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ÒThe unfolding of Your word gives lightÓ 
Psalm 119:130 
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The Bible and Marriage 
 
The very heart of our existence is relationship. When God 
created man, He said, ÒLet Us make man in Our image, 
according to Our likenessÓ (Gen. 1:26). As the Father, Son, 
and Holy Spirit exist in relationship, so we were created for 
relationship. ÒGod created man in His own image, in the 
image of God He created him; male and female He created 
them.Ó (Gen. 1:27) In a sense, the relationship of man to 
woman, supremely expressed in marriage, reflects the very 
image of God. Man and woman are incomplete apart from 
one another: ÒIt is not good for the man to be aloneÓ 
(Gen. 2:18). 
 

ÒFor this reason a 
man shall leave his 
father and his 
mother, and be 
joined to his wife; 
and they shall 
become one flesh.Ó 
(Gen. 2:24) 
Marriage is the holy 
union of a man and 
a woman. It is an 
exclusive 
relationship. ÒSo 
they are no longer 
two, but one flesh. 
What therefore 

God has joined together, let no man separate.Ó (Matt. 19:6) 
Marriage is permanent and binding Ð only death can undo 
it. ÒFor the married woman is bound by law to her 
husband while he is living; but if her husband dies, she is 

continued on p. 2 

 
H omosexual Marriage: A Contradiction in 
Terms 
 
On September 20, 1971, John F. Singer and Paul Barwick, 
both males, applied for a marriage license in King County 
in the state of Washington. When Auditor Lloyd Hara 
refused to grant such a 
license, they sued. In the 
landmark decision of the 
court (Singer v. Hara, 
Washington State Court of 
Appeals, May 20, 1974), 
the validity of marriage by 
Òpersons of same sexÓ was 
denied, and marriage was 
defined as Òthe legal union 
of one man and one 
woman.Ó 
 
The decision also 
addressed the nature of marriage: its purpose Òis to give 
effect to the public policy of marriage being an appropriate 
and desirable forum for procreation and rearing of 
children. The prohibition of same-sex marriages results 
from the impossibility of procreation.Ó 

continued on p. 2 
 
The Single-Celled Soul 
 
The cover story of the May 2004 issue of Discover magazine 
asks the question, ÒWhen Does 
Viable Life Begin?Ó This is the key 
question among anti- and pro-
abortionists. The reader of Discover is 
assured that Òscience has an answer.Ó 
While Òpro-choiceÓ advocates have 
pretended that science defends their 
position (even as they accuse pro-life 
advocates of having a backward and 
outdated world view), more and more 
opponents of abortion are citing 
scientific evidence as supporting the Biblical view. 
 
In the womb God fashioned us (Job 31:15) and wove us 

continued on p. 4  
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The Bible and Marriage (continued from p. 1) 
 
released from the law concerning the husband. So then, if while her husband is living she is joined to another man, she shall be 
called an adulteress; but if her husband dies, she is free from the law, so that she is not an adulteress though she is joined to 
another man.Ó (Rom. 7:2-3) 
 
The Greek word for marriage, gamos (in Heb. 13:4 and elsewhere), is the root word for gamete, or the reproductive cell Ð the 
mature male sperm and female egg, which are capable of fusing with one another to produce a zygote (fertilized egg). In a like 
manner, a husband joins with his wife for the same purpose. Gamos, a noun, is nominative, masculine, and singular. In essence, 
then, marriage is the agreement that a male enters into for the purpose of reproduction. Because gamos is masculine, one 
member of the union must be a male. Because it is a reproductive agreement, the other member of the union must be a female. 
Marriage can only be a union between a man and a woman. 
 
Marriage is a spiritual union, a union that is illustrative of GodÕs relationship with Israel. ÒI will betroth you to Me forever; yes, 
I will betroth you to Me in righteousness and in justice, in lovingkindness and in compassion, and I  will betroth you to Me in 
faithfulness. Then you will know the LORD.Ó (Hos. 2:19-20) The institution of marriage also symbolizes the unity of Christ 
with His church (2 Cor. 11:12, Eph. 5:22-33, Rev. 19:7, etc.). So vital is this unity that the only cause for the dissolution of a 
marriage is that sin which disunites: adultery (Matt. 5:32). Marriage is a covenant in the eyes of God. (Mal. 2:13-16). 
 
