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The following is an interactive reply to an article posted on the above cited website. The author of the article is responding to the pro-polygyny position that was forwarded to him in an email. His response is in black. Excerpts from the forwarded material are in red. My comments are in green. I have no interest in defending the theological position of the group that wrote the original article forwarded to the author of this response. My “reply” is only in the interest of proper Scriptural analysis and fairness to the revealed text.


The impetus for this page stems from an email I received from a Christian sister who recently was confronted on a Yahoogroup with some sort of pseudo-Messianic cult group that promotes and practices polygyny, and tries to justify their activity by twisting the Scriptures. She forwarded the email from this group to me. As such, I felt moved to provide a scriptural refutation of their arguments, by drawing from the whole testimony of the Scriptures on the matter of marriage, in its natural context, using exegetical and hermeneutic principles which do not do violence to the contextual meaning of the Biblical message about this issue. I trust that it shall become readily apparent, as I address the arguments in turn, that this group supporting polygyny takes the Biblical statements they use to support their position far out of context, and twist the Scriptures to make them say what they were not meant to say by God. Likewise, many of the arguments made are logically and theologically flawed when taken in light of the full message of the Bible.
Though the issue of polygamy, which can be either polygyny (multiple wives) or polyandry (multiple husbands), is not one which is commonly encountered in most places in America, it still is an issue that needs addressed. Certain fundamentalist LDS groups centred primarily in the western United States still practice polygamy, and recent years have seen the proliferation of small but growing pseudo-Christian groups advocating for plural marriage as a "Christian liberty". Missionaries abroad are certainly likely to encounter one or both types of polygyny if they are serving anywhere in Africa, South Asia, the Pacific Islands, or any places where Muslims make up at least a small minority of the population. I hope and pray that this response will be of use not only in refuting the particular arguments put forth in the email I received, but might also be useful in helping both missionaries and those of us on "the home front" know how to Scripturally deal with the issue of polygyny as the need arises.
This is indeed a matter of concern…that well meaning missionaries have, for centuries gone to foreign lands and imposed sub-cultural values such as exclusive monogamy upon the brethren supposing that to be the mandated of the Scriptures. That is an error which has both taken away the liberty of those brethren and the support of their polygynous wives.
One fundamental rule of Biblical hermeneutics (the science of studying the Bible systematically) is known as the "rule of first mention". It has been observed that the first place in the Bible where a doctrine, idea, institution, etc. is mentioned, a foundational truth is set forth that underlies all understanding gleaned from further revelation. In the case at hand, we see that the first place where the institution of marriage is set forth in God's Word is in Genesis 2:21-24,
And the LORD God caused a deep sleep to fall upon Adam, and he slept: and he took one of his ribs, and closed up the flesh instead thereof; And the rib, which the LORD God had taken from man, made he a woman, and brought her unto the man. And Adam said, This is now bone of my bones, and flesh of my flesh: she shall be called Woman, because she was taken out of Man. Therefore shall a man leave his father and his mother, and shall cleave unto his wife: and they shall be one flesh.
Marriage is God's plan for the relationships of companionship, fellowship, and sexuality among His most valued created beings, Man. And we see that God, in setting forth this plan, lays out several key understandings about marriage in this passage:
- It is monogamous. God did not create multiple wives for Adam. He created one. It seems like a rather simple point, true, but again remember that God is setting forth a pattern in this passage which defines His intentions for this institution. God's plan, through His act of creation while the world and all creation was yet perfect and without sin, was for a man to be married to one woman, and one woman only.
This is a misuse of the principle of “first mention.” The simple fact alone that God only made one wife for Adam does not make it a creation ordinance. One might just as well argue that each man should await for God to create his mate from his rib or that God would physically bring each man his wife, or that men should name their wives. What we have here is an instance of “cherry picking,” selecting the fact that a person wants to make his point and ignore the others. The abiding principle is stated as such: “a man shall leave … and cleave.”
- This monogamy is affirmed in the starkest possible manner by the proclamation that a man shall cleave unto his wife, and that they would be one flesh. While the marriage relationship does entail the psychological cleaving of a man and wife together, the conjugal act is also well in view here. The sexual intimacy of a husband and wife is key to their cleaving to one another and becoming one flesh. Indeed, Paul states that if a man goes in to a harlot, he is joined with her in one flesh (I Corinthians 6:16). But yet, just because he has cleaved to her, this does not make their joining right. If multiple wives are introduced into the marriage arrangement, then the man may well cleave to his wives, but his attentions, affections, and physical intimacy are divided among several women, and the fundamental unity for the man which is intended by the covenant of marriage (see above) is destroyed as his flesh is cleaved to several women and his loyalties divided.
This is a misplaced argument, involving a self-defeating example. Paul does not say that a man’s interaction with a prostitute created a conflicting one-flesh relationship with his wife, but with the Holy Spirit. And the nature of the conflict is spiritual, not physical/psychological. The thrust of the argument here is that multiple joinings divides attentions, affections, and physical intimacy, destroying “fundamental unity” which is intended by marriage. Multiplicity does cause a division of such thing, but the mistake is in thinking that any one object of such things experiences improper diminishing of them. The key verse here is Ex. 21:10. There the precise point is diminishing, and it is prohibited. Yet the taking of a second wife is not prohibited. If this brother’s point were well taken, then the text of Exodus should read: He must not take another wife, for this would diminish the first one’s food, her clothing, and her marital rights. The simple fact is that the only change that needs occur is to the matter of exclusivity. Just because the second wife eats does not mean that the first wife only gets half a plate full. Just because the second wife gets clothing does not mean that the first wife only gets a skirt. Just because the second wife has sex with her husband does not mean that the first wife only gets foreplay. Similarly, just because a man is loyal to his second wife does not mean that the first only gets halfhearted devotion. The argument’s point about “fundamental unity” is again misplaced. Is there not a need for fundamental unity between parents and their offspring? Does that fundamental unity between a parent and their child broken by the birth of a second child? No, and neither is that if one’s first marriage broken by the addition of a second mate. Which is not to say that some reduction of focus does not occur. Paul states that when a man takes one wife that theoretically reduces his possible devotion of time to the Lord. But Paul also recognized that because of secondary matters, such as physical desire, the actual amount of quality time may increase in regard to the Lord because his desires are cared for by a wife. So too, the quality of a man’s devotion to his first wife may actually be improved by the addition of a second wife, who takes the heat off her expended energy in doing housework, care for the children, purchasing of family goods, and even conjugal rights when she is not feeling like engaging in them.
- Further, this pattern for marriage can be understood to have general application, i.e. it is not merely set forth for Adam, but for all his descendants as well. This is derived from the fact that, "Therefore shall a man leave his father and his mother, and shall cleave unto his wife: and they shall be one flesh." Adam had no earthly father or mother. The statement applies universally to his descendents, and this further affirms that these verses lay out God's fundamental plan for marriage.
The brother here misapplies the point of the text quoted. It is readily admitted that the quoted text is intended to apply to all of Adam’s descendants. But what makes him think that those words no longer apply if the man has plural wives? “Leaving” is a matter of principle. Many men engage in pre-matrimonial behavior after they have left their parents. The text does not imply that each man must reengage in a childhood commitment to his parents before he can take his first wife. In point of fact, Adam had no such relationships to “leave,” unless one misapplies his father God as his parent. The meaning of the text is that in taking a wife, the man must end all commitments of dependence as he takes on the responsibilities of being a husband. Or to put it another way, he now has a new family, not his old one, in which he was under the responsibility of a father and mother. Understanding that, a polygynous husband does not offend the “leave” concept by taking a new wife.
