamy in everything think that God is schizophrenic? God says that the adulterer 

must die (Leviticus 20:10), so how, in sound conscience, would male polygamy be adultery if no one in the 

relationship dies because of sin according to the law? 

Think about it this way: Moses, who received this commandment from God, did not see any conflict between 

it and a man having multiple wives. Such a thing would be absurd because it would be a clear, direct 

contradiction that wouldn't require the New Testament to be known. The commandment is clear and must be 

understood as it was conceived (by God). If, when God said this, the concept included polygamy and 

concubinage, it cannot, after 2000 years of being written, mean something different. I know many may say, 

with the air of superiority that only a liberal would have, that in the New Testament Jesus clarified this, 

revealing Himself to also be against polygamy. I didn't read that part in the New Testament, however, if that's 

true, and if the law did not sufficiently clarify the concept, then the Law was not competent to teach about 

Christ and God, nor to express the nature of God (as these same theologians say), because it lacked a new 

word that said that what was allowed before is no longer allowed, based on the same words. 

But let's do another mental exercise: suppose I am a faithful believer with two wives, believing I am not 

committing adultery. Suddenly, Christ says that having two wives is adultery. Would I go to hell, that's the only 

explanation. Unless, of course, these men suppose that if I'm already married then there's nothing to be 

done, and I won't go to hell (even if I'm having sex with two women... that seems suspicious, doesn't it?). 

Would I have gone from being a friend of God to an enemy of God, or would I remain a friend? 

In these matters, the wildcard answer is always: "it was because God had mercy." We'll see more about this 

argument ahead. 

 

EXODUS 21 – IF I GET ANOTHER WIFE? 

9 And if he have betrothed her unto his son, he shall deal with her after the manner of daughters. 

10 If he take him another wife; her food, her raiment, and her duty of marriage, shall he not 

diminish. (Exodus 21:9, 10) 

 

The father gave his son a wife and then another one. Wow, Moses, right after prohibiting adultery, you're 

going to authorize a father to give his son two wives? Wouldn't it be better to say that whoever is already in 

such a situation should stay that way, but from now on, all of this is adultery? What's even more interesting 

is that both women have marital rights, which puts both the husband and the wife in servitude, meaning they 

must be ready to give their sexual strength to each other when necessary. 

Here I will also address another point: the text is not regulating polygamy for it is something bad. The law is 

fulfilled in love; if a man loves the women he has properly, he will not diminish the provisions or marital rights 

of the first. What the Law aims to do is protect the first wife from possible unlove from the husband, and it 

does not mean at any point that by regulating this, polygamy is a sin—it's the same as saying that because 

the law regulates weights, the sale of products is a sin. 

 

EXODUS 22 – MANDATORY MARRIAGE? 

16 And if a man entice a maid that is not betrothed, and lie with her, he shall surely endow her to 

be his wife. 17 If her father utterly refuse to give her unto him, he shall pay money according to 

the dowry of virgins. (Exodus 22:16-17) 

 

For some Puritans, mere flirting made marriage obligatory. Thankfully, God never listened to the Puritans to 

establish His laws. Here we have a mandatory marriage that may not become marriage if the father so 

desires. Clearly, even sex does not create a forced covenant between man and woman, but note below: 



 

Did you notice that the man is not killed? I thought the wages of sin were death... but here we don't have 

death, we have something else, because the man did not commit adultery, and for this reason the text does 

not even consider whether he was married before or not. If he is married and lies with a girl who lives under 

her father's authority, then he is obliged to marry her (unless the father refuses). Oh, well. Adultery? No, the 

possibility of a marriage added to the first. 

If Exodus does not prohibit polygamous marriage, then I must assume that such texts allow themselves to 

be practiced in a context of polygamy. It's obvious. However, note that not much is said, as polygamous 

marriage is already taken for granted, similar to what happens in Leviticus: 

 

LEVITICUS 18 - DO NOT LIE WITH YOUR SISTER (CONTRAST) 

9 The nakedness of thy sister, the daughter of thy father, or daughter of thy mother, whether she 

be born at home, or born abroad, even their nakedness thou shalt not uncover. (Leviticus 18:9) 

11 And Abraham said, Because I thought, Surely the fear of God is not in this place; and they will 

slay me for my wife's sake. 12 And yet indeed she is my sister; she is the daughter of my 

father, but not the daughter of my mother; and she became my wife. (Genesis 20:11-12) 

 

Could Abraham and Sarah's crisis have been caused by this? We do not know, but what we do know is that 

God prohibited even this type of marriage, practiced by Abraham, but did not prohibit polygamy. How can we 

accept such a poor interpretation of Scripture as monogamists do? If God wanted to, He would have forbidden 

polygamy, and Leviticus 18 was a good opportunity. Note, however, that Amnon sinned by lying with Tamar 

by breaking this prohibition in the Law; we have a clear example that Amnon was punished with death, even 

though the one who killed him sinned in the act (this will be discussed later). 

