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Introduction

To understand sexual sins, we need to understand the exact meaning of sin. Now, most Christians believe sin is the transgression or violation of God’s law, as 1 John 3:4 states: “Whoever commits sin transgresses also the law: for sin is the transgression of the law.” But when interpreting the Bible, we must compare scripture with scripture, and this verse conflicts with Hebrews 9:22, which says that “almost all things are by the law purged with blood; and without shedding of blood is no remission.” God commanded man in the Garden of Eden and after the great Flood to be fruitful and multiply (Gen. 1:22; 28; 9:1). Yet no one says that being a virgin or not having any children is a sin against God.

However, this doesn’t change the fact that anyone who isn’t being fruitful and multiplying is transgressing the law; this is a direct command from God—one that has not been repealed. Nobody regards such a violation as a sin, even if this squarely contradicts 1 John 3:4. The very fact that nobody dares question singleness or childlessness should be sufficient evidence that a more nuanced definition of sin is required. By employing a much more consistent method of comparing scripture with scripture, we can deduce a simple yet consistent way of defining sin.

When we compare 1 John 3:4 with Hebrews 9:22, at first the two appear to contradict each other, but this isn’t the case. On closer examination, the two verses go quite well together. The author of Hebrews stated that almost all sins required the shedding of blood, so we can logically conclude that some sins didn’t require the shedding of blood. Comparing scripture with scripture is always important because in many cases certain laws are qualified. One example is vows. Jesus stated in Matthew 5:33–37,


Again, ye have heard that it hath been said by them of old time, Thou shalt not forswear thyself, but shalt perform unto the Lord thine oaths: But I say unto you, Swear not at all; neither by heaven; for it is God’s throne: Nor by the earth; for it is his footstool: neither by Jerusalem; for it is the city of the great King. Neither shalt thou swear by thy head, because thou canst not make one hair white or black. But let your communication be, Yea, yea; Nay, nay: for whatsoever is more than these cometh of evil.


At least on the surface, Jesus seemingly forbade all oaths, swearing, or vows. But is this actually the case? Let’s now compare Jesus’s seeming rejection of vows with a vow that can be construed to contradict his previous statements. Matthew 19:9 says, “And I say unto you, Whosoever shall put away his wife, except it be for fornication, and shall marry another, committeth adultery: and whoso marrieth her which is put away doth commit adultery.”

Apparently, in this instance, Jesus actually upheld vows. Who would deny that a marriage vow is a solemn promise to perform an activity? If this wasn’t the case, then why did he state that marrying a divorced woman was adultery? This can only be due to the fact that God still recognizes the vows she made to her first husband. Some Christians foolishly employ Pharisee-type tactics and say marriage isn’t a vow but simply a covenant, but there is no difference between the two; however, this foolhardy approach to scripture is no different from that of the Pharisees, who believed they could violate their vows by swearing by anyone or thing other than God.

This brings us to our next point in Matthew 5:34–37. Jesus stated that we’re not to make a vow by heaven, earth, or even our own heads; according to the Pharisees, by making such vows and not abiding by them, they weren’t sinning against God. In fact, Jesus wasn’t forbidding vows per se but simply pointing out that one shouldn’t make vows with loopholes; if one does, he or she would still be sinning against God. Rather than swearing by heaven or earth, simply state what it is you plan to do; this in no way negates a vow, as many Christians have come to mistakenly believe. If you told a friend you’d pick him up at the airport at 5:00 p.m., you’ve made a vow to him; it’s as simple as that. Jesus did not say you cannot make a vow; rather, he spoke against supposed loopholes people used not to fulfill their vows.

God gave to Israel regulations concerning vows in Numbers 30:1–16; Jesus just clarified the Pharisees’ misapplication. Besides, Jesus himself made a vow: “But I say unto you, I won’t drink henceforth of this fruit of the vine, until that day when I drink it new with you in my Father’s kingdom” (Matt. 26:29). When one fails to study scripture in detail, many problems are sure to spring forth. Indeed, this mistake breeds contradiction. A meticulous study of scripture, on the other hand, harmonizes Jesus’s words with those of God and other believers. Acts 18:18 says, “And Paul after this tarried there yet a good while, and then took his leave of the brethren, and sailed thence into Syria, and with him Priscilla and Aquila; having shorn his head in Cenchrea: for he had a vow.” Paul is proof that Christians were still making vows after Jesus ascended to heaven.