Though the Bible appears to be clear on the subject, scholars still debate the BibleÕs teachings on marriage. Dr. James B. 
DeYoung, a professor of New Testament Language & Literature at Western Seminary in Portland, said many of the BibleÕs 
passages on marriage call for a man to take multiple wives. Passages cited include 2 Sam. 3:2-5, 5:13; 1 Kin. 11:3; and 2 Chr. 
11:21, which describe the many wives and concubines of the patriarchs. I t must be remembered, however, that although the 
Bible describes sin in sometimes excruciating detail, sin is never condoned. The fact of polygamy is treated, even in the Old 
Testament, as incompatible with the Divine ideal and has its first instance in the two wives of Lamech (Gen. 4:19). Kings were 
warned against polygamy (Deut. 17:17). Noah, Isaac and Joseph had each only one wife, and the Biblical image of domestic 
happiness is always connected with monogamy (Psa. 128, Prov. 31). 
 
In summary, the institution of marriage is described by the Bible as a union, in the sight of God, of one man and one woman, 
a union that is not intended to be severed by any force other than the physical death of a spouse. 
 

*                    *                    * 
 
Homosexual Marriage: A Contradiction in Terms (continued from p. 1) 
 
Further, the court stated, in response to the allegation that the prohibition of same-sex marriages violates the ERA (Equal 
Rights Amendment), ÒIn response to appellantsÕ contention, the state points out that all same-sex marriages are deemed illegal 
by the state, and therefore argues that there is no violation of the ERA so long as marriage licenses are denied equally to both 
male and female pairs. In other words, the state suggests that appellants are not entitled to relief under the ERA because they 
have failed to make a showing that they are somehow being treated differently by the state than they would be if they were 
femalesÉ We are of the opinion that a commonsense reading of the language of the ERA indicates that an individualÕs 
afforded no protection under the ERA unless he or she first demonstrates that a right or responsibility has been denied solely 
because of that individualÕs sex. Appellants are unable to make such a showing because the right or responsibility they seek 
does not exist. The ERA does not create any new rights or responsibilities, such as the conceivable right of persons of the 
same sex to marry one another; rather, it merely insures that existing rights and responsibilities, or such rights and 
responsibilities as may be created in the future, which previously might have been wholly or partially denied to one sex or to 
the other, will be equally available to members of either sex.Ó 
 
Of the contention that a ban on homosexual marriage is analogous to a ban on interracial marriage, the court said, ÒWe do not 
find such an analogy. The operative distinction lies in the relationship which is described by the term ÔmarriageÕ itself, and that 
relationship is the legal union of one man and one woman. Washington statutes, specifically those relating to marriage (RCW 
26.04) and marital (community) property (RCW 26.16), are clearly founded upon the presumption that marriage, as a legal 
relationship, may exist only between one man and one woman who are otherwise qualified to enter that relationship... There is 
no analogous sexual classification involved in the instant case because appellants are not being denied entry into the marriage 
relationship because of their sex; rather, they are being denied entry into the marriage relationship because of the recognized 
definition of that relationship as one which may be entered into only by two persons who are members of the opposite sex.Ó 
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In summary, the court quoted another case, Baker v. Nelson: ÒThe institution of marriage as a union of man and woman, 
uniquely involving the procreation and rearing of children within a family, is as old as the book of Genesis... This historic 
institution manifestly is more deeply founded than the asserted contemporary concept of marriage and societal interests for 
which petitioners contend. The due process clause of the Fourteenth Amendment is not a charter for restructuring it by 
judicial legislation. The equal protection clause of the Fourteenth Amendment, like the due process clause, is not offended by 
the stateÕs classification of persons authorized to marry.Ó 
 

In 1996, in response to Singer v. Hara and similar lawsuits, the US Congress passed the 
Defense of Marriage Act (DOMA). The act passed the House of Representatives by a vote 
of 342 to 67, and the Senate by a vote of 85 to 14. This act defined marriage for purposes of 
Federal law: ÒIn determining the meaning of any Act of Congress, or of any ruling, regulation, 
or interpretation of the various administrative bureaus and agencies of the United States, the 
word ÔmarriageÕ means only a legal union between one man and one woman as husband and 
wife, and the word ÔspouseÕ refers only to a person of the opposite sex who is a husband or a 
wife.Ó This makes explicit what has been understood under federal law for over 200 years, 
that a marriage is the legal union of a man and a woman as husband and wife, and a spouse is 
a husband or wife of the opposite sex. 
 