The nakedness of thy father's wife's daughter, begotten of thy father, she is thy sister, thou shalt 

not uncover her nakedness. (Leviticus 18:11) 

 

Perhaps your father has another wife, besides the first, so the biblical text already prohibits your relationship 

with your sister, even if only on your father's side. 

Neither shalt thou take a wife to her sister, to vex her, to uncover her nakedness, beside the other 

in her life time. (Leviticus 18:18) 

 

We have already explained this text, but it is worth noting two details here... 

In the best chance to prohibit polygamy, the biblical text merely issues a warning (without a death penalty) 

that marrying two sisters would bring problems for a man – not marrying two women in general. This is as 

close as the text gets to saying that any polygamous marriage is a sin. 

Furthermore, the second part of the verse " uncover her nakedness, beside the other in her life time" suggests 

that polygamous intercourse could involve two (or more) women at the same time (which is the sense of [" על 

- before", "next to", "upon", “besides”] in this context, indicating the physical proximity of the two while naked 

– this is also the same interpretation found in the LXX of this text. The phrase "every woman is either bipolar 

or 'bisexual'" is somewhat humorous to hear, expressing a certain truth. However, the text cannot remain 

hanging in the air, proving that, despite claims that this was culturally uncommon, it was never prohibited (if 

you read our text on Polygamy in the New Testament, you will see the explanation of "women abandoning 

natural relations" in Romans 1). 

 

LEVITICUS 19 – DIFFERENT PENALTIES 



 

20 And whosoever lieth carnally with a woman, that is a bondmaid, betrothed to an husband, and 

not at all redeemed, nor freedom given her; she shall be scourged; they shall not be put to death, 

because she was not free. 21 And he shall bring his trespass offering unto the Lord, unto the door 

of the tabernacle of the congregation, even a ram for a trespass offering. (Leviticus 19:20, 21) 

 

The man is guilty of sin, but since the woman was a slave (meaning she already had a law upon her 

shoulders), God does not allow them to be punished with death, so only flogging and offering for sin (the 

death of an animal) are required. But notice how the situation changes: now, if a man lies with a betrothed 

slave woman, there is already a penalty... but nothing for polygamy. 

 

LEVITICUS 20 – PENALTIE FOR ADULTERY 

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. (Leviticus 

20:10) 

 

How many innocent men have wrongly died based on this text! The text only punishes with death if a man 

lies with another man's wife, and since sin is the transgression of God's law (1 John 3:4), we cannot assume 

that the text condemns as sin a man who lies with a woman who belongs to him (or who is not yet, but may 

be). Naturally, the explanation is clear, there is no adultery committed between a man and two women who 

already belong to him. To contradict this is to contradict the clear texts of God's Law, as well as the less clear 

ones. 

 

LEVITICUS 20 – MAN WITH MAN NOT... BUT TWO WOMEN CAN 

If a man also lie with mankind, as he lieth with a woman, both of them have committed an 

abomination: they shall surely be put to death; their blood shall be upon them. (Leviticus 20:13) 

 

Not everyone notices what is missing in a text. Notice that neither Leviticus 20 (nor 18) condemns the 

relationship between two women. After all, in polygamy, do you think a man lies with one at a time? Thus, the 

text shows that if a woman marries two men, she is adulterous and the man is a sodomite. On the other hand, 

there is no need to prohibit a man with two women or two women lying together, because in polygamy, two 

women will certainly lie with their husband at the same time! It is clear that the text simply allows women to 

lie together because they will be married to a single man! Leviticus teaches quite a lot by contrast. 

 

NUMBERS 5 – JEALOUSY 

Proving that all texts directly and indirectly approve of male polygamy, we come to this one, which is the only 

one that describes jealousy in complete detail: 

12 Speak unto the children of Israel, and say unto them, If any man's wife go aside, and commit 

a trespass against him, 13 And a man lie with her carnally, and it be hid from the eyes of her 

husband, and be kept close, and she be defiled, and there be no witness against her, neither she 

be taken with the manner; 14 And the spirit of jealousy come upon him, and he be jealous of his 

wife, and she be defiled: or if the spirit of jealousy come upon him, and he be jealous of his wife, 

and she be not defiled: 15 Then shall the man bring his wife unto the priest, and he shall bring 

her offering for her, the tenth part of an ephah of barley meal; he shall pour no oil upon it, nor put 

frankincense thereon; for it is an offering of jealousy, an offering of memorial, bringing iniquity to 

remembrance. (Numbers 5:12-15)  



 

28 And if the woman be not defiled, but be clean; then she shall be free, and shall conceive seed. 

29 This is the law of jealousies, when a wife goeth aside to another instead of her husband, and 

is defiled; 30 Or when the spirit of jealousy cometh upon him, and he be jealous over his wife, 

and shall set the woman before the Lord, and the priest shall execute upon her all this law. 31 

Then shall the man be guiltless from iniquity, and this woman shall bear her iniquity. (Numbers 

5:28-31) 

 

Feel free to read the entire chapter, but look at what I ask you: Who is jealous in the text?  