Similarly, “cleave” means to be joined to, but there is nothing logically inconsistent with the thought of cleaving to one’s first wife, simply because one cleaves to another. A chain is made up of multiple rings. Each internal ring is joined to others on each side. Joining the ring on one side does not make it impossible to join it to one on the other. So too, cleaving to a second wife does not negate the cleaving to the first.
So too it is with the concept of “one flesh.” The text of the NET speaks of “one family,” thus removing the “mystery” of “one flesh” that often haunts the words. Just as the addition of a second child does not “destroy” the unity of the family with the first, so too the addition of a second wife does not destroy the unity of the family with the first wife. And even if one takes the physicalistic approach to the issue, does not a man, brain have a “one flesh” relationship with multiple fingers?
What we have in this argument against polygyny is a misunderstanding of how the key terms work in human relations.
In contrast to this first mention of the institution of marriage in Genesis 2, let us now look briefly at another first mention, that of polygyny. We find this in Genesis 4,
"And Lamech took unto him two wives: the name of the one was Adah, and the name of the other Zillah.....And Lamech said unto his wives, Adah and Zillah, Hear my voice; ye wives of Lamech, hearken unto my speech: for I have slain a man to my wounding, and a young man to my hurt. If Cain shall be avenged sevenfold, truly Lamech seventy and sevenfold." (Genesis 4:19, 23-24)
Who was this Lamech? He was, in short, a rebel against God. This is shown in his action and statement in vv. 23-24. Lamech murdered a man for injuring him, following after the murderous sin of his ancestor Cain. He then adds insult to injury by proclaiming his own superiority to and independence of God's seal upon Cain (and hence, God's authority). If Cain was to be avenged sevenfold by God if someone were to kill him, Lamech is saying that he would avenge HIMSELF seventy-seven fold for even being injured by another. The act and statement indicate deep rebellion against God. The fact that the Bible specifically points out Lamech as the first to enter into polygyny, then, seems to be an introduction to the rebellious and wicked charactre of this man - hardly someone that polygynysts should want to point to as a role model.
This analysis is flawed in several respects. First, it is a bit unfair to Lamech to hold him guilty of Cain’s sin. The editor of the NET Bible says:
Lamech seems to reason this way: If Cain, a murderer, is to be avenged seven times (see v. 15), then how much more one who has been unjustly wronged! Lamech misses the point of God’s merciful treatment of Cain. God was not establishing a principle of justice when he warned he would avenge Cain’s murder. In fact he was trying to limit the shedding of blood, something Lamech wants to multiply instead. The use of “seventy-seven,” a multiple of seven, is hyperbolic, emphasizing the extreme severity of the vengeance envisioned by Lamech.
Thus, Lamech’s reasoning was a bit skewed—he misapplied God’s words to Cain. But it is worth noting that Lemech appears to have killed the man in self-defense. Without further information, it is unfair to Lamech to speak of him as a “murderer.” Let us leave it at a “violent man,” something that extends the violence of Cain and culminates in the violence for which God sent the flood.
But beyond that, the use of such an analysis of Lamech against the fact that he was the first known polygynist is simply an argument of “guilt by association.” We don’t even know that Lamech was the first polygynist. We can only say that he was the first known polygynist. The text also notes that Lamech’s wives bore him children who invented iron work and musical instruments. We might just as “rightly” condemn such using this brother’s line of logic. In point of fact, nothing is said which condemns Lamech for being a polygynist and it is in appropriate to argue so. God does not call us to introduce “divine” condemnation for a practice in such a way. Indeed, we have here another instance of “cherry picking,” in that he does not baptize polygyny as good, simply because it is associated with the likes of Abraham or David. Lamech’s polygyny is noted by the text in order to pave the way for its comments about the children’s inventions, not in order to serve as a basis for condemning the practice. For all we know, Cain was a monogamist, and we don’t malign that practice simply because an evil man practiced it. 
These foundational understandings on marriage, both monogamous and polygynous, must be kept in mind as we approach the rest of what Scripture has to say about these issues. The fundamental element that monogamy is God's plan for marriage and polygyny is rebellion against that plan is the lens that brings the rest of what God's Word says about marriage into focus.
We have here what is known as “hardening of the categories.” From an overreaching assumption that Adam’s monogamy excludes plural marriage and from a “seems” argument which is merely guilt by association, we now hear the thunder of unbreakable precedents. Instead of offering us glasses by which to see rightly, the brother has offered us smeared glasses which will inhibit us from being able to allow the rest of Scripture to speak for itself.
The Lord Jesus Christ reaffirmed the monogamous ideal for marriage when He quoted and argued from the Genesis 2 passage (Matthew 19:4-7, Mark 10:5-9). He quite clearly envisions marriage as a relationship between one man and one woman. 
This statement includes one of those “pulpit pounding” terms which should function as a red flag in argument. “Clearly” is often employed when the opposite is the case. It is used to assure the listener when the speaker himself is unable to make his case with logic. In point of fact, the statement of Jesus has nothing to do with plural marriage versus monogamy. Jesus dos not quote the Genesis passage for the same purpose as did the Essenes, namely to attack polygamy. Jesus is not talking about the commitment of one man to one woman in contrast to one man to two women, but in regard to one man’s failure to keep his commitment to one wife. We return to Exodus 21:10-11, where the addition of a second wife diminishes the treatment of the first. But just as that addition does not necessitate the mistreatment of the first wife, so too two Jesus is not binding the sin of the hardhearted husband to plurality per se. Indeed, Matthew 5:32a does not even mention a remarriage for either mate in an unjust divorce (nor can one be improperly brought in by combining the second independent clause {saying} [5:32b] with the first). What our Lord is condemning is a man’s unilateral severance of a marital commitment, not his assumption of a second marital commitment.
This is further illustrated when, upon further questioning, He states that to divorce a spouse and marry another is adultery. 
This is the typical, traditional misinterpretation of Jesus’ words. While it is true that Jesus mentions both a divorce and a remarriage in Matthew 19 and its parallel in Mark 10…and one might add the non-parallel in Luke 16…the inclusion of the “and marries another clause” is not to identify the locus of the adultery, but rather its motivation. The type of divorce which Christ condemns is that which is motivated by the same motivation of Exodus 21: the unnecessary diminishing of a wife’s rightful provision because of the addition of a second woman to the equation. I say “unnecessary” because, as noted before, it is not necessary to diminish the woman’s provisions—and divorce is a complete diminishing of such provisions—because of the man’s involvement with a second woman. I reiterate that if it were, then the text of Exodus would have prohibited such a second relationship. Jesus is not concerned with a man establishing a second righteous relationship, but the disestablishment of the first righteous relationship.
The ideal is monogamy in relationship and lifetime exclusiveness in sexual knowledge. To marry another while your divorced spouse is still alive is considered by God to be adultery, the same as if you were to go in unto another while still married. The only seeming exception to this is in cases of pre-marital fornication (Matthew 19:9), and the same principle applies to these - the spouse who has been unfaithful during the betrothal period has already violated the sexual exclusiveness that is supposed to exist between a married man and woman, and hence, the Law (because of the hardness of the Israelites' hearts, remember) allowed for the breaking of the marriage covenant in these cases. 