DOMA also allows each State to decide for itself whether it wants to grant legal status to 
same-sex unions: ÒNo State, territory, or possession of the United States, or Indian tribe, 
shall be required to give effect to any public act, record, or judicial proceeding of any other 
State, territory, possession, or tribe respecting a relationship between persons of the same sex 

that is treated as a marriage under the laws of such other State, territory, possession, or tribe, or a right or claim arising from 
such relationship.Ó Article IV of the U.S. Constitution requires every state to give Òfull faith and creditÓ to the laws, records 
and judicial proceedings of other states, but the article also allows Congress to determine the effect of those state laws. 
 
A point of argument against defining marriage on a federal level could be the 10th Amendment to the U.S. Constitution which 
reads, ÒThe powers not delegated to the United States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the States, are reserved to 
the States respectively, or to the people.Ó In response, a constitutional amendment has been proposed reading: ÒMarriage in 
the United States shall consist only of the union of a man and a woman. Neither this Constitution, nor the constitution of any 
State, shall be construed to require that marriage or the legal incidents thereof be conferred upon any union other than the 
union of a man and a woman.Ó In a speech given on February 24, 2004, President Bush said, ÒMarriage cannot be severed 
from its cultural, religious and natural roots without weakening the good influence of society. Government, by recognizing and 
protecting marriage, serves the interests of all. Today I  call upon the Congress to promptly pass, and to send to the states for 
ratification, an amendment to our Constitution defining and protecting marriage as a union of man and woman as husband 
and wife. The amendment should fully protect marriage, while leaving the state legislatures free to make their own choices in 
defining legal arrangements other than marriage.Ó 
 
Proponents of homosexual marriage often cite historical precedence for such unions. Unfortunately for them, there is no such 
precedence. While homosexuality was practiced in the ancient world, homosexual marriage was not. In ancient Egypt, 
marriage was both monogamous and polygamous (and sometimes incestuous) but it was never homosexual. Marriage was 
based on simple consent and cohabitation. Ancient Greek marriages were more formal due to property concerns, but its 
purpose was the procreation of children. There are isolated instances of conjugal contracts between men (which were met with 
general disapproval), but persons of the same sex never married. The ancient Roman concept of marriage was expressed by 
Herennius Modestinus, who wrote that marriage was Òa joining together of a man and a woman, and a partnership for life in 
all areas of life, a sharing in divine and human lawÓ (Digest, 23.2.1). Homosexual marriage was unknown in the ancient world. 
Indeed, for nearly two millennia, the Western legal tradition has defined marriage as a heterosexual monogamous union 
designed for the procreation and nurture of children, the mutual help and companionship of husband and wife, and the 
mutual protection of both parties from sexual sin. This definition of marriage has been woven deeply into the fabric of 
Western law, and is still reflected today in thousands of American laws. 
 
Marriage, then, both historically and legally, describes the socially and legally sanctioned union of a man and a woman. 
Domestic partnerships, civil unions, spiritual companionships, etc. do not constitute marriage, and any similar unions in past 
history were never treated on equal grounds with the marriage of a man and a woman. Marriage is based primarily on 
procreation and secondarily on the promotion of the development of a childÕs character within a stable family. I t is a biological 
fact that only a union between a man and a woman can produce a child. No amount of legislation or argument can change 
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reality. Marriage promotes family, which in turn serves the larger civic community of which it is a part. Homosexual unions, on 
the other hand, are self-serving. ÒHomosexual marriageÓ is, then, clearly a contradiction in terms. 
 

*                    *                    * 
 
The Single-Celled Soul (continued from p. 1) 
 
(Psa. 139:13) and formed us (Isa. 44:24). God told Jeremiah, ÒBefore I  formed you in the 
womb I  knew you, and before you were born I consecrated you; I  have appointed you a 
prophet to the nations.Ó The Psalmist said, ÒI will give thanks to You, for I  am fearfully and 
wonderfully made; wonderful are Your works, and my soul knows it very well. My frame was 
not hidden from You, when I was made in secret, and skillfully wrought in the depths of the 
earth.Ó (Psa. 139:14-15) Here the inward parts of the earth serve as a metaphor for the 
motherÕs womb which is the dark workshop of GodÕs creative hand (the same metaphor is 
used in Eph. 4:9). Though man and woman are active participants in conception, it is God 
who gives life and shapes our bodies. While yet in the womb, the Lord clothed us with skin 
and flesh and knit us together with bones and sinews (Job 10:11). John the Baptist was filled 
with the Holy Spirit while yet in the womb (Luke 1:15) and Paul was set apart for the Gospel 
of God while in the womb (Gal. 1:15, cf. Rom. 1:1). 
 