We follow the same principle as Leviticus 20:13: what does the text not mention? It does not mention jealousy 

from the woman! Of course, she cannot be jealous; the husband will have other wives besides her, duh! The 

idea of a woman being jealous is as contrary to the biblical text as her trying to have two husbands. Just as 

God is jealous for Israel, only the man can be jealous of his wife (1 Corinthians 10:22; Deuteronomy 32:16; 

Exodus 34:14). If the woman is jealous of her husband, of course, he cannot have another wife, or it will 

greatly complicate the relationship. We are still searching for a text that, at least indirectly, contradicts 

polygamy in the law. Therefore, let's move on to Deuteronomy. 

 

DEUTERONOMY 17 – THE KING AND HIS WIVES 

15 Thou shalt in any wise set him king over thee, whom the Lord thy God shall choose: one from 

among thy brethren shalt thou set king over thee: thou mayest not set a stranger over thee, which 

is not thy brother. 16 But he shall not multiply horses to himself, nor cause the people to return to 

Egypt, to the end that he should multiply horses: forasmuch as the Lord hath said unto you, Ye 

shall henceforth return no more that way. 17 Neither shall he multiply wives to himself, that his 

heart turn not away: neither shall he greatly multiply to himself silver and gold. (Deuteronomy 

17:15-17) 

 

Finally! We found a text prohibiting someone (the King) from multiplying wives! Now, this seems like an ideal 

pointed out in the law, doesn't it? Ah, how much context matters. Read it again and note this: if it is true that 

prohibiting multiplying wives implies that the King (only the king) should have only one, then I should assume 

that the king should also have only one horse, as it is in the same prohibition structure.  

But you see, for consolation, I suggest you note that this text only speaks of the king, exclusively of him, so 

even if it pointed to monogamy, the reason would be clear. Look, not even gold should the king multiply, and 

yet we don't want the king with just one gold stone, do we? Perhaps if it weighs several tons, it could be 

considered one. What is the text saying? It's just an administrative instruction: don't multiply these things, for 

the more you have, the greater the chance your heart will become corrupt. After all, the same goes for money. 

You can have plenty, but be careful, if you grow too much financially, your heart may be ensnared by what 

was meant to give you freedom. 

 

DEUTERONOMY 21 – TWO WIVES (LOVE BOTH) 

15 If a man have two wives, one beloved, and another hated, and they have born him children, 

both the beloved and the hated; and if the firstborn son be hers that was hated: 16 Then it shall 

be, when he maketh his sons to inherit that which he hath, that he may not make the son of the 

beloved firstborn before the son of the hated, which is indeed the firstborn: 17 But he shall 

acknowledge the son of the hated 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. (Deuteronomy 21:15-

17) 

 

Please, if you have two wives, make every effort to love both, for this text is saying that if you love one and 

despise the other, you risk treating the situation unfairly. See, God does not say it's a false love, but that a 



 

man not only can, but should love two women when he is married to two women. It's the same instruction as 

Paul's: "Husbands, love your wives" (Ephesians 5:25). The law is fulfilled in love, therefore, if a man despises 

a woman, what this order from Deuteronomy aims to prevent is that the man's lack of love results in penalties 

for the children and the despised wife. What God wants to regulate is not polygamous marriage, but the 

consequences of lack of love for one of the two wives. 

Note: Previously, God also regulates the lack of love in verses 11 to 14. If you, in a war, take a 

woman home, you should not sell her afterwards; instead, you should act with love and set her 

free if you are not pleased with her (v. 14). Love is the fulfillment of the Law, so it's clear that when 

God regulates these issues, He wants to prevent lack of love from causing you to act in any way 

towards another person. Notably, commanding love for both wives regulates polygamy as 

much as commanding a husband to love a single wife regulates monogamy – meaning, it's 

not monogamy that's being regulated, but rather the lack of love. 

An example of how lack of love for the wife who gives the first child can be harmful for everyone is the case 

of Leah and Rachel. Jacob loved Rachel, who did not bear him children, while God made Leah, the first wife, 

give him children (Genesis 29:19-31). Nevertheless, Jacob persisted in his failure, because when Rachel 

gave birth, it was Joseph who was born, to whom Jacob gave privileges (Genesis 37:3 [remember that 

Benjamin was born after Joseph]), to the point that the other brothers envied him, leading to malicious acts 

against him (Genesis 50:20). Thus, we learn from this story that lack of love will naturally result in intrafamily 

conflicts. The husband's order of love should begin with the first wife, and that is what biblical history always 

teaches. 