When you study scripture and compare it with other scripture, you get a much clearer view of scripture, and supposed contradictions disappear. So we see that Jesus didn’t nullify God’s laws concerning vows; rather, he upheld them by stating that one shouldn’t vow by heaven or one’s head. This in no way means Christians cannot make vows to other people or to God; it means only that our yes should mean yes. Jesus’s words are qualified through his other statements regarding vows and with God’s laws mentioned in the Old Testament. “But wait,” you might say, “we aren’t under the law anymore.” We will address this point shortly; until then we need to continue seeking out a consistent method of defining sin.

Let’s return to God’s command to be fruitful and multiply. We should note that God never penalized anyone for not having children, and there were many godly men and women in the Bible who didn’t have children, including his only begotten Son, Jesus. Thus, we can logically conclude that 1 John 3:4, which states that any transgression of God’s law is sin, is in fact a qualified statement much like Jesus’s statement in regard to vows. As mentioned earlier, we can use Hebrews 9:22 to qualify 1 John 3:4, and we can conclude that one who isn’t fruitful and doesn’t multiply isn’t sinning, because at no time did not having children require the shedding of blood. Let’s go over more of God’s laws and determine whether breaking these commands is sin.

Deuteronomy 22:10 states, “Thou shalt not plow with an ox and an ass together.” Interestingly enough, few, if any, Christians believe that any Israelite who plowed his or her field with an ox yoked with an ass was sinning against God, despite the fact that 1 John 3:4 would define such an act as a sin against God. By using Hebrews 9:22 to qualify 1 John 3:4, we can once again safely conclude that yoking an ox with an ass is by no means a sin. Are you confused, or do you have doubts? This law had a higher spiritual meaning in 1 Corinthians 7:12–16, where Paul told believers not to depart from unbelievers:


But to the rest speak I, not the Lord: If any brother hath a wife that believeth not, and she be pleased to dwell with him, let him not put her away. And the woman which hath an husband that believeth not, and if he be pleased to dwell with her, let her not leave him. For the unbelieving husband is sanctified by the wife, and the unbelieving wife is sanctified by the husband: else were your children unclean; but now are they holy. But if the unbelieving depart, let him depart. A brother or a sister is not under bondage in such cases: but God hath called us to peace. For what knowest thou, O wife, whether thou shalt save thy husband? or how knowest thou, O man, whether thou shalt save thy wife?


If being unequally yoked was a sin, Paul wouldn’t have been able to say this. Combine the fact that there was no shedding of blood for having two different animals yoked together, and understand that most of ancient Israel’s laws were a shadow of higher spiritual meaning. Here we find the meaning in 2 Corinthians 6:14, where Paul said we shouldn’t be unequally yoked with unbelievers. “Be ye not unequally yoked together with unbelievers: for what fellowship hath righteousness with unrighteousness? and what communion hath light with darkness?” Obviously, if a Christian marries a non-Christian, they are going to have a hard time living together in a relationship; in a similar way, it’s unwise, to say the least, to yoke an ox with an ass.

People might look at the concept of being unequally yoked as odd or weird, much like a farmer plowing a field with an ox yoked with an ass, but it’s not a sin. Otherwise, Paul would have contradicted himself in 1 Corinthians 7:12–16. The point most Christians miss is that it’s not a sin to be unequally yoked; this is what God said in Deuteronomy 22:10 and Paul said in 1 Corinthians 7:12–16.

Moving on to another of God’s laws he gave to Israel, let us turn to Leviticus 19:17–18.


Thou shalt not hate thy brother in thine heart: thou shalt in any wise rebuke thy neighbour, and not suffer sin upon him. Thou shalt not avenge, nor bear any grudge against the children of thy people, but thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself: I am the Lord.


