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Abstract

This chapter develops a biblical theology of the body for an age in which appearance is monetized, 
sexualized, optimized, filtered, medicalized, branded, and increasingly treated as raw material for self-
construction. Its controlling claim is that the Christian body is neither an idol to be worshiped nor an 
enemy  to  be  despised.  Human  beings  are  embodied  image-bearers  created  by  God,  fallen  in  sin,  
redeemed  under  the  lordship  of  Jesus  Christ,  indwelt  by  the  Holy  Spirit,  and  awaiting  bodily 
resurrection. That framework rejects two rival errors at once. The first is bodily autonomy understood 
as final self-ownership, the claim that personal desire alone confers moral authority over the body. The 
second is religious legalism, which converts local dress codes, jewelry rules, cosmetic preferences, body 
size, or outward austerity into tests of salvation or superior spirituality. Scripture permits neither self-
sovereignty nor Pharisaical body-policing.

The  chapter  therefore  examines  modesty,  revealing  and  sexualized  self-presentation,  jewelry  and 
luxury  accessories,  designer  clothing,  grooming  and  cosmetics,  skin-lightening  and  tanning,  digital 
filters and anti-aging culture, cosmetic procedures, tattoos and piercings, weight and body ideals, gym 
and bodybuilding culture,  performance-enhancing drugs,  eating disorders,  gluttony,  and disordered 
desire. For each issue it distinguishes explicit biblical command from enduring principle, prudential 
wisdom, conscience, and Christian liberty. It argues that modesty is broader than fabric measurements 
and concerns  humility,  self-control,  status,  sexual  signaling,  stewardship,  and regard  for  neighbor, 
while insisting that no victim of harassment or assault becomes guilty because of clothing. It rejects 
absolute bans on jewelry, cosmetics, tattoos, or medical procedures where Scripture does not establish 
them,  yet  also  rejects  the  opposite  claim  that  lawful  freedom  can  never  become  vanity,  idolatry, 
exploitation, self-rejection, or enslavement.

Contemporary clinical and public-health evidence is used to address obesity,  eating disorders,  body 
dysmorphic concerns, social-media appearance pressure, skin-lightening, ultraviolet tanning, cosmetic 
interventions, and appearance- and performance-enhancing drug misuse without reducing moral life to 
medicine or turning illness into sin. New Thought, New Age, manifestation, metaphysical-healing, and 
transhumanist accounts of the body are tested where they replace creatureliness with inner divinity, 
bodily reality with mind-over-matter metaphysics, prayer with mental causation, or resurrection hope 
with self-directed human redesign. The chapter concludes that beauty can be received with gratitude,  
health  can be  pursued responsibly,  and adornment  can belong to  Christian liberty,  but  none may 
become a rival lord. The body belongs to Christ. The gospel does not save by changing a wardrobe, face,  
weight, or physique. It saves sinners by grace and teaches the redeemed to glorify God in bodies that 
will one day be raised in glory.

Keywords: biblical embodiment; modesty; beauty; fashion; body image; cosmetic procedures; tattoos; obesity; 
eating disorders; bodybuilding; Christian liberty; bodily stewardship

Introduction: When the Body Becomes a Project, a Product, 
or an Altar
The  previous  chapter  examined  what  happens  when  Christian  words  survive  while  Christian 
meanings  are  rewritten.  The  present  chapter  moves  from  doctrine  into  the  mirror.  Once  the 
autonomous self becomes the final court of appeal, the body is rarely allowed simply to be received. It 
becomes a project to perfect, a brand to display, a signal to sexualize, a canvas to modify, a problem to 
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correct,  a market to exploit,  or an altar before which both admiration and shame are offered.  A 
person may spend years disciplining the body and never learn to offer it to God. Another may defend 
bodily  freedom while  becoming  enslaved  to  appetite,  attention,  comparison,  or  an  industry  that 
profits from insecurity. A third may reject fashion, jewelry, cosmetics, or fitness with severe religious 
rules  