This group of sentences shows a tragic failure to understand the Old Testament as well as the New. 1) Were the OT to teach the “ideal” of monogamy, that alone would not be an adequate basis for calling polygyny an immoral practice. 2) When the divorce occurs, the marriage is over. If there were no adequate grounds, then the divorce itself is adulterous in the sense that it is a breach of the covenant—indeed it is the complete cessation of the covenant. The man who divorces his wife…aside from the issue of his remarriage—which might not even occur…is guilty of committing adultery against her (Matt. 5:32a). 3) The “Law” did not allow for the “breaking of the marriage covenant in [such] cases.” It required execution in such cases (Lev. 20), and it demanded that because the woman’s unfaithfulness itself (and not the execution) broke the marriage covenant. 4) The reference to the “betrothal period” is puzzling. While noting betrothal is appropriate, the statement ignores the primary instance of “adultery,” namely the marriage itself. Jewish custom involved the statement of the cutting of the covenant (statement of the vows) at the outset of the betrothal rather than at the end of it as is our practice, and that is why infidelity during that period was considered adultery. In later Jewish, history, when they ceased to practice execution for the woman’s adultery (cf. Hosea 2), divorce became the substitute for execution. 5) The application of “hardness of heart” is completely misapplied in this argument. Jesus spoke of husbands who divorced on the basis of “erwat dabar” (Deut. 24:1) as being hard of heart, not those divorcing as a discipline for unfaithfulness during the betrothal period…or the marriage proper either, for that matter.
From all this it is clear that the inviolability of the marriage institution is understood from a physical, sexual ground as well as from that of a legal covenant, which is why any sexual congress outside of marriage is an assault upon God's plan for marriage and human sexuality, whether it be pre-marital fornication, extra-marital adultery, or the numerous varieties of unmentionable perversions that exist in the world.
This statement, aside from the undefined last clause, is true, but has nothing to do with the discussion at hand.
Indeed, the one instance in the Old Testament where divorce is commanded by God (Ezra 10:9-44) because many Israelites had married strange (i.e. foreign, pagan) wives, there is nothing mentioned that these men would, or could, remarry. 
The brother here fails to comprehend that HE has the burden of proof to teach that their remarriage was prohibited. We must presume that they did have the right to remarry unless he can show that they did not. He may think that he has done so but he has not. In point of fact, the intermarriages were not recognized by God to be valid marriages…in the sense of God’s joining…only legal ones. God had prohibited interfaith marriage (Deut. 7:3). Interestingly, note that when God disapproves of a kind of marriage, He states it. Remember all those invalid marriages listed in Lev. 18 & 20. Yet polygynous marriages were NOT listed there. Neither were they prohibited elsewhere. If they were, there would be no need for this brother to write his refutation of polygynous arguments.
The fact that God considers the marriage covenant permanent, even after divorce, is illustrated in Malachi 2:13-16 where men who divorced their first wives and married others were said to have dealt treacherously with the wives of their youth. 
God does not say in Malachi that the men were guilty of treachery to their first wives by marrying women of the land…though they were guilty of disobedience to His command (Deut. 7:3) by doing so. He says that they were guilty of treachery for divorcing their first wives. A  man who divorced his first wife for anything less than her unfaithfulness would likewise have been condemned for treachery. This is probably underscored by noting that the condemnation of marrying the “daughters of a foreign god” BEFORE he mentions the treacherous divorce. There is certainly no condemnation stated regarding marrying multiple Jewish wives, though if they had divorced their first wives in order to marry a new Jewish wife, that would be condemnable…and Jesus does so in the Gospels, in complete harmony with the principle set forth in Exodus 21:10-11. 
This emphasis, then, on the inviolability of the marriage covenant and the sexual exclusiveness demanded in God's plan (extending even before marriage or after divorce while the partner is still living) demands monogamy on the part of a married person if they are to be within God's will in their life. To marry multiple partners is to, essentially, commit adultery in the sight of God, as it is a violation of His plan and the covenant relationship between man and his one wife that God established on the sixth day of creation.
Nonsense. 1) How can the inviolability the marriage covenant extend “BEFORE” marriage? Truly sexual relations should be restricted to it, but that is not what the brother says. I frankly don’t know what he is talking about. 2) If by “inviolability” is meant indissolubility, I must say that the brother is far from proving his point. Nothing that has been amassed from Scripture shows that marriage extends beyond divorce. Only his misunderstanding of the point of adultery to be the sex of the remarriage bears on the point. 3) Nothing said about the sanctity of marriage relates to the possibility of plural marriage. Each marriage is sanctified if done by covenant. 4) Plural marriage does not violate any covenant which did not include a clause requiring monogamy. No Jewish marriage included such a clause or implied it…certainly nothing stated or implied by Genesis 2, as noted above.
The Scripture also uses the image of monogamous marriage to illustrate the relationship of Christ with His churches. In Ephesians 4, the argument and commandment had already been set forth that there should be doctrinal and spiritual unity within each local church assembly.
This is a rather “Freudian slip.” Churches? That’s polygyny! The concept of plural marriage is exactly what this brother insists upon, i.e., unity “within each.” 
In Ephesians 5:22-33 then, Paul teaches on the duties of the husband and the wife to each other, and likens their relationship to that of Christ with His church. Christ is the Lord of each local church body, likened to the husband, as the local assembly is to the wife.
Granted.
In each local assembly, due to the unity that should prevail in spirit and doctrine, Christ has only ONE wife, not many as if there were many different spirits and doctrines residing in the body of the same local church.
Granted.
Lest one be tempted, then, to suggest that the presence of multiple local churches suggests that Christ has multiple "wives", it is best to keep in mind that when all is said and done, the various local assemblies, the saints from all the ages, will be gathered together into one united body in heaven (Hebrews 12:23) which is the true and final embodiment of Christ's "wife", the collection of the church of saints which He has espoused to Himself through His shed blood. Each local assembly, for the time being, is contextually and logically to be considered as a foreshadowing of that final assembly of which its members will one day be part, and thus is one wife with Christ as her head.
Nice try, but too late. One could easily argue that polygynous marriage are collected in the one, greater concept of the “family.” 
Monogamy is also set forth in the Scripture as the pattern which Christians are to follow, which they are to see in the lives of godly pastors. Each pastor that God sets over a local assembly is to be "the husband of one wife" (I Timothy 3:2, Titus 1:6). These same pastors are set forth to be emulated by the members of their assemblies, if they are living right with God (Hebrews 13:7, I Peter 5:3).
[bookmark: _GoBack]It Is certainly true that the requirements of the qualifications passages in Paul apply to all Christians and not just to the leaders. However, the brother has an erroneous understanding of those requirements. This is known for a number of reasons: 1) Requirements are never introduced first for the first time in such a passage. If you cannot find them before, you are in error finding them there. No such prior condemnation can be found. Therefore we must understand the requirement in another way. 2) Polygyny hadn’t been practiced in either Ephesus or Crete for hundreds of years. Why therefore would Paul make it his first requirement? That would much like prohibiting cannibalism in New York in 2010. 3) Are we really to believe that all nations are blessed in Abraham and that David will sit on the throne of Israel in the Millennium, but neither would be allowed to carry a gift of food to a widow in first century Ephesus or Crete? 4) The absence of the definite article (“the” one woman/wife), suggests that Paul is not speaking of the man’s single wife, but, as Robert Saucy has argued (“The Husband of One Wife”), “a one woman.” (The Greek word for woman and wife is the same and which is intended must be determined by context.) He suggests rather that the phrase should be translated “a one woman kind of man,” with the meaning of prohibiting the contrary, “a many woman kind of man,” which refers to fornication…the primary problem of men in ancient Greek culture. Paul is not seeking to inhibit either the divorced and remarried or polygynists from leadership, but those with “eyes of adultery” as Peter says (2 Pet. 2:14). Likewise Paul, in 1 Cor. 6, and elsewhere, condemns uncovenanted sex (especially with prostitutes).
