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I am not going to reprint the entire study because it would
take too much space. What I will do is show a piece from the
Bible study and then respond to it. I do recommend that you
read the entire Bible study and form your own conclusions.
Spelling and editing errors in the italicized errors are the
mistake of the author of the Bible study that I am responding
to. Spelling and editing errors in the rest of the article are
my mistake.

Rev. Blankenship writes:
This is an issue of association: Without exception, every
example of makeup in the Bible is associated with wicked
women. Queen Jezebel when trying to seduce Jehu: ( who was a
VERY WICKED WOMAN)
II Kings 9:30 "And when Jehu was come to Jezreel, Jezebel
heard [of it]; and she painted her face, and tired her head,
and looked out at a window."
** Let’s be honest: we would have to recognize that what we
call makeup is really nothing more than painting your face.
THEREFORE, I could say I am going to Builder’s Square and buy
a five gallon bucket of makeup for my house. The only
difference between normal & a clown is the amount. Somehow,
paint sounds cheap, but makeup is "cultural." – but it’s the
same thing. Even the world acknowledges someone "overdone" as

a "Jezebel"
Eye makeup started in Egypt about 3000BC . Egypt is a type of
sin and bondage throughout the Bible. (it sure didn’t start in
Israel among God’s people)

My Response:
Just because something started in Egypt, and Egypt is
traditionally a type of sin, does not make something
inherently evil. Egypt was one of the first civilizations to
use irrigation, so is irrigation inherently evil? Of course
not! The fact is that Egypt existed for thousands of years
before the Hebrews were called out, so they had plenty of
ideas. Just because they did something does not make it wrong.
Egypt is a type of sin because the Israelites were held in
bondage there. It was not a type of sin because of any
particular thing that they did.
Now let’s look at Jezebel. Jezebel was a Phoenician princess
who married King Ahab (note that she was not Egyptian).
Jezebel was definitely an evil woman, but she was not evil
because she painted her face. That has nothing to do with it.
She was evil because she persecuted the prophets of God and
things like that.
The point is this: If we cannot wear make-up because Jezebel
painted her face, then we also cannot "adorn" our hair or look
out a window.
See the logic here? Just because an evil person happened to do
something does not mean that the action is evil.
Also, for what it’s worth, the only time Jezebel is mentioned
in the NT is when a prophetess is called a "Jezebel" by Jesus.
The reason? She was leading Christians to commit acts of
immorality and to eat food sacrificed to idols. Nothing about
make-up there.

Rev. Blankenship writes:
Look at Solomon’s advice to young men:
Proverbs 6:25 "Lust not after her beauty in thine heart;
neither let her take thee with her eyelids."
Painting the face is direct, simple pride & vanity at its
rawest form . It is simply designed for sex appeal; it has no
other purpose.

My Response:
The commandment in Proverbs 6:25 is to not lust after
adulturesses. The statement, "Neither let her take thee with
her eyelids" may or may not have anything to do with eye
paint. The Keil & Delitzsch Commentary on the Old Testament
(one of the better Old Testament commentaries) has this to say
about the subject: "The warning, ‘let her not catch thee with
her eyelids,’ refers to her (the adulteress’s) coquettish
ogling and amorous winking ((Keil & Delitzsch Commentary on
the Old Testament, Johann (C.F.) Keil (1807-1888) & Franz
Delitzsch (1813-1890), Prov. 6:25))." Of course, other
commentaries (such as JFB and Clarke) think that the verse is
talking about eye shadow ((A Commentary on the Old and New
Testaments by Robert Jamieson, A. R. Fausset and David Brown,
Prov. 6:25)). We just don’t know for sure. Either way, the
debate about whether or not "take thee with her eyelids"
refers to eye shadow is pointless. The passage does not
command women to not wear eye shadow, it only commands men to
not lust after adulturesses. Men will lust over women whether
or not they’re wearing eye shadow.
I also do not think it’s fair or right to say that make-up is
"simply designed for sex appeal." (Note that this is the same
view that the UPCI takes in their doctrinal section when they
say, "Since the primary effect of makeup is to highlight sex
appeal, we reject makeup as immodest ((United Pentecostal
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This is not right.
Just because a woman uses make-up to enhance her physical
appearance does not mean that she’s out looking for sex. If we
follow this logic than anything that we do to enhance our
physical appearance is "immodest."
Is it wrong to put on deoderant? Is trying to smell nice
enhancing our sex appeal? What about brushing our hair, or
wearing matching socks? See where this is heading? Everyone
wants to look nice, and there’s nothing wrong with that! The
problem only comes when someone is obsessed with their
physical appearance to the point of neglecting modesty or
inward holiness.