We now come across another law that didn’t require the shedding of blood, which again explains the “almost” of Hebrews 9:22. It would appear—on the surface at least—that we are in a quandary. If we simply appeal to 1 John 3:4 to state that hating our brother or neighbor is sin, then it would be foolish or hypocritical to say that yoking an ox with an ass isn’t a sin; it’s clearly forbidden even though it didn’t require the shedding of blood, it also wasn’t required for actually hating somebody. We’re now in the “cherry-picking” trap; if we simply stick with 1 John 3:4 to conveniently condemn hate as a sin while at the same time using Hebrews 9:22 to state that yoking to different kinds of animals or not growing a beard isn’t a sin, then we’re simply illogical.

We must find a way to qualify both 1 John 3:4 and Hebrews 9:22 so they harmonize with the rest of scripture. The gift of the Spirit was given at Pentecost, and God’s law is now written in the heart of believers, as Jeremiah 31:33–34 states:


But this shall be the covenant that I will make with the house of Israel; After those days, saith the Lord, I will put my law in their inward parts, and write it in their hearts; and will be their God, and they shall be my people. And they shall teach no more every man his neighbour, and every man his brother, saying, Know the Lord: for they shall all know me, from the least of them unto the greatest of them, saith the Lord: for I will forgive their iniquity, and I will remember their sin no more.


So in addition to God’s law, proclaimed at Mount Sinai, we have the gift of the Spirit, and with this gift comes fruit, as Jesus tells us in Matthew 7:16–20.


Ye shall know them by their fruits. Do men gather grapes of thorns, or figs of thistles? Even so every good tree bringeth forth good fruit; but a corrupt tree bringeth forth evil fruit. A good tree cannot bring forth evil fruit, neither can a corrupt tree bring forth good fruit. Every tree that bringeth not forth good fruit is hewn down, and cast into the fire. Wherefore by their fruits ye shall know them.


We have a certain qualifier for 1 John 3:4 and Hebrews 9:22; we are to know believers by their fruit. We must search the scriptures to see whether we can know the details of the fruit Christians should bear. Paul told us in Galatians 5:22–23 what the exact fruit of the Spirit is: “But the fruit of the Spirit is love, joy, peace, longsuffering, gentleness, goodness, faith, Meekness, temperance: against such there is no law.”

Using Paul’s detailed description of the fruit of the Spirit along with Jesus’s words that we are known by our fruit, we can now use the fruit of the Spirit as a qualifier for 1 John 3:4 and Hebrews 9:22. Armed with this knowledge of scripture, we can now state with confidence that believers are expected to exhibit fruit of the Spirit and that violating any of these nine traits is a sin against God. We can conclude that while hating someone didn’t require the shedding of blood, no one can deny that it is in violation of the fruit of the Spirit; thus, we can say that no believer should hate anybody. We can also state that while believers are required to produce the fruit of the Spirit, this doesn’t mean unbelievers aren’t sinning when they hate their neighbor. Such a conclusion would make no sense given that God gave the law to Israel while simultaneously condemning the heathen (pagan) nations, even though they hadn’t been given (nor were they aware of) any of his laws.

We have to ask ourselves whether there are any more definitions of sin, in addition to the previous two we’ve already covered. The answer is yes, there are. Sin is mentioned in Ephesians 5–6.


Wives, submit yourselves unto your own husbands, as unto the Lord. For the husband is the head of the wife, even as Christ is the head of the church: and he is the saviour of the body. Therefore as the church is subject unto Christ, so let the wives be to their own husbands in every thing. (Eph. 5:22–24)

Children, obey your parents in the Lord: for this is right. Honour thy father and mother; (which is the first commandment with promise;) That it may be well with thee, and thou mayest live long on the earth. (Eph. 6:1–3)


We find that the definition of sin also includes the disobedience of wives to their husbands and the disobedience of children to their parents. By comparing scripture with scripture, we can piece together a fuller and more consistent picture of God’s Word and his laws, and we can summarize as follows: “Whosoever committeth sin transgresseth also the law: for sin is the transgression of the law” (1 John 3:4). Whenever the following criteria are met, sin has occurred.