Of course, the man should love all his wives. It is not, as people influenced by philosophy think, that if you 

love one, you will not love the other – they are not enemies like God and Mammon. How many marital conflicts 

would be resolved if it were simply understood that a man can love as many women as he has! This dialectic 

of the husband's love only exists for those who have not carefully studied the biblical text: 

But king Solomon loved many strange women, together with the daughter of Pharaoh, women of 

the Moabites, Ammonites, Edomites, Zidonians, and Hittites (1 Kings 11:1) 

 

Do you think Christ would come and simply put an end to it, as if it were nothing? 

 

GENERAL CONCLUSION  

Jean-Marc Berthoud, a theologian, says that God discarded polygamy in the law and pointed to monogamy 

as the ideal mode of love and marriage. Unfortunately, they forgot to deliver this message to God, who clearly 

established in His Law polygamy, not as a command, but as permission for a man who desires it. The desire, 

of course, is not sinful; we are not ascetics – nor Greeks. If our desires do not contradict God's law, there is 

nothing against them, unless, of course, my desires covet my neighbor's property or his wife (Exodus 20:17). 

We cannot address opposing arguments such as cultural, economic, theological issues, etc., in this text. 

Therefore, in the next text, we will specifically address these arguments before continuing to explain the other 

biblical texts. To our sadness, men cling too much to their cultures and customs, and therefore, they miss out 

on what God permitted in the biblical text for the joy of both men and women. 

 

CONCLUSION 

There is nothing in the Law against male polygamy; 

God commands a man to love his wives, in order to avoid injustice; 

Love fulfills the Law when it is within what it allows. 

Therefore, Male Polygamy is blessed by God. 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Polygamy in the Law of God – Part 2 

We know that besides what is addressed in God's Law, there are economic, cultural, historical, and even 

theological arguments to explain why God allowed male polygamy and - supposedly - prohibited it later. In 

part 1 of this text, we dealt with how the biblical Law actively defends polygamy. However, we defended the 

subject only within its internal structure, in the Law. We did this because even the New Testament says that 

sin is the transgression of the Law (1 John 3:4), and without law, there is no sin (Romans 4:15 [meaning if 

God did not prohibit, it is not a sin]), so it is natural to address polygamy in God's Law first. However, there 

are various external questions to the law seeking to explain why God would allow polygamy at that time and 

then supposedly prohibit it later, considering that it was neither a ritual law nor related to the civil government 

of ancient Israel - things that are normally agreed to have passed.  

In the text below, we will take another step to prove that God never intended to prohibit male polygamy, but 

rather, we were, because of certain circumstances and misinterpretations, led into this cultural reading of the 

Bible. However, below, we will not be extremely systematic, as we will only provide brief answers. 



 

CULTURAL 

Once again, Jacob, the son of Isaac, is accused of committing a great crime because he had four 

wives. But there is no basis for a criminal accusation here: for a plurality of wives was not a crime 

when it was customary; and it is a crime now, because it is no longer the custom. There are sins 

against nature, sins against customs, and sins against laws. In which of these senses, then, did 

Jacob sin by having a plurality of wives? As regards nature, he used the women not for sensual 

gratification, but for the procreation of children. By custom, this was the common practice at that 

time in those countries. And by laws, there was no prohibition. The only reason it is now a crime 

to do so is because custom and laws prohibit it. Whoever disregards these restrictions, even if 

they use their wives only for having children, still commits sin and harms human society itself, for 

the sake of which the procreation of children is necessary. In the current altered state of customs 

and laws, men cannot take pleasure in a plurality of wives except out of excessive lust; and thus 

arises the mistake of supposing that no one could ever have had many wives except out of 

sensuality and vehement sinful desires. Augustine Against Faustus, XXII.47 

 

Our Culture 

Under the word "custom," we can understand the concept of "culture," so both are used almost synonymously. 

And here we have the first argument against polygamy thinking in this cultural context. Augustine, seeking to 

defend scripture against Roman and Greek sensibilities, creates a schizophrenic law in God, so that 

something that was not lust becomes so (based on human laws). 

As we noted in our previous text, it makes no sense to accuse the Hebrews of merely following the culture of 

the time in which they lived. Now, who guarantees that the concern against polygamy is not itself influenced 

by the culture in which I live, and that the believers of the Old Testament were following God's permissions? 

The cultural argument is a mere assumption because there is no way to prove that something is from their 

culture or ours. 

Whenever these men allege that something is a product of someone's culture and that our culture is distinct, 

they will always judge as sinful those who have a different culture from ours. This explains a lot. 