If the brother seeks to imply that deacons and elders must be monogamous, i.e., have one wife, I respond that I do not find that to be a realistic interpretative option for the following reasons. 1) St. John calls himself an elder (2nd & 3rd John) and he was not married. Paul states that he was not married (1 Cor. 7:8), yet functioned as an elder. Timothy was an elder (1 Tim. 4:14; 2 Tim. 1:6), yet is thought not to have been married. Likewise Titus. Would those holding higher positions equal to or higher in authority demand something of those holding equal to or lesser positions that they did not demand of themselves? 2) If qualifications passages really do not teach new doctrine, where is it previously taught that men in leadership positions must have wives? Nothing in the teachings of Jesus (also a single Man) gives a hint at a need to be married, yet He commissions His disciples (also mostly unmarried) to disciple the nations teaching people to obey whatsoever He commanded them. 3) If it be argued that Paul stated that men and women should have spouses to avoid fornication, then it must be replied that that understanding of 1 Cor. 7:2 would be a variance with Paul's own admonition just verses later to the same church. Why would he inhibit the fulfillment of the very qualification he intended later to demand? Did he change his mind? 4) What is essential about a deacon or elder having a wife? Indeed, since singleness is clearly neither a sin nor a moral deficiency, that would be the only requirement which was not countering sin or necessarily advancing a more righteous life. Making this point even stronger is the fact that this particular qualification stands at the front of the substantive lists. 5) To so interpret the text leaves fornication unchallenged in a society in which it was the most noted sin for men. Again, for both #4 & 5, if a reply is made appealing to 1 Cor. 7:2, then what of 1 Cor. 7:8 as well as the known practice of Paul, Timothy, and Titus? It seems far better to use Paul's own words that he was speaking (in 1 Cor. 7:2) to those who did not have the gift of celibacy, rather than to all men (as is implied by the qualification in question). 
The arguments for polygyny included attempts to appeal to the authority of various saints in the Old Testament who were involved in polygamous marriages, such as David, Abraham, and others. The email included a rather long list of polygamists in the Old Testament, and notes that some of them were considered righteous by God. This argument falls flat. The simple fact of polygamy in the Old Testament cannot be rightfully taken as an approbation of the practice by God, in light of the clear principle of monogamy as ideal set forth in Genesis. The example of even righteous men who were involved in polygamy cannot be taken as evidence, in contravention to the words of Scripture, that polygamy is acceptable to God.
On the other hand, if the stated interpretation of Genesis is incorrect, as I believe it is (see above), then failure of the Scripture specifically to condemn polygyny in the OT gives the presumption of morality to the practice. Without the inadequate argument provided by the brother above, there is no “contravention to the words of Scritpure.”
How does one explain the fact that men who were polygamists were yet considered righteous by God? By the fact that their righteousness came, just as it does for believers in our time, by God's grace through faith. "The just shall live by his faith" (Habakkuk 2:4). Just as saints today are not saved and justified by either their own ability to satisfy their debt of sin or their own ability to retain their salvation through their own good deeds, so it was with saints in the Old Testament times. Saints in any age are justified because God extends grace to them through faith and repentance. But, justification does not equal perfection. Every saint sins, even those considered just by God. David was a man after God's own heart, yet he murdered a man through treachery and lied about it, this after he had committed adultery with his wife. Does the fact that God still deemed David to be righteous mean that adultery, murder, treachery, and dishonesty are acceptable in God's sight? Of course not. It merely means that God, through His abundant grace, still forgives and justifies and preserves His saints, those who have trusted on Him in faith, even when they fail Him. As such, merely pointing to the fact that David or Abraham or Solomon was righteous while yet being a polygamist, does not theologically mean that God approves of polygamy.
What is said about justification by faith is beyond question. What is said about polygyny being condemned is not. In point of fact, those OT figures who were guilty of sins, like David in the Bathsheba affair, were specifically condemned for such sins OR their actions were specifically condemned in a statement of Law. In the case of our brother’s argument, his understanding of the Scripture condemnation of polygyny only arises from his inference rather than God’s implication.
Indeed, if we look at the lives of the Old Testament saints, we see two things. One, most of them actually were not polygamists, the norm for the faithful man in the Old Testament was monogamy. Two, those who engaged in polygamy had far from the idyllic, blessed home life that the author of the arguments for polygyny seems to intimate will come from polygyny.
Yes, some Old Testament patriarchs and saints had multiple wives, such as David, Solomon, Abraham (a concubine), etc. However, the norm was monogamy. Job was monogamous, as were Isaac, Joseph, Moses, Isaiah, Jeremiah, Noah, Shem, Samuel, and many others, as well as was, of course, Adam.
To call monogamy a “norm,” is to say too much or too little. If by “norm” we mean “normative,” it says too much, If we are just nose counting, it says too little. Is does not imply ought, and the practice of monogamy does not imply that polygyny is immoral.
Those who engaged in polygamy often saw their family lives ruined by strife and discord. Abraham's concubinage of Hagar, for example, was an act done because of a lack of faith (hardly a reason to hold him up as an example in this particular case). His act with Hagar brought about a child who was a competitor with the seedline God intended to bring the Messiah from, was a source of continual friction in his home life with Sarah, and produced a lineage which is to this day a thorn in the side of God's people. 
This is a misreading of the Genesis text. Sarah suggested that God might raise up a child to her through Hagar to fulfill God’s promises. Further, go back and follow the chronology. God did not tell Abraham or Sarai that the child of promise would come through Sarai per se, but through Abram. It was only after Abram took Hagar that God specified that it would come through Sarah. Therefore there is no basis for condemning either Abraham or Sarah for thinking that the child might come through the slave woman. As for the competing “seedline,” our brother might better remember that God specifically stated that He would bless Ishmael (Gen. 17:20). The entire “seedline” argument is completely wrongheaded. Could God not have used the Egyptian Hagar? He used Rahab, a Canaanite prostitute and Ruth, a Moabite widow! 
Regarding the “competition,” each man will be accountable for his own actions in that regard, but polygyny can hardly be blamed unless you favor some anachronistic form of the so called “genetic fallacy,” in which a thing is to be judged by its origin. The brother is condemning the origin by its outworking. This sort of “interesting” conclusion is given rise from bad logic. One could just as easily argue that since most bad men throughout history have come from or practiced monogamy, THAT institution is bad. Again I say, each man is accountable for the bad deeds he does and the determination of good or bad is dependent on the Word of God to identify it as such.
Likewise, Jacob's polygamy was the result of trickery, and produced familial discord between his two wives Leah and Rachel, and this discord may even have been the cause of the crime committed against Joseph (son of the favored wife) by his brothers (sons of the disfavoured wife and the servant-concubines). It is also noteworthy that Jacob entered into his polygamous marriages during the time in his life when he was not walking with God like he should have been. David's home life certainly was harmed by his polygamy, as the succession squabbles, the rebellion of Absalom, and the rape of Tamar all illustrate. Solomon's polygamy, likewise, provides no positive example for the Christian, as we note that his hundreds of foreign wives and concubines drew him after their false gods, a situation which would likely not have occurred had he remained true and faithful to his original bride. 