	Something is a sin if it required the shedding of blood.

	Something is a sin if it violates any of the nine fruit of the Spirit.

	Something is a sin if in it one disobeys the family hierarchy (husbands, wives, and children).

	Something is a sin if the intent is to break a law that meets any of the three previous criteria.

This definition of sin is much more consistent and simpler than any other method that tries to define what sin is. Even if the reader disregards or disagrees with the definition given here, he or she must admit that the typical answer of 1 John 3:4 is insufficient as the sole reply to inquirers. It also leads the purveyor of such doctrine to be criticized of cherry-picking the violation of certain laws while ignoring others.

With these pieces in place, the picture of God’s law becomes clearer. Take, for instance, the cleanliness laws God gave Israel to separate them from the other nations. When God gave the list of unclean animals to eat, he said in Leviticus 11:31–35 that anyone who touched them would bathe in water and be unclean until the evening (night). Any vessel or sack had to be bathed in water, and any earthen vessel had to be broken. If anyone went to the temple unclean, he or she would be struck dead (Lev. 17:16). It should be noted, however, that this wasn’t because the person touched or ate something unclean but because he or she disobeyed God and went to the sanctuary unclean. Those Christians who insist the cleanliness laws must still be kept and that eating pork is sin because it is unclean are silent regarding the following. Leviticus 15:16–18 says,


And if any man’s seed of copulation go out from him, then he shall wash all his flesh in water, and be unclean until the even. And every garment, and every skin, whereon is the seed of copulation, shall be washed with water, and be unclean until the even. The woman also with whom man shall lie with seed of copulation, they shall both bathe themselves in water, and be unclean until the even.


The fact is that a couple who had sex in ancient Israel were considered unclean, not unlike someone who touched or even ate an unclean animal. It’s interesting (isn’t it?) that people who uphold the unclean/clean food dichotomy are completely silent on this issue, as they are with numerous other areas that resulted in rendering someone unclean. Let us return to the couple who had sex. Let’s say they went to the temple despite God’s command not to; they would have been struck dead. Simply put, their deaths would be due to the fact that they disobeyed God and went to the temple unclean. Having sex isn’t in itself sinful, provided the couple didn’t break any of God’s laws related to sex; likewise, someone who touched or ate an animal wasn’t sinning but was unclean only for a time. Going to the temple unclean would have been sin—this was the issue that would have concerned the Israelites.

There’s nothing wrong with choosing to follow cleanliness laws, but anyone who teaches that these laws must be kept is clearly in the wrong. The cleanliness laws were only in relation to the temple and to keep Israel separate from other nations. “Thus shall you separate the children of Israel from their uncleanness; that they die not in their uncleanness, when they defile my tabernacle that is among them” (Lev. 15:31–33). As Paul stated, the scripture teaches we are now God’s temple: “God that made the world and all things therein, seeing that he is Lord of heaven and earth, dwells not in temples made with hands” (Acts 17:24). God ripped the veil at the death of Christ, signifying that his presence left the temple (Matt. 27:51). We should also note that there’s absolutely zero scriptural evidence to support the belief that eating bacon is sin but that eating from a plate at a restaurant or house that had made contact with unclean meat is not. Why are these same people who uphold the cleanliness laws not concerned with touching a menstruating woman? Or anything she might have made contact with (Lev. 15:19–24)? Excuses such as “Well, I try my best” or “We all sin” are simply cop-outs. Of course, if they were to admit that they don’t worry about touching a menstruating woman or eating off a “defiled” plate because God no longer dwells in temples made with hands, they would be correct. However, they would also be defeating their own argument because cleanliness laws were related only to the temple, and this would include the laws related to unclean meat.

Looking further in Leviticus (5:2–3), we find the following:


Or if a soul touch any unclean thing, whether it be a carcase of an unclean beast, or a carcase of unclean cattle, or the carcase of unclean creeping things, and if it be hidden from him; he also shall be unclean, and guilty. Or if he touch the uncleanness of man, whatsoever uncleanness it be that a man shall be defiled withal, and it be hid from him; when he knoweth of it, then he shall be guilty.