Furthermore, Augustine subjects God's permissions and what is sin or not to cultural environment - that is 

why he is so loved by men who accuse customs in others. Look, even in the New Testament, sin is what 

contradicts the Law of God (1 John 3:4; Romans 4:15 etc. - check our text "What is the Law of God?"). If 

Augustine says that now sin is also because we contradict customs, what would he do when the custom goes 

against something that God does not prohibit? What about believers who stand up against state orders that 

are not inherently sinful (such as wearing a mask)? Are all these in sin? 

Finally, note that Augustine's concern (and that of many theologians) is that it "harms human society." This is 

proof of how Roman he was, and influenced by his own culture - just like men are today. Would God allow 

and even grant wives if this were actively harmful to human society? 

 

Their Culture 

Now, notice how flawed this argument is when we consider the cultural context of the Hebrews. You could 

even say that the cultural environment up to Jacob was polygamous (which would already be a lie), but you 

couldn't explain how, even after the Egyptians favored monogamy, there was still strong polygamy among 

the Hebrews to the point that God never contradicted it. Look, the Egyptians were monogamous (reason 

enough to explain Joseph's monogamy) and it was not allowed to marry more women in any way, except for 

common concubine relationships without marriage. Now, after years in Egypt, amid a monogamous culture, 

it would be much less difficult for God to prohibit polygamy among the Hebrews, given that they knew and 

grew up in this context. God, who requires us to do simple acts like giving thanks for what we eat (1 Timothy 

4:1-5) to more difficult acts like putting an end to idols and adultery (Joshua 24:14 [text showing that the 

Israelites should not worship Egyptian deities]), never demanded an end to polygamy with regard to the 

culture of others. 



 

We could still argue and say that the Canaanites were polygamous and that, therefore, the Hebrews absorbed 

this from their culture. But in Leviticus, which warns against practicing the works of the Canaanites (Leviticus 

18:3), there is no warning against polygamous practices. Let's look carefully: 

After the doings [customs] of the land of Egypt [which were monogamous], wherein ye dwelt, shall 

ye not do: and after the doings of the land of Canaan [which were probably polygamous], whither 

I bring you, shall ye not do: neither shall ye walk in their ordinances. (Leviticus 18:3) 

 

Should I not be monogamous or should I not be polygamous? Well, that's not the subject of the text, because 

when God enumerates the sexual acts practiced by the Canaanites, among none of them is male polygamy 

being prohibited. We see prohibition against: 

- Relations with any relative (v. 6) or mother (v. 7, 8); with sister (by father or mother - v. 9 [Abraham did this]); 

with grandsons (v. 10); with nieces (v. 11); sister, daughter of your mother and father (v. 12 - already 

presuming possible polygamy of the father); with single or married aunt (v. 13, 14); with daughter-in-law or 

wife of your brother (v. 15, 16); with daughter and mother (v. 17); and with grandsons and granddaughters (v. 

17); a woman with her sister (v. 18 [Jacob did this]); and during menstruation (v. 19); with another man's wife 

(v. 20); and finally, a man with another man or animal (v. 23, 24). 

When the text decides to talk about the works of the Canaanites and Egyptians, no verse condemns 

polygamy; instead, it condemns other practices of these peoples that God calls sin. This would be the perfect 

time for God to prohibit polygamy, since He Himself is seeking to prohibit what the Canaanites did among 

themselves. Still, we see that culturally Israel had the baggage to form a monogamous people, and God did 

not make the slightest effort for this to be terminated among His people. 

Note: Some may argue that all cultures were polygamous because they accepted concubinage. 

But this is false; concubinage was a common practice among Greeks, Romans (the founders of 

Western monogamy), and even slave owners recently. The point is that concubinage (a stable 

sexual relationship with a slave) is different from marriage (which implies liberation from slavery). 

A practical example is Leviticus 19:20, where a slave woman who is engaged does not suffer the 

death penalty for adultery, but if she is freed and still engaged, she does (as Tamar would have 

suffered the death penalty in Genesis). From our modern monogamous standpoint, Israel allowing 

concubinage and contractual polygamy would be an even greater cruelty than that of the 

surrounding peoples, who only tolerated concubinage. This shows that if God wanted to, He could 

regulate only concubinage and avoid progress in marriage contracts, but He approved both. 

 

A reminder that God's Law is universal 

Notice that God is judging the Canaanites by a law that had not been given to them in writing (Leviticus 

18:25). God Himself says that the Canaanites are being condemned for these practices (Leviticus 20:23). 