In the previous section our brother argued that polygyny was a threat to the “seedline” of the Messiah. What he fails to note in this section is that Solomon, who was in the “seedline” of the Messiah would not have been there at all if David had not been a polygynist Indeed his line might have died out altogether since he had no children by Michal, Saul’s daughter. More “cherry picking.” Likewise one of the greatest examples of Christ in the Old Testament, Joseph, would not have existed had there been no polygyny. So let us shelf the “seedline” argument for the duration.
Indeed, though the article tries to hold up David and Solomon as positive examples, even arguing that it must be right if David did it, we see that both David and Solomon were breaking God's explicit commandment of monogamy to Israel's kings,
"Neither shall he multiply wives to himself, that his heart turn not away: neither shall he greatly multiply to himself silver and gold." (Deuteronomy 17:17)
Indeed, we see that this is exactly what happened to both David and Solomon - they multiplied their wives, and this to a greater or lesser extent turned their hearts away from the LORD. Why would polygamy turn their hearts from God? Because by engaging in polygamy, they were sinning the sin of adultery, and shutting God's ears to them,
"But your iniquities have separated between you and your God, and your sins have hid his face from you, that he will not hear." (Isaiah 59:2)
Yes, they were still righteous because they had trusted in the Lord God and been justified, but their sin came between them and God, cutting them off increasingly from His intimate fellowship, making them susceptible to being drawn after further ungodliness.
Deuteronomy 17:17 may well speak to Solomon, but not to David, and the regulation itself is misunderstood by our brother. The text also prohibits the king from multiplying his horses and money (Deut. 17:16-17). The logic of the argument would limit the King to one horse and one shekel, which is patently absurd and not the point of the text. And if more than one shekel or horse is permitted by the regulation, then so also more than one wife. The brother seems unaware that multiplying wives for a king involved taking wives from the surrounding lands, where another god was worshipped. As noted, Solomon did that and should be condemned for doing so, but there is no basis for condemning David. "Multiply” means “take many.” How many is many? Clearly somewhere closer to Solomon than to David.
The assumption that the prohibition of multiplying wives is related to polygyny insofar as it involves adultery, etc. has already been shown to be in error, since simple polygyny does not involve adultery unless you define adultery in a non-Biblical way. The text speaks of “turning his affections away from God, not his turning his affections away from his first wife.
The presentation is a response to an unattached email. I am unfamiliar with the original correspondence, but the response found herein is manifestly inadequate to establish monogamy as the only moral mode of marriage.
Now I wish to provide some direct cut-and-pasted copies of several specific arguments made in this article, listed as "Biblical Support for Polygyny". These arguments will be in red, with my responses following.
Did GOD Compares HIMSELF to a Polygynist?
In Jeremiah 3:6-14, 31:31-34 and again in Ezekiel 23 the LORD compares HIMSELF to a man with two wives who are harlots – Judah and Israel. The Jews had turned away from GOD. GOD would not compare HIMSELF to a polygynist if polygyny were wrong.
It is a gross miscomprehension of the meaning and points of these passages to try and approach them, when they speak of spiritual adultery and God's covenant with Israel, as if they gave legitimacy to any polygyny. To understand them merely for the purpose of legitimising multiple wives is to take them wholly out of context and miss the whole point. The point to the passage is not to present a pattern for marriage acceptable to God, but to decry the spiritual whoredoms of God's people.
It may be granted that “the point to the passage is not to present a pattern for marriage acceptable to God,” nonetheless, unless one wishes to argue that God takes to Himself an adulterous mode of marriage, one had better hold his tongue.
Technically speaking, the way God frames the discourse in Jeremiah 3:6-14, for example, the allegory would not even be depicting God as a polygamist, even if one wished to interpret the passage this way. Indeed, God presents a bill of divorcement to Israel for her adultery first, as the Law allowed, and then the passage speaks of Judah as the other unfaithful sister. 
The author seems to be saying that the fact that one sister-wife was divorced before the other implies that He had only one wife at a time…as if the running analogy only implies that He had Judah as a wife AFTER he divorced the Northern Kingdom of Israel. Of course that is in fact wrong, both from the vantage point of our knowledge that he was the Master of both lands at the same time and that the divorce mentioned in Jer. 3 only ended that polygyny. 
Indeed, if one wishes to approach this passage the way the author of the article does and understand it as God depicting Himself as a polygamist, then they will attribute to God a CLEAR VIOLATION of His own Law, this being against the marriage of a man to two sisters at the same time (Leviticus 18:18)
This is over reading of the Mosaic regulation. The Levitical text says:
Lev. 18:18 You must not take a woman in marriage and then marry her sister as a rival wife while she is still alive, to have sexual intercourse with her.
The most likely meaning of the text is that it speaks to the man’s intention, namely to cause the first wife grief at having her sister used to replace her. There is no necessary rivalry in a man marrying sisters. Jacob married Leah and Rachel, They indeed came to rivalry, but the marriages themselves were not contracted on that basis. Indeed they showed not the slightest rivalry until they entered into the battle of the babies. On the other hand, before the Law, Abraham did marry his half-sister, Sarai. It is not known for sure why this was permitted in his day and not in those of Moses (Lev. 18:10). Speculation has arisen regarding genetics, but we simply do not have the answer. We do know, however, that Abram was not specifically condemned for it and that it was before the Law.
The purpose of the Jer. Text is also misrepresented here. God is being contrasted with the hard-hearted man of Deut. 24:1. That man had no reason to divorce his wife, but God does. Nonetheless, it is a CLEAR MISREPRESENTATION of God choice of metaphor to say that He does not present Himself as a polygynist. 
Did JESUS Compare HIMSELF to a Polygynist?
In Matthew Chapter 25 JESUS tells a parable were he compares HIMSELF to a man betrothed to 10 women where only 5 are ready. This is a famous parable recited often in churches. It seems strange people readily accept the message to be ready for JESUS’s return but ignore the fact that HE compared HIMSELF to a polygynist. All believers are (collectively) the bride of CHRIST 1 Corinthians 6:15. Since the bride of CHRIST is composed of many members, we see yet another reference to polygyny. JESUS would not compare HIMSELF to a polygynist if it were wrong.
Again, to understand this passage the way the author of the article does is to do injustice to the message that the Lord Jesus was trying to illustrate. Further, it displays a miscomprehension of the mechanics of the cultural norm behind the parable. Edersheim notes that as part of the activity surrounding a Jewish marriage festival in Jesus' day, ten (specifically and only ten) virgins would await the bridgroom with lamps held on long staves1. These ten virgins were not brides, but bridesmaids. Jewish marriage custom was such that the bridegroom would come to the home of his betrothed, take her to himself, and they would then go to the place of the marriage. The bride did not "go forth" to meet her groom, as the ten virgins do. The fact that the bridegroom goes to the place where the virgins are at and they come to him before he enters into the marriage feast indicates that the virgins are not brides. They are where the marriage is at, not being picked up by the bridegroom to be taken somewhere else. This, of course, in no wise lessens the impact and meaning of the parable, which is to be sure that we are ready, watching and waiting, for the coming of the Bridegroom.