The shedding of blood was required only if someone who became unclean forgot to cleanse himself or herself; it was never required if someone cleansed himself or herself after moving an animal carcass or eating shrimp, for that matter. It was never evil to touch the deceased or to eat lobster, despite what some people will tell you. It is impossible to hold that a married couple who had sex weren’t unclean while simultaneously stating that eating shellfish was sin. Do those who insist dietary laws must still be maintained believe Elijah sinned in the book of 1 Kings (17:4–7)?


And it shall be, that thou shalt drink of the brook; and I have commanded the ravens to feed thee there. So he went and did according unto the word of the Lord: for he went and dwelt by the brook Cherith, that is before Jordan. And the ravens brought him bread and flesh in the morning, and bread and flesh in the evening; and he drank of the brook. And it came to pass after a while, that the brook dried up, because there had been no rain in the land.


In closing, the laws related to what was clean or unclean aren’t unlike a mother telling her son, who was playing outside, to wash his hands before eating—but the child refuses to wash his hands. So the child is punished—not because he played outside but because he disobeyed her command to wash his hands. Unfortunately, some confuse God’s commands to cleanse oneself after being unclean with doing an action that results in being unclean.

We return to the main purpose of this tome with a question. What are sexual sins according to the Word of God? When someone asks such a question, the usual answer is “Flee fornication. Every sin that a man doeth is without the body; but he that committeth fornication sinneth against his own body” (1 Cor. 6:18).

Many Christians mistakenly believe the preceding verse answers the question, but in reality it only begs the question. What exactly is “fornication” or, as other translations say, “harlotry,” “prostitution,” “sexual immorality,” and so forth? To find the answer, we must compare scripture with scripture and determine whether there are any qualifications to Paul’s statement. Thus far, we’ve discovered that sin is defined not by 1 John 3:4 but by several other criteria; similarly, we will find that several other criteria define sexual sins.

First, we must realize what Paul meant when he spoke of “fornication,” which is translated from the Greek word porneia. It is now time to address the permanence of God’s laws and tackle one of the biggest misconceptions of Christianity, which is Jesus’s words concerning God’s law. By misinterpreting Jesus’s Sermon on the Mount, Christians have inadvertently caused an avalanche of misconceptions that have inevitably snowballed into what makes many err in their walk with God. Matthew 5:17–19 says,


Think not that I am come to destroy the law, or the prophets: I am not come to destroy, but to fulfil. For verily I say unto you, Till heaven and earth pass, one jot or one tittle shall in no wise pass from the law, till all be fulfilled. Whosoever therefore shall break one of these least commandments, and shall teach men so, he shall be called the least in the kingdom of heaven: but whosoever shall do and teach them, the same shall be called great in the kingdom of heaven.




The traditional interpretation of Jesus’s word states that he abolished God’s law and introduced new laws, which are much stricter than the laws God gave at Mount Sinai. However, on closer examination this long-held view presents three problems. First, Jesus plainly said that he had not come to abolish the law but to fulfill it; yet, the traditional view holds that “fulfill” means “abolished,” which leads to Jesus’s saying the following nonsensical statement: “I did not come to abolish the law, but I came to abolish the law.”

The author is aware of the semantic sleight of hand some employ by stating “fulfill” doesn’t mean “abolish” but “nullify,” “abrogate,” or “replace.” It doesn’t really matter that all these words still lead to a nonsensical outcome of Jesus’s doing away with the law while simultaneously claiming he didn’t come to destroy it.

Second, Jesus said,


Whosoever therefore shall break one of these least commandments, and shall teach men so, he shall be called the least in the kingdom of heaven: but whosoever shall do and teach them, the same shall be called great in the kingdom of heaven. (Matt. 5:19)


So, according to the traditional view, Jesus, who they believe abolished the law, is the least in the kingdom of heaven because he did away with the law.