Moreover, when God revolts against the "customs of other nations," He clearly delineates throughout the 

entire chapter what these customs are: 

And ye shall not walk in the manners of the nation, which I cast out before you: for they committed 

all these things, and therefore I abhorred them. (Leviticus 20:23) 

 

Not wanting to lose the debate to Faustus, Augustine contradicted God to establish his own custom and not 

sound to his enemy like a sexual deviant, as the Romans thought the Jews were. However, note that God's 

Law is universal, and therefore God condemns the Canaanites even though they had never heard of Hebrew 

customs. As we can see, if polygamy were condemned by God, it would be universally condemned, not just 

by custom. 

Furthermore, the Babylonians (who later took Israel into captivity), Greeks (who even had a calculation to 

prove that marriage is between one man and one woman, even if the woman dies), and Romans were all 

monogamous. Of course, all this was by state imposition; after all, in the short term, monogamy proves to be 



 

economically viable and more controllable. Ironically, Rome only had difficulty controlling the Jews and the 

Persians (who were indeed polygamous). Israel had larger and more developed cultures steeped in 

monogamy. Do you really think it would have been "the culture of the time" that would have created in the 

Hebrews the need for polygamy? 

Note: Among the followers of Pythagoras, it was conventioned that the number 2 was feminine 

and the 3 was masculine, with the number 5 being equivalent to marriage, so that going beyond 

or falling short of this number would be a distortion of marriage (my goodness, where did they get 

that from?). Cf. this information here 

(https://www.britannica.com/topic/numbersymbolism/Pythagoreanism). The Egyptians were 

culturally monogamous; the Babylonians were due to economic necessity; the Greeks for 

philosophical reasons, and the Romans for legal reasons (imagine the difficulty of dividing 

inheritance under state control for polygamous families?). We are not saying that things were 

exactly like this, after all, there were legal, philosophical, economic, etc. reasons in all cases. But 

some things are more evident in certain environments, besides, historically, there may be a lack 

of information (it may be that the Egyptians were more so for legal reasons, but due to lack of 

access to materials proving this, it is presumed to be a mere acceptance by custom). 

 

PASSIONS 

And she [Sarah] gave her servant to her husband not to satisfy his passion, but to give him 

offspring. Augustine, Against Faustus, XXII, 33 

 

Greek Asceticism 

Greek asceticism was one of those ideas that man should avoid his "passions." Not without reason, Augustine 

equates "sin" and "passion" in his book On Free Will. Well, it is said that passion is sin, but in what sense is 

this? Because, according to current theologians, all disordered passion is sin. When, in fact, God strongly 

resonates that sin is the transgression of a law, that is, crossing a line. Who can say what the appropriate 

level of passion is? However, the desire for another man's wife, strong or weak, is sin, regardless of the level 

of desire. Do you see how clear and direct God's Law is regarding "passions"? Passion is just one of those 

philosophical categories that entered Christianity and made it domesticated. 

Auguste Comte, an 'atheist', who believed that we are living in the rational phase of humanity, was against 

remarriage, even after the death of any of the partners, something he called successive polygamy (what did 

he have in common with the church fathers? Greek Philosophy, of course) - all because he believed that 

reason favors unity and symmetry. Unity and symmetry are good tools for science, but not for theology, which 

is based on how God orders things and not on how we want to understand them (which is always the 

supposedly simpler path). For their dialectic, a man cannot love more than one woman - much foolishness 

and contradiction with the biblical text, especially if we look at the Song of Solomon, written by Solomon after 

having several wives... the most romantic and loving book in the Bible is the result of polygamous love, unlike 

this dialectical asceticism. In the end, monogamy is favored by philosophy in Christianity and not by the 

Scriptures. 

How can anyone say there is passion when a man marries two women? God himself married two, when he 

married with the northern Israel and Judah (Ezekiel 23), would God be condemned as a sinner for "yielding" 

to passions? Furthermore, this nonsense presumes that a man needs to be restrained, that is, he has to be 

content with what he has. Nowhere in the Scriptures is this said, except when your desire to possess 

something is the desire to possess something that belongs to someone else, not what is for sale, for example. 

If contentment means being satisfied with the minimum, let us leave our homes, jobs, and the money we 

earn, which is greater than at any time in the history of the world, and turn to "Christian" asceticism, which 

only serves to condemn the innocent. 

 

Roman Virginity - the goddess 



 

Furthermore, what would you say if you knew that the main Roman deity, for a long time, was worshipped as 

"always virgin"? Vesta, the most popular Roman deity, was so because she proposed an ideal life for women 

and in the home: she was a virgin, and the loss of virginity could even cost her life. It is not without reason 

that in Rome believers were extremely concerned about virginity... If you knew how much we borrowed from 

the Romans, you would be amazed. 