I am in agreement with this comment to the extent that Jesus does not speak of ten brides in the parable. One might, however raise parallels to God’s reference to Himself with polygynist language (just noted) when Jesus speaks of Himself as the shepherd of two flocks (one Jewish and the other Gentile) which combine in the Church. After all, Israel was one before they were two. The Church is just the opposite. Though Paul speaks of the Jewish element being pruned away before the gentile branch was grafted in, that metaphor must be limited to its use by Paul. Individual Jews remained in the Church and someday the nation will be grafted back in along with the Gentiles, who will enter the Millennial Kingdom as nations.
Is Polygyny Commanded of Man?
Every man is commanded to marry his brother’s wife and give her children if his brother dies and she is childless. This obligation to marry is not reduced by the fact a man may already have one or more wives. Deuteronomy 25:5,6 "If brethren dwell together, and one of them die, and have no child, the wife of the dead shall not marry without unto a stranger: her husband’s brother shall go in unto her, and take her to him to wife, and perform the duty of an husband’s brother unto her. 6And it shall be, that the firstborn which she beareth shall succeed in the name of his brother which is dead, that his name be not put out of Israel".
This argument is non sequitur. There is nothing in the Levirate marriage law which indicates that this commandment is binding on a man who is already married, and thus to argue that this passage "commands" men to polygamy is not legitimate. Indeed, the caveat "if brethren dwell together" would seem to suggest younger unmarried brothers living with an older brother who has already married and begun to build a life for himself. This is supported by the evidence in Matthew 22:24-28 where the Sadducees present their argument against the resurrection to the Lord Jesus about the seven brethren who all married the same woman, successively, after the previous had died. That question clear presupposes that the next younger brother, likely unmarried, is marrying the woman. If this were not so, the brethren would not be "dwelling together".
The point made by the original email is not non sequitur. The responding brother fails to comprehend that the burden of proof rests upon him to prove that an already married man was exempt from the divine intention. Indeed the Deuteronomical text speaks of the curse resting upon the man’s “house,” which, not referring to his domicile, implies that he may be married. The telling point is that the man’s marital, being not specified, would not exclude married men from this duty of the husband’s brother. And since the brother was required to marry his brother’s widow even if he was already married, in that case it would have required polygyny as a secondary effect.
Did GOD Really Give a Man Many Wives?
In 2 Samuel 12:8 GOD tells David that HE gave David his wives and that GOD would have given David more wives if David wanted them in HIS rebuke of David concerning Bathsheeba. 2 Samuel 12:8 "And I gave thee thy master’s house, and thy master’s wives into thy bosom, and gave thee the house of Israel and of Judah; and if that had been too little, I would moreover have given unto thee such and such things".
This example is taken out of context, and does not even indicate what the author thinks it does. The context is when David sinned with Bathsheba and is confronted by Nathan the prophet. He is reminding David of all that God had given him, and the underlying remonstrance is then to question why David had gone beyond and taken the wife of another man. One of the things, however, that God had NOT given to David was Saul's wives to be his own. The "giving" to David in context is control and kingship over, not personal ownership or possession. Saul's wives were "given" to David in the sense that their house and family lost the kingship and was made subject to David, as the rest of the verse indicates. David did not marry Saul's wives, anymore than he took personal possession of Saul's possessions and children, he merely became king over them, as he did over Israel and Judah. There is nothing indicating God giving a "gift" of polygamy in this text.
This response reveals that the author is unaware of Jewish custom as well of good hermeneutics. David WAS given Saul’s concubines. The taking and bedding of concubines was an established way of proving the passage of Kingship. David’s son Absalom tried to prove the legitimacy of his reign by having sex with David’s concubine and Adonijah attempted to gain the right to kingship over Solomon by bedding another of David’s wives. The term used for “lap” or “chest” is indicative of sexual relations. 
As for the context, it is the respondent who is missing it, not the original email. Are we really to believe that David had the “hots” for Bathsheba and God reminds him that he should have been satisfied with land and kingship? That would seem to be a rather misplaced solution to David’s problem. In my opinion, it is humorous to see the respondent stand on his hands to avoid the obvious: David was not only being offered more wives if he needed them, but also had been given the concubines of Saul’s court when he already had 7 wives. If the position of the brother were correct, Nathan should have said, “David, you already had too many wives, why did you try to take another one…and a married woman at that.” 
In fact, this passage does show that God morally accepts polygyny, and the response to the contrary is in out of context and fails to satisfy all but those who have already made up their minds.
Some supporters of polygamy will try to point to the fact that Saul had a wife named Ahinoam, and that David had a wife named the same, as evidence that God was indeed giving Saul's wives to David. This is highly unlikely as the Scripture indicates that David was married to *his* Ahinoam while Saul was yet still alive and married to his (e.g. I Samuel 25:43, I Samuel 27:3).
Granted.
Two Polygynist Found Blameless by GOD?
In 1 Kings 15:5 we see David was very close to GOD and without fault except in the matter of Uriah and his wife. Since David already had many wives when this was written we can see the LORD found nothing wrong with polygyny. Since GOD does not find fault with polygyny who are we to condemn the practice? 1 Kings 15:5 "Because David did that which was right in the eyes of the LORD, and turned not aside from any thing that he commanded him all the days of his life, save only in the matter of Uriah the Hittite".
In Judges 6:12-27 we see that the LORD and HIS Angel talked with Gideon. The LORD told Gideon HE was with him and the Angel of the LORD called Gideon a ‘mighty man of valour". Gideon had many wives yet the LORD was with him.
The matter of David's righteousness despite his polygamy has been detailed above. However, the passage is not saying David was blameless, necessarily, but rather that he had not "turned aside" in any matter other than the matter of Uriah and Bathsheba. The verb translated "turned aside" is the Hebrew "suwr" (Strong's H5493), which has the idea of turning off, departing, rebelling, or declining. The particular reference to David's sin with Bathsheba is mentioned as his "turning aside" because it was an open and flagrant sin which brought great opprobrium to the name of God and gave God's enemies opportunity to slander and deride the name of the Lord. In other words, it was the most particularly grievous sin against God that was committed. That this passage is not meant to say that it was the ONLY sin David ever committed (as the author seems to argue to try to justify polygamy) can be seen in that David sinned by numbering Israel, as well as sinning by multiplying wives to himself (discussed above). 
Granted that the sin with Bathsheba was not the only sin David committed, I seems odd to argue that the adultery and murder involved in that affair were greater than what the author has told us is repeated adultery (in polygyny).
Concerning Gideon, again, to call Gideon a "mighty man of valour" is not the same as saying he was blameless. Indeed, the passages about Gideon indicate that later on in his life, he erred by making the ephod which all Israel whored after (Judges 8:27).
Granted.
Again, these men may have been blameless in the sense that they were both saved by grace and declared righteous by God, but that does not mean that the practical example of their lives was perfect, and as such, these passages cannot be rightly used to try to argue for God's approval of polygyny.
Granted that the statements regarding their “blamelessness” does not exhonorate them from known sins, it does raise the question of why their polygyny was not specified if it is as evil as the respondent protests.
GOD Chose a Polygynist as Father of HIS People
Abraham was counted as a friend of GOD James 2:23. Most Jews consider Abraham to be the greatest man in scripture. Jews hold Abraham in such high esteem they refer to him as "father Abraham" (James 2:21, John 8:56). Abraham was very close to GOD. Not only did they have many conversations, but GOD regarded Abraham with great favor. Genesis 12:2,3 "And I will make of thee a great nation, and I will bless thee, and make thy name great; and thou shalt be a blessing: And I will bless them that bless thee, and curse him that curseth thee: and in thee shall all families of the earth be blessed."