Third, Jesus said, “Till heaven and earth pass, one jot or one tittle shall in no wise pass from the law, till all be fulfilled” (Matt. 5:18). We can all agree that heaven and earth haven’t passed away since Jesus’s ascension; therefore, we can safely conclude that God’s law hasn’t passed away.

When one understands that the Greek word for “fulfill,” which is pleroo, is defined as “complete or render full,” Jesus’s words now make sense. Jesus didn’t come to abolish or destroy the law but to render it full or to complete the law. In other words, he came to obey the law. This is an important point because all Christians agree that Jesus is our high priest, as the author of Hebrews (4:14) tells us; in fact, the entire point of the letter to the Hebrews is to tell us that the Levitical priesthood has been superseded. This also includes animal sacrifices and the need for a physical temple; yet many Christians, in their zeal to upend God’s law based on an erroneous interpretation of Matthew 5:17–19, miss the significance of Hebrews. When one believes in the wholesale destruction of God’s law, there is no opportunity to notice its many nuances. This thinking always leads to innumerable problems and inconsistencies.

Because we’ve already learned how to scripturally define sin, there’s no need to answer such questions as “What about mixed fabrics?” and the like. Now it’s just a matter of going through scripture to identify God’s laws in regard to sex and to compare scripture with scripture to ensure such laws are, or are not, qualified. It will become plainly obvious, sometimes painfully so, that during our study of scripture, the traditional interpretation of Matthew 5:17–19 presents all types of contradictions and problems in relation to God’s view of sex.

Besides, the traditional interpretation begs the following question: How can there be any laws against sex if Jesus abolished the law? If Jesus replaced the law given at Mount Sinai with a more stringent set, where did he call anal sex a sin? For those who say Paul did, how can you explain where he got this prohibition? He either made it up by himself or got it from God’s law, which was given to Israel through the prophet Moses; Jesus wasn’t recorded making such a prohibition. What is the most logical answer?

Let’s return to Paul’s oft-quoted statement in 1 Corinthians 6:18 about porneia being translated as “fornication.” Most Christians get their definition of words from modern dictionaries instead of from comparing scripture with scripture. As a result, Christians have stated that a variety of actions qualify as “fornication” or “sexual immorality,” from masturbation to sex outside of wedlock and so forth. The belief that Jesus has abolished God’s law has led to a free-for-all in terms of what is sinful and what isn’t. Unfortunately, many Bible dictionaries have fallen into the same trap, leading many Christians to simply pick up a Strong’s Concordance and say unmarried sex is fornication, which Paul condemned repeatedly. Therefore, for a couple to engage in such an activity is forbidden.

This is nothing more than eisegesis, which is reading one’s own ideas into scripture. Hardly does anyone ever start from the Old Testament and work his or her way to the New Testament; rather, people work backward and use the New Testament to interpret the Old Testament. By properly using the Old Testament to interpret the New Testament and arming oneself with the scriptural definition of sin, we can make the following preliminary conclusions, all of which we will address in more detail later. God’s law in relation to masturbation and nudity will be studied in detail. Adultery (which includes remarriage after divorce), incest, bestiality, anal sex, sex during menstruation, and rape will be analyzed. God’s law mentions sexual idolatry (also known as sacred prostitution)—that is, sex as a form of worship to a god. We will examine this concept along with rape, lust, and covetousness. The term “polygyny,” which is defined as one man married to multiple women, will be used rather than the more broad term “polygamy,” and so will the term “concubinage.” Finally, unmarried sex, for the purpose of this book, will be defined as two single people having consensual sex.

Important Things to Know

Before venturing further, we should note that the Hebrew word iysh can mean man, men, husband, husbands, male, males, human, or father. Likewise, the Hebrew word ishshah can mean woman, women, mother, mothers, wife, wives, and female. This is also true for the Greek word for “man” and “woman,” so it is of the utmost importance that we take the context into consideration before determining which word should be properly used at any given time.