Anyway, if a woman should be a virgin (in the Roman's mind) so should the man be, therefore, if they were 

priests, it would certainly not be a good thing to marry and also not to have sexual relationships. Roman 

culture, despite being very sexually open, had among its ideals "sexual purity," something that was only not 

more popular because it needed a religion that sufficiently influenced people. Now, after this religion arrived, 

everyone started to hide their sexual life (okay, it's true that the practice of unrestrained sex decreased). Do 

you really think these sexual passions would be allowed by God and suddenly prohibited in the NT, 

coincidentally in the Roman milieu? Suspicious, very suspicious... 

This goddess was so relevant to the Romans that Livy, Plutarch, Dionysius, and Dionysius of Halicarnassus 

considered her in high esteem; not to mention the Twelve Tables of Rome (Lex Duodecim Tabularum) - 

fundamental to Roman Law - which in the fifth table still dedicates itself to taking care of the possessions of 

the virgins of Vesta, so valuable was this goddess and the virginity associated with her. Something that makes 

total sense, since Vesta would be the "founder" mother of Rome. Thus, all Roman culture revolved under 

pressure around this ideal of purity. In the end, we eliminated idolatry, as no one even knows anymore who 

Vesta would have been, but the custom continued, and we still think that the ideal is what we learned from 

Roman culture. 

Oh, the Romans went through population crises, that is, their people were getting very old and the birth rate 

began to fall (ironically, at some moments they believed the world was too full of people... it's too many people 

for the State to manage, that's all). Monogamous peoples that last a long time tend to have this tendency to 

fall in birth rates. They are excellent for growing economically and culturally fast, but they die slowly. 

Anyway, Vesta pointed to an ideal of purity, with "fornication" being a great problem for the Romans, 

something that included polygamous marriage, by extension. You see, the sense of purity and lack of passion 

comes from Roman culture and Greek philosophy, with their greatest ideals resulting in a supposed sexual 

purity that avoids polygamy. We are heirs of Greek and Roman morality - and that's why we are afraid of 

male polygamy. 

Ironically, medieval priests had a little less fear. Based on passages like 1 Timothy 3:1, which prohibited the 

bishop from having more than one wife, many, along with their wives, included concubines. But of course, 

neither the reformers nor the Catholics will add this part of history to their books - something we will consider 

at the end of this chapter. 

 

Disgust and ugliness 

Some may still say how disgusting it is to imagine two women in bed with one man, emphasizing that this is 

purely driven by passion, as even Jacob did not lie with Leah and Rachel at the same time. Of course, he 

wouldn't lie with both, they were competing with each other! Didn't you read the previous text? This is only 

disgusting to our modern culture, focused on the concept that desire for many things is passion and, 

therefore, ugly (applying aesthetics to God's orders) and even disgusting. 

This argument is characteristic of women who assimilate things based on what they see and feel, that is, 

they cannot judge beyond appearances, at least not normally (it is good to place these observations at the 

end because there is always someone with exceptions, which prove nothing beyond the rule we are showing 

- if there is an exception, it is because "there is a rule"). Such a thing is as foolish as it is weak, highlighting 

our sensitivity and not what the biblical text allows. I imagine Solomon having to have relations with one 

woman at a time out of the thousand... what a complicated life it would be to follow this rule. 

 

ECONOMY AND POLITICS 

It's obvious that monogamy favors the economy in the short term. 



 

This shouldn't even be up for discussion! We're not talking about political or economic science; we're talking 

about what God calls sin and what is not sin! It might be that buying a car strains you financially and perhaps 

even leads to bankruptcy, but that's not because buying a car is inherently sinful; it was just an inefficient way 

of managing your money. If monogamy favors the economy, it's not because of reasons of holiness or lack 

thereof, but rather because it promotes a family-oriented outlook. 

Consider this example from Paul on how monogamy and even singleness promote an outward focus beyond 

the family: 

But he that is married careth for the things that are of the world, how he may please his wife. (1 

Corinthians 7:33) 

 

The persecuted Church should never be too concerned about large families, as Paul discusses in 1 

Corinthians 7, because a married man is concerned with pleasing his wife (and the more wives, the more he 

needs to do for the family). What Paul instructed wasn't something exclusive to his knowledge, as 

governments before him sought to control marriage and childbirth, as this would lead people to better serve 

the state and social ends. Therefore, it's natural that monogamy favors any objective outside of the family, 

whether it be "the kingdom," the economy, the state, GDP, among other things outside the family realm. 

Note: We could further change it to: "the married man is concerned with pleasing his wife, not 

with serving the state (polis)." Ironically, Plato was against the private ownership of women (being 

the property of one man – polyandry) so that, having no private possessions, men would dedicate 

themselves fully to the polis. This is clearly stated in his book "The Republic" (423e–424a: "all 

these women shall be common wives to all the men, and none shall live privately with any man; 

the children shall also be common, so that no father shall know his own offspring, nor any son his 

father"). For Plato (and the Greeks), even having a wife or husband would be an impediment if 

you are a guardian of the city. Quite intriguing, isn't it? Monogamy takes power away from the 

family, and we will see this as we discuss the prophets. 