Exodus 21:22-25 is sometimes cited by abortionists as evidence that God considers the fetus 
to be something less than human: ÒIf men struggle with each other and strike a woman with 
child so that she gives birth prematurely, yet there is no injury, he shall surely be fined as the 
womanÕs husband may demand of him, and he shall pay as the judges decide. But if there is any further injury, then you shall 
appoint as a penalty life for life, eye for eye, tooth for tooth, hand for hand, foot for foot, burn for burn, wound for wound, 
bruise for bruise.Ó But it should not be presumed that this premature birth produces a dead child as does abortion. The 
Hebrew word often rendered miscarriage in this context is yasa, which almost always refers to the emergence of a living thing 
(Gen. 1:24, 8:17, 15:4, 25:26, 1 Kings 8:19, 2 Kings 20:18, etc.). In this case, the passage could be translated Òthe child comes 
forth.Ó Thus, the phrase, Òno injuryÓ could apply equally to both mother and child and if either is harmed, the penalty is Òlife 
for life, tooth for tooth, hand for hand,Ó etc. 
 
The morality of abortion hinges on exactly when in the womb personhood is achieved. Aristotle (384-322 B.C.) was influential 
with his idea that movement in a fetus first occurs 40 days after conception for males and 90 days after conception for females 
(History of Animals, 7.3). The concepts of Òembryo inanimatusÓ and Òembryo animatusÓ were further developed by Augustine 
(On Exodus) and Thomas Aquinas (On the Truth of the Catholic Faith, 2.89) into the notion of Òdelayed ensoulment,Ó the belief 

that a fetus originally has a vegetable soul which evolves into an animal soul later in 
gestation. Thus contraception and abortion were not condemned by the church if 
performed early in gestation. By coincidence, this 90 day limit happens to be 
approximately equal to the end of the first trimester, the point at which the US 
Supreme Court decided that states could begin to restrict a womanÕs access to 
abortion. 
 
The question of when the soul enters the body may seem as futile as wondering 
how many angels can dance on the head of a pin. But if we accept that God creates 
each individual soul at the moment that He gives it a body, then the answer lies in 
when the physical body begins. Today, many Christians believe that ÒpersonhoodÓ is 
achieved within the fertilized egg at the moment of conception. This idea is often 
dismissed because very often fertilized eggs fail to implant and many more abort 
early in pregnancy. If these are all human beings, some see this as a clear indication 
that God cares little for human life. But consider that when the sperm carries its 23 
chromosomes to unite with the oocyteÕs (the unfertilized eggÕs) 23 chromosomes, a 
zygote (a single cell) results which carries a unique set of 46 chromosomes, the 
complete genetic substance of a human being. From this point, the zygote 
undergoes significant changes, but not substantial changes. That the zygote, if it 
survives, will become a human being is certain. I t will never become a fish or a goat 

or a monkey. It will grow into a person just like us; indeed all who are alive and all who have died were at one time a zygote. 
This Òfertilized eggÓ is merely the first of many stages in the growth of a full-term child. That so many of these zygotes perish 

 
The moment of conception. 

 
The single-celled soul. Male and 
female chromosomes (in the spheres 
near the center of the zygote) are 
about to combine into a complete 
human-defining nucleus. 
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before birth does not reflect GodÕs lack of concern for human life, but rather it is the result of sinÕs effect on the biological 
ideal as originally created before the fall of man. Many babies die in infancy, but this does not suggest that they are somehow 
less than human. Does the fact that 100% of all elderly people die indicate that they are inferior to those in other stages of 
development? The source of death is the same at any stage of physical growth: sin. 
 