Abraham had three wives and at least 2 concubines Genesis 11:29, 16:3, 25:1, 25:6. JESUS regarded Abraham favorably in Matthew 8:11 and Luke 13:28. JESUS referred to HIMSELF as a "son of Abraham" in Luke 19:9. JESUS refers to GOD specifically as the "GOD of Abraham" in Luke 20:37, Matthew 22:32 and Mark 12:26. How can any man condemn polygyny when GOD holds a polygynist in such high regard?
Gen 17: 2-7, Gen 15:5, Gen 13: 15,16
Again, this misses the point that a righteous man is not a perfect man. Abraham's example does not legitimise polygyny, especially as the clear testimony of so much of God's Word is against the practice, and the foundation text relating to the marriage institution speaks against it.
Also, Abraham technically only had one wife at a time, but two concubines (Hagar and Keturah). Keturah is called a wife in Genesis 25:1, and a concubine in I Chronicles 1:32, and it is likely that he married her formally after Sarah died. However, the "sons of the concubines" mentioned in Genesis 25:6 would be the sons from Hagar and Keturah. This passage doesn't suggest further concubinage beyond those two.
If Abraham being a righteous man does not legitimatize his polygyny, then the respondent should go back and revise his condemnation of Lamech’s polygyny because he was not a righteous man. He cannot have it both ways.
One last attempt at a Biblical argument is made near the beginning of the article,
Today polygyny is still practiced in at least 167 countries but remains uncommon in the west. Polygyny has only been practiced by a minority of people in any society throughout our 6000 year history. Absent a war, the LORD has provided only a small percentage more women than men of marrying age. For this reason polygyny is likely to remain less than 5% of all marriages until the end times when Isaiah’s prophecy comes true: "Isaiah 4:1 And in that day seven women shall take hold of one man, saying, We will eat our own bread, and wear our own apparel: only let us be called by thy name, to take away our reproach".
This passage does not necessarily indicate polygamy as much as it does intense competition for the small number of men remaining after the wars that decimate Israel's male population. And certainly, a passage describing the effects of God's judgment upon His people hardly seems like a desirable passage from which to derive a doctrine supporting polygyny.
Perhaps so. But their desire is similar to that experienced by the childless widow in the Levirate law, about which God mandates marriage which might require polygyny as a secondary effect (noted above).
Lastly, let us consider some of the ethical and practical considerations surrounding polygyny. The author of the article writes,
Polygyny is all about family. The first command from GOD recorded in the Bible is to be fruitful and multiply (Genesis 1:22, 28; 9:1,7, Jeremiah 29:6 ). While this command applies to all married families, polygyny, by it’s very nature, makes it possible to have and raise more children than monogamy.
When a woman is abandon through divorce or widowed and is unable to find a new Christian husband it is a Christian man’s duty to marry her if he is able provide for her and her children (1 Timothy 5:8-10, 14-16, Ezekiel 44:22, Deuteronomy 25:5-8).
This obligation to marry is not reduced by the fact a man may already have one or more wives.
Finally, A Christian wife is one of the greatest blessings GOD bestows on men. Who among us would choose to reduce or limit the number of blessings we receive from GOD? Proverbs 18:22 "Whomever finds a wife finds a good thing and obtains favor from the LORD". Most of the great men in the Bible had multiple wives. They were not great because they had multiple wives rather they had multiple wives because they were close to GOD and the LORD blessed them. In a large plural family love abounds. Polygyny is a tremendous blessing for the entire family provided it is GOD’s will.
First, we see that some of this is stretching the Scripture quite thinly. To use the institution of Levirate marriage to justify polygyny (especially in light of the arguments made above) is not feasible.
As just noted, this is not a fair analysis of the Levirate regulation. It does require polygyny where the man was already married. The Law of Moses is very specific regarding what constitutes adultery and unjustifiable marital action. For example the Law forbade some men to divorce their wives (e.g., Deut. 22). The only exception to this is the allowance of a man to divorce his wife on inadequate grounds (Deut. 24:1), but that was because that was necessary for her to be provided for by another when the man broke (by the divorce) his covenant promises to provide for her. And the Scritures later identify such a man as both hard-hearted (Matt. 19/Mark 10) and adulterous (Matt. 5:32a).
Neither is the commandment for the church to care for older widows and for younger widows to remarry in I Timothy 5. Indeed, there is nothing that indicates polygamy in this set of verses, they ONLY say that the younger widows should remarry, but there is NO indication that it should be to a man who already has a wife. 
Granted, but neither do they expressly prohibit it.
In light of all that has been said above, the full context of scripture would forbid this, not demand it. And Ezekiel 44:22 merely stipulates that priests should marry either a virgin of the daughters of Israel, or the widow of a priest - nothing in this verse even suggests polygamy by any reasonable and normal reading of the verse.
Again, granted, but again, there is nothing to prohibit it either, and unless a case can be made before such verses arrive in the text, the burden of proof that they do not include the possibility of polygyny in such cases rests upon the one who would deny that right.
Further, the author makes the argument that polygyny actually helps to fulfill the commandment to be fruitful and multiply, since it allows a man to have more children. It is true that a polygamous man can indeed have more children than a monogamous one, though in primitive societies this is usually done with a mind towards increasing the power and prosperity of the communal father, who benefits from having extra sons to work and fight for him2. This argument, however, neglects the fact that all the other men who cannot find a wife because of the polygamy of the others end up not producing any children, thus destroying their ability to carry out the command. 
I await the footnote which cites a source proving the underlined words. As for the un-underlined comments. The fact that a man wishes power (in the sense of ability to protect his life and possessions) and prosperity should not be used to malign his marital choice of polygyny.
Likewise, the command to be fruitful and multiply is to be understood as a general command, given to humanity, not just individual members of the race. A polygamous man married to, say, ten wives would not be likely to produce a much different number of children than would ten men each married to one wife. As such, polygamy would not yield any real "net gain".
Perhaps, but the woman married to a polygynist have a husband, and the men they might have married is but speculation.
In fact, polygamy can be harmful to societies that practice it widely. The high rates of venereal diseases, and the subsequent sterility associated with many of those, in many tribal African societies is thought to be connected with the promiscuity endemic in polygamous groups3. 
I have not read Rhyer’s work, but on the face of the statement it is either a patent absurdity or another instance of guilt by association. I have friends who have been long time African missionaries. The problem with venereal diseases are caused by the African practice of promiscuity, which may happen in polygamous society, but are not caused by that practice. Of course if a man is promiscuous and brings the disease back to his family (including plural wives) he will infect them. But, again, polygyny is not the cause and faithfulness to one’s covenant partners should stop the problem. Indeed if the man has multiple clean partners such diseases will, as Paul states (1 Cor. 7), keep a person from such promiscuity.
Also, polygamy would actually be HARMFUL to the long-term health of the human race if practiced widely as it would limit the genetic variability of the succeeding generations. Inbreeding results in enhanced, accelerated deterioration, and polygamy would result in much the same deterioration, though at a slower rate.
This is a puzzling statement. In what sense does the respondent see polygyny involve inbreeding? Even if a man marries sisters, unless the children intermarry there is no inbreeding involved and therefore no genetic problem. 