Another word we will come across is the Hebrew word karath, which is mostly translated as “cut off”; other versions have used “excommunicated,” which has caused quite some confusion. However, when comparing scripture with scripture, we can determine it means “death.” Strong’s Concordance defines karath as “cutoff, cut down, asunder, destroy, or consume.” Compromising Christians, who are always looking to make the scriptures acceptable, have chosen to use the more palatable “excommunicated” instead. The obvious problem is that there isn’t one example in scripture of people being expelled outside of Israel. Christians who hold to the excommunicated view cannot show one instance of an incestuous couple being expelled outside of Israel. Why? When God gave Israel his law and told them that the heathen nations were being punished (Lev. 18:24–30) for breaking these laws, why would he let an incestuous couple continue to commit sin outside of Israel, when judgment always begins in the house of the Lord (1 Pet. 4:17)? However, there is plenty of evidence to the contrary.


And the Lord spake unto Moses, saying, Speak thou also unto the children of Israel, saying, Verily my sabbaths ye shall keep: for it is a sign between me and you throughout your generations; that ye may know that I am the Lord that doth sanctify you. Ye shall keep the sabbath therefore; for it is holy unto you: every one that defileth it shall surely be put to death: for whosoever doeth any work therein, that soul shall be cut off from among his people. (Exod. 31:12–14)

And while the children of Israel were in the wilderness, they found a man that gathered sticks upon the sabbath day. And they that found him gathering sticks brought him unto Moses and Aaron, and unto all the congregation. And they put him in ward, because it was not declared what should be done to him. And the Lord said unto Moses, The man shall be surely put to death: all the congregation shall stone him with stones without the camp. And all the congregation brought him without the camp, and stoned him with stones, and he died; as the Lord commanded Moses. (Num. 15:32–36)


This should be enough to convince any reasonable-minded person that karath meant “death”; however, we will look at a few more instances of the over 280 times when karath is used to further prove our point. Genesis 9:11 says, “And I will establish my covenant with you; neither shall all flesh be cut off any more by the waters of a flood; neither shall there any more be a flood to destroy [karath] the earth.” Did God mean that mankind was excommunicated? Scripture tells us that only eight souls were saved (1 Pet. 3:20), so it should be clear that karath means “perish or destroyed.” Here are more examples:

	Karath is translated as “made” and is used in conjunction with beriyth, the Hebrew word for “covenant” (Gen. 15:18; 21:32).

	A male was karath for not having his foreskin circumcised (Gen. 17:14).

	Joseph told Pharaoh to store the surplus of the land so the land wouldn’t be karath through the famine (Gen. 41:36).

	People who ate leavened bread during the Feast of Unleavened Bread were karath (Exod. 12:15, 19).

	God told the Israelites to break the pagans’ images and karath their groves (Exod. 34:13).

	Anyone who touched a dead body and didn’t cleanse himself or herself was karath (Num. 19:13).

Chapter 1

Covetousness/Lust/Desire, Masturbation, and Nudity

Exodus 20:17 says, “Thou shalt not covet.” This verse is clear, concise, and straightforward, so why does it generate so much confusion? Perhaps it’s because so many fail to grasp Jesus’s words in relation to God’s law, causing them to mistakenly believe the law in relation to coveting has been expanded. Bogged down in semantics, too many people believe lust means only something that is sinful; however, we’ll see that the Hebrew and Greek word for “covet” or “lust” is, in fact, neutral. We must take the context into account to determine whether sin has occurred.

Keep in mind that most Bible versions aren’t consistent when translating the Hebrew and Greek words chamad and epithumeo, respectively. This is why when you study the scriptures, I recommend that you use a literal translation such as Young’s or Rotherham’s Bible. Robert Young consistently translates chamad and epithumeo as “desire,” which erases many doctrinal misconceptions and confusion so many other Bible translations create when they use several different words for one Hebrew and Greek word, such as “lust,” “desire,” or “covet.” The following is from Young’s Literal Translation of the Bible (YLT):


Ex 20:14 Thou dost not commit adultery.

Ex 20:17 Thou dost not desire the house of thy neighbor, thou not desire the wife of thy neighbor, or his man-servant, or his handmaid or his ox, or his ass, or anything which is thy neighbor’s.

Matt 5:28 but I—I say to you, that every one who
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