The human substance of the zygote is maintained as it becomes a morula (when cleavage begins after about 3 days), then a 
blastocyte (that implants in the uterus wall 5 to 7 days after conception). At this point, there is a 66% chance that the embryo 
will develop into a baby who will survive birth. An embryo becomes a fetus when the first bone cells appear in cartilage about 
7 weeks after conception. Survival rate at this point is 97%. 
 
But to return to the question posed by Discover magazine: When does viable life begin? The term viable is used in two different 
ways. With regard to a fetus, it usually is used to refer to the condition of being capable of living outside the uterus. Thus, 
viability is often placed at about seven months (28 weeks), and sometimes earlier, even at four months. In a broader biological 
sense, however, to be viable is to be capable of living; it is to have the ability to grow and to develop. Science, it turns out, can 
offer an answer. Research by secular scientists such as Jonathan Van Blerkom (a professor at the University of Colorado at 
Denver) and David Albertini (a developmental biologist at Tufts University in Boston) is suggesting that the viability of life 
may be determined long before fertilization. ÒIt involves the way an egg cell is built,Ó according to the article, Òand how 
information positioned during that construction affects the fate of the embryoÓ (p. 33). A maturing egg cell reduces its number 
of chromosomes from 46 to 23 through a process called meiosis. In the first stage, one expendable sack of halved DNA is 
positioned near the cellÕs surface. This is called the Òfirst polar body,Ó and it represents the primordial nucleus that the egg cell 
is destined to form. Prior to ovulation, the egg undergoes a second meiosis that creates a web-like complex of microtubules 
(hollow protein filaments) called the spindle. Through forces that are not understood, an axis and poles within the cell develop 
which sets up the internal organization of the eggÕs cytoplasm. I t is this organization of the cellÕs structure that determines the 
viability of the egg. 
 
Most of the research described above has been conducted in connection with IVF (in vitro fertilization) clinics. Ironically, it is 
becoming clear that IVF methods can interfere with the polarity of the egg, which in turn can adversely affect IVF births. 
Health effects may be subtle. ÒThereÕs no systematic, organized mechanism for follow-up,Ó Van Blerkom concedes. ÒAnd the 
reason for that is that people donÕt want itÓ (p. 39). 
 
What those who favor the option of abortion donÕt want to hear is that the unborn child is a human being. In fact, they would 
argue, the ÒpersonhoodÓ of the fetus is based on the emotion of the woman who is carrying it. Personhood, they would argue, 
is a direct function of whether the child is wanted or is unwanted. Thus, in the eyes of the law, it is considered murder if an 
expectant mother is assaulted and, though she survives, the fetus is lost. But a mother, who decides that her fetus should not 
come to term, may exercise the option to kill it with legal impunity. 
 
The appeal to emotion has shifted from the Òpro-lifeÓ to the Òpro-choiceÓ side as science, through technological innovation, 
has made seen what has been hidden from the eyes of man, that is, genetic and morphological details during the very 
beginning stages of human life within the womb. Science, more and more, has been pushing back the time at which movement 
and cell specialization can be detected. No more is the embryo considered to pass through evolutionistic animal stages as it 
becomes human, but rather, it is known to have become singularly human at conception. The fertilized egg can no longer be 
considered to be like a tumor, nor is it any more a parasite than a baby suckling at the breast of its mother. It is an individually 
defined human life that has been knit by the very hand of God to serve His purposes. 
 
The root of a womanÕs desire for autonomy over her own body, and the body of the child growing within her, is the desire for 
independence from God, the same ÒfreedomÓ sought by Satan that led to his expulsion from heaven and by Adam and Eve 
that resulted in their expulsion from Eden. This freedom is not freedom at all, but it is rather slavery Ð slavery to sin. The 
Supreme Court ruled, ÒAt the heart of liberty is the right to define oneÕs own concept of existence, of meaning, of the universe, 
and of the mystery of human life.Ó (Planned Parenthood of Southeastern Pa. v. Casey, 505 U.S. 833, 1992) But the Bible tells 
us, ÒThere is a way which seems right to a man, but its end is the way of death.Ó (Prov. 14:12; cf. Deut. 12:8, Jud. 17:6, Prov. 
16:2) 
 
 
 
 
 
Scripture taken from the NEW AMERICAN STANDARD BIBLE¨ , Copyright © 1960, 1962, 1963, 1971, 1972, 1973, 1975, 1977, 1995 by The Lockman Foundation. Used 
by permission. 