Rev. Blankenship writes:
In the scripture: it always denoted boldness, seduction,
ostentation and even prostitution.
NOTICE THESE TYPES OF GOD SPEAKING TO BACKSLIDING ISRAEL..
Jeremiah 4:30 "And [when] thou [art] spoiled, what wilt thou
do? Though thou clothest thyself with crimson, though thou
deckest thee with ornaments of gold, though thou rentest thy
face with painting, in vain shalt thou make thyself fair;
[thy] lovers will despise thee, they will seek thy life."
Ezekiel 23:38-40 "Moreover this they have done unto me; they
have defiled my sanctuary in the same day, and have profaned
my sabbaths. For when they had slain their children to their
idols, then they came the same day into my sanctuary to
profane it; and, lo, thus have they done in the midst of mine
house. And furthermore, that ye have sent for men to come
from far, unto whom a messenger [was] sent; and, lo, they
came: for whom thou didst wash thyself, paintedst thy eyes,
and deckedst thyself with ornaments."

My Response:
Jer. 4:30 is not even hinting that women should not wear makeup. It only says, "In vain you make yourself beautiful." I
will reverse the argument by making this point: If this
Scripture teaches that we can’t wear make-up to make ourselves
look beautiful then it also means that we can’t wear scarlet
or any gold. (Of course, there are some extremely fundamental
churches that teach against wearing red or any gold, but they
are the minority).
If Ezekiel 23:40 is associating make-up with harlotry, then
it’s also associating taking a bath with harlotry. (I haven’t
showered yet this morning, so I don’t suppose I’m a harlot yet
today…but that will change before I go out this afternoon.)
Please forgive the sarcasm, but you see how ludicrous this
train of thought is!

Rev. Blankenship writes:
Esther 2:13 "Then thus came every maiden unto the king;
whatsoever she desired was given her to go with her out of
the house of the women unto the king’s house. 14 In the
evening she went, and on the morrow she returned into the
second house of the women, to the custody of Shaashgaz, the
king’s chamberlain, which kept the concubines: she came in
unto the king no more, except the king delighted in her, and
that she were called by name. 15 Now when the turn of Esther,
the daughter of Abihail the uncle of Mordecai, who had taken
her for his daughter, was come to go in unto the king, she
required nothing but what Hegai the king’s chamberlain, the
keeper of the women, appointed. And Esther obtained favour in
the sight of all them that looked upon her."
The royal courts of the king used cosmetics & jewelry. SHE
RELIED ON INNER BEAUTY RATHER THAN MAKEUP TO WIN THE KING All
she used was oil of myrrh perfume, and preparations to
beautify the skin: (IE: perfumes, lotions, skin care, etc…)

Esther 2:12 "Now when every maid’s turn was come to go in to
king Ahasuerus, after that she had been twelve months,
according to the manner of the women, (for so were the days
of their purifications accomplished, to wit, six months with
oil of myrrh, and six months with sweet odours, and with
other things for the purifying of the women"

My Response:
I do not mean to offend anyone, but this is possibly one of
the worst examples of taking a Scripture out of context that I
have ever seen! Esther was purified for six months with oil of
myrhh and six months with spices and "things" (KJV) or
"cosmetics" (NASB). (In reality the word that the KJV
translates "things" and the NASB translates "cosmetics" refers
to "ritual purification following menstruation ((The Complete
Word Study Dictionary, © 1992 By AMG International, Inc.,
H8562))"; it is a difficult word to translate into English).
Anyway, this is the point: The Bible never says Esther only
used "lotions" and what-not…she was PURIFIED with them for one
year. When she went into King Ahasuerus she could request
whatever she wanted (verse 13), but the SECOND time that she
was summoned to the King she only took what "Hegai, the king’s
eunuch…advised" (verse 15).
Follow the pattern? Read the verses again: Esther goes into
see the king, and she wears whatever she wants (13). Now she
waits to see if the king calls her again (14). The king did
call her again, and this time she goes with only what Hegai
(who was the king’s eunuch, and who knew what the king liked)
advised. The Bible says nothing about what Esther wore, only
that she wore what Hegai advised the second time she went to
see the king .
The girl could have been painted hot pink for all we know. If
that’s what Hegai advised, then that’s what she did. The Bible
just doesn’t say either way.