Calling polygamy a sin because of economics proves that we love money more than truth and the Law of 

God. These same people are the ones who love it when others are poor for the benefit of the church, but 

want to destroy the family that God allows us to have. 

 

The State does not permit, and we must obey the authorities. 

It is true that we must obey all authorities that God has placed over us, this is undeniable, mainly based on 

the fact that authorities are instituted by God (Romans 13:1 onwards). The problem begins with the limit of 

obedience. Now, we saw in the previous text that even though Egypt was monogamous, Israel multiplied 

polygamously under the power of Pharaoh, although Joseph remained monogamous. Furthermore, in the 

New Testament, it is quite evident how Paul argues, avoiding unnecessary friction with authorities. 

So, where is the line that allows me to marry polygamously in a contrary State? The issue is simple: first and 

foremost, it is not considering male polygamy a sin. If you do that, no matter what the State says, you will 

never judge your brother unfairly, bearing false witness against him; instead, you will know that even if you 

may be disobeying a human authority, you are not breaking any of God's commandments regarding family 

establishment. 

Secondly, the text of Exodus 1 allows us to notice that the common population has the right given by God to 

have their wives in a polygamous manner, while state authorities (like Joseph) must be exemplary models of 

the state structure, therefore avoiding polygamy in a government that prohibits it. The more politically 

prominent a Christian is, the less desire he should have for polygamous marriage, unless he lives in a state 

that permits it (the opposite of this may even provoke religious persecution). 

But notice how these Christians who prohibit polygamous marriage in a monogamous state are hypocrites: 

what do they do when it is said that they should preach to Muslims (who are polygamous)? That marriage as 

taught by God is monogamous, even though Muslim states allow a man to have up to four wives. By their 

hypocritical standard, in such a state it would only be a sin if a man had five wives. What will these men do if 



 

the government stops prohibiting polygamy? Clearly, they will not submit to authority, condemning themselves 

in what they claim to approve. 

Note: Remember that, according to Scripture, the marriage contract is made between the 

husband (or his parents) and the parents of the woman, so the fact that the State does not issue 

the marriage contract does not mean that there is no marriage. Marriage occurs independently of 

the State, and its bureaucracy should be obeyed, but we cannot confuse what the State calls 

marriage with what Scripture calls marriage. We do not want to rebel against human governments, 

only to properly distinguish between what God permits and what man establishes. 

 

THEOLOGY 

The theological arguments are almost as poor as the previous ones. But they usually have one thing that the 

previous ones don't: that real sense of piety, self-denial, and (unnecessary?) suffering that every believer 

should have. The appearance of piety should not be a reason for us to cling to things, nor should the 

appearance of wickedness (which we sometimes think exists in something that God did not prohibit). 

 

The need for Christ's birth 

Did Christ have to be born? Of course! It's the promise of Genesis 3:15, that He would come from the woman. 

However, some theologians say that God allowed polygamy to facilitate the birth of Christ (I don't even know 

how that would make sense). But the same text that is fundamental is the one that refutes them. Look, 

Genesis 3:15 is the only text that speaks of the "seed of the woman" instead of the seed of man (to Abraham, 

for example, the promise of descendants is through his seed). Considering that women do not ejaculate 

sperm, this must mean something, as it is excluding man from the equation (and logically, the need for 

polygamy) – and showing that the birth of the Savior would, as already demonstrated here in Genesis 3, be 

virgin, without the need for male seed. 



 



 

Note: there is an argument, usually from liberals, that polygamy existed because of Israel's 

tribal context. In addition to the fact that “tribal” means nothing as an argument, this would 

imply that something about “civilization” is right. However, the civilized Greeks and Romans 

were the ones who had idolatrous festivals and used magic in rituals to false gods. On the 

other hand, the Greeks, as long as we know, were monogamous even when they were still 

tribes, so what relationship would be truly tribal? 



 



 



 



 



 

We have seen that nothing suggests that male polygamy is against good experience; 



 

Most arguments against polygamy are shortsighted, as they see the world only from our 

perspective; 

Male polygamy favors joy and stability in the home, when practiced according to the 

structure permitted by God. 

 

 

Polygamy in the Prophets 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 

“Poetic” Books 



 



 



 



 

Polygamy in the New Testament 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 

The Wife in Genesis 1 - 3 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 

The Wife in the Old Testament 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 

Wife and Husband in the New Testament 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 

Women in Proverbs 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 

Women’s Clothing 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 

Sons and Daughters 



 



 



 



 



 

Prostitution and Pornography 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 

Final Conclusion 



 



 