Finally, the author argues that polygyny can be a "tremendous blessing" in which "love abounds" in a large, plural family. However, the Scriptural evidence delineated above does not support this contention. David's plural family caused him much heartache and difficulty. Jacob's plural family caused him much anguish, and the bigamous relationships of Esau were a grief of heart to Isaac and Rebekah. 
Here again is guilt by association. Look at the first act of violence in a family: Cain and Able. That occurred in a monogamous family. The problems in David’s family were between the children, not especially between his wives. The fact is that the respondent is busy cherry picking again, and does not consider such non-monogamous families. Jacob’s polygynous family problems were associated with jealousy regarding the babies, and between the children in the case of Joseph. But on the whole, his children had no more problems between them than did any monogamous family such as Adam’s. As for Esau, it was his choice of wives, not the mere plurality that brought grief to Isaac and Rebekah. The Respondent seems to have considerable trouble with such associations.
The experience of modern day missionaries in foreign lands where polygamy is practices also testifies to the detrimental nature of the practice. Polygamous families in these lands tend to be characterised by strife and discord between wives competing for place and attention and for the advancement of their particular children. Often, the senior or first wife will encourage her husband to find "secondary" wives as this increases her power, prestige, and authority in the household, to the detriment of these other wives, who often are resentful and insubordinate4. 
African marriage is sometimes a problem. The Biblical practice of the bride price has given way to a combining of it with the dowry to the detriment of responsibility on the part of husbands. There need be no rivalry. What is needed is not monogamy, but spiritual wives and husbands. While polygyny gives more opportunity for jealousy and rivalry, to argue against plural marriages for that reason also would be a good argument for having only one child.
It is for reasons such as these that polygamy has been declining, even among heathen societies, such as the Islamic society, where it has been traditionally practiced and supported by explicit theological approval.
The failure to observe the bride price is a major cause of problems, as noted above. And, again, care must be given that such cause and effect arguments (another form of the guilt by association fallacy) are not applied to monogamy. Monogamy is declining in the West. Surveys show that 48% of young Americans do not see marital life as an ideal option. While it may be responded that it is because of modern promiscuity and “non-consecutive polygyny,” the fact is that such a society was produced by a rather rigidly monogamous one of the 1950’s. Evil will have its day in all societies, and the true believer, whether monogamous or polygynous must take care to teach and live righteousness before his family.
Polygamy contributes to social ills, as well. Women are often reduced from being the valued and beloved helpmeets which God intended, to being mere commodities or trophies. Hitchens quotes from Ellwood this observation made from primitive societies that practice multiple marriage,
"While often adjusted to the requirements of barbarous societies, it seems in no way adjusted to a high civilization. Polygyny, indeed, must necessarily rest upon the subjugation and degradation of women. Necessarily, the practice of polygyny must disregard the feelings of women...."5 
I consider it rather unfair to consider polygyny in heathen society with that of Christian society. There are many deficiencies in Muslim society in regard to the place of women, for example. The same is true of African society at large. Someone practicing truly Christian principles will not experience these ills. No system should be judged by its malpractices, but by its essential practices.
Relatedly, the fulfillment of sensual desires for the male becomes a primary concern in a polygamous society where women are considered more "tradable". This observations seems to be more or less explicitly affirmed in the hadithic traditions of Islam, perhaps the most well-known civilization to advocate polygamy:
"Allah permits you to shut them in separate rooms and to beat them, but not severely. If they abstain, they have the right to food and clothing. Treat women well for they are like domestic animals and they possess nothing themselves. Allah has made the enjoyment of their bodies lawful in his Qur’an."6
More and more guilt by association with malpractice. Islam’s reduction of women to chattel is not the result of polygyny, but of a more basically wrong view of women according to their theology. It would be equally true of a monogamous Muslim marriage.
Indeed, the reason polygamy is practiced in many primitive societies is that a man seeks to replace a wife who has grown old and less attractive.
This is a puzzling statement. It is in monogamous societies that the woman is likely to be replaced by a new wife. In polygynous society a woman is added to the one who may herself not wish to or be capable of fulfilling a man’s continuing needs. By being able to add a younger one, he should be less inclined to replace the first wife.
Polygamy has proven to be a powerful cause of war, since men who are deprived of the availability of wives at home will often seek them abroad, as history shows from the quasi-mythical ravishing of the Sabine women by the wifeless Romans 800 years before Christ to the taking and keeping of Korean and Chinese "comfort women" by wifeless Japanese soldiers during the imperial conquests of the 1930s and 1940s. Familial bonds in plural marriages are actually weaker than in monogamous ones, since the husband and father's affections are divided among the several wives and children, thus leading to the oft-time strife mentioned above.
Again, it is improper to cite pagan practices against Christian or Hebrew ones. The Mosaic Law had a regulation regarding taking women as prizes of war (Deut. 21). It was permitted, but so regulated as to not encourage a soldier to grab women as concubines. The only known instance of people being bereft of wives in the Scriptures is where God judged the Benjamites and He had to specifically provide husbands for them from other tribes. 
In summation, the arguments made for polygyny in the article under discussion are very weak, relying both upon the twisting and decontextualising of the Scripture, as well as argumentation which begs many questions. The clear testimony of the Scriptures, even the example of the lives of polygamist men in the Bible, shows that the practice is one which is outside the will of God. The clear testimony of God's foundation of marriage and the superstructure built upon this foundation in the rest of the Bible indicate that God's plan for marriage is monogamous. One of the topic headers in the article asks, "When is Polygyny Forbidden?". The answer would be, "In every case".
To the contrary the respondent’s position suffers from exactly what he states against the pro-polygyny position. There is nothing weak or twisted about the main pro arguments. Again, he uses “pulpit pounding” terms like “clear” to cover his own weak arguments. No Scripture shows that polygyny is “outside of the will of God,” nor does the foundation and super structure of marriage necessarily imply monogamy. And the true and precise answer to the heading question is that polygyny is only forbidden in one case: where a king multiplies his foreign concubines (Deut. 18:18). 
End Notes
(1) [bookmark: #notes]- A. Edersheim, Sketches of Jewish Social Life, Ch. 9
(2) - see R.J. Hitchens, Multiple Marriage: A Study of Polygamy in Light of the Bible, pp. 106-107 for several aspects of this general idea.
(3) - R.H. Reyher, Fon and His Hundred Wives, p. 224
(4) - R. Clignet, Many Wives, Many Powers, p. 35
(5) - from C.A. Ellwood, Sociology and Modern Social Problems; cited by R.A. Hitchens, Multiple Marriage: A Study of Polygamy in Light of the Bible, p. 123
(6) - al-Tabari, Vol. IX, no. 113
On the whole, to a Biblical ethicist who is neither a polygynist nor a member of any such group, the arguments of this con position are disturbing. They show less research regarding Biblical polygyny than they do of pagan society. They repeatedly show an inability to be fair with the text or even understand its intent. The work is short on logic and long on rhetoric and opinion paraded as proper Biblical interpretation. In short, if this is the best that the anti-polygyny side can produce, then the argument is lost for them.
God had a myriad number of opportunities to straightforwardly condemn the practice of polygyny if that was its intent. The fact that such cannot be found is one indication that it is wrong headed to argue that it should be. Placing the burden of guilt upon the heads of polygynists is a very risky business. We must be neither more lenient nor strict than the Word of God. If polygyny is not sinful, then to prohibit the practice is to limit the believer’s Christian liberty. If polygyny is to be counted as sinful, those who assert such have the burden of proof that it is so. The article interacted herewith does not shoulder that burden.
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