Also, let me make another point. The author of this Bible
study is comparing Esther to Jezebel, like Esther is good and
Jezebel is bad. Think about Esther for a second. Was she
really that good?
The Babylonian diaspora (captivity) was over, and the Jews had
been freed to return to their homeland, but Esther had stayed
in Persia. When Esther was summoned to the king she hid her
Jewish heritage. When the king selected her she married him,
which was a cross-racial marriage–a direct violation of the
Mosaic Law. Not only did she marry him, but she continued to
keep her heritage a secret. We do not know what all she had to
do to accomplish that, but it certainly involved breaking at
least some of the ceremonial law (I.E. with the foods she ate,
etc). THEN when she finds out that all her people are going to
die, she’s still not sure what to do! Esther basically told
Mordecai that she could not do anything because she had not
been summoned to the king (Esther 4:11). Boo-hoo! In other
words, Esther is so scared for her own skin that she’s
debating whether or not to even help the Jews.
Esther finally got her act together, and it all turned out for
the good. Now we view Esther as a heroine because of what she
did, but the fact is that she was a backslidden, apostate
Hebrew who only got her act together when the going got rough.
Up until then she was hardly the role model that we make her
out to be.

Rev. Blankenship writes:
DID YOU KNOW? American colonies between 1700-1800 makeup was
outlawed? *** up until 1945-1950, it was considered sin by
most churches

My Response:
It was considered sin for hundreds of years to defy the Roman
Catholic church and to not take the sacraments. That doesn’t
mean they were right. Man-made laws do not define what is

Scripturally correct or incorrect.

Rev. Blankenship writes:
DO WE FOLLOW SOCIETY, OR THE SCRIPTURE?
Acts 5:29 "Then Peter and the [other] apostles answered and
said, We ought to obey God rather that men."
*** These are issues that do not always have specific
scriptures of complete prohibition. *** ( Rather these are
issues of Biblical Association )
PRINCIPLE OF INTEREST TO CONSIDER…
EXO 38: 8 "And he made the laver of brass, and the foot of it
of brass, of the lookingglasses of the women assembling,
which assembled at the door of the tabernacle of the
congregation."
The Laver of water was a piece of furniture that gained them
access to the Holy Place! It was made of the mirrors of the
woman…

My Response:
Are mirrors a sin? Either they are or they aren’t. Nowhere
does the Bible command women to give up their mirrors or their
make-up.
I agree that we should follow God and not society. The fact
remains, though, that God never said anything about not
wearing make-up.

Rev. Blankenship writes:
Bro. Wayne Huntley one time said…"Revival will come when we
get the mirrors out of the women’s hands!" His point:
(symbolically) Our woman must get over this self conscious
hurdle of the world.

My Response:
If Bro. Wayne Huntley means that women [and men] need to be
more concerned with inward beauty and holiness than they do
outward beauty, then I agree with him (cf. 1 Tim. 2:9-10)
(although I’m not sure that will alone bring revival).
Furthermore, I don’t think it’s right that the UPC picks on
women so much about their appearance. I spent my whole life in
Oneness Pentecostal churches, and I promise you that there are
just as many vain men as there are vain women. The same goes
for the rest of society.

My Conclusion:
Here’s the point, folks: The New Testament repeatedly makes it
clear that God wants inner purity and holiness. On at least
one occasion (1 Tim. 2:9-10) Paul instructs women to be more
concerned with that than with outward beauty. However, the New
Testament never dictates any rules of apparel–whether it be
clothing, jewelry, or make-up. For that matter, the OLD
TESTAMENT never taught against make-up either. It’s just not
there.
Folks, holiness is necessary, but it works from the inside
out. The Bible never gave any church the right to dictate
standards of dress (such as no make-up). The Bible is the rule
of authority, not us. If a woman has a problem with vanity and
she feels that she needs to give up wearing make-up, then
that’s between her and God. We have no right to create a
universal rule that says make-up is inherently sinful, and
women should not wear it. When we do that we are trying to
force holiness into a person from the outside, and that just
doesn’t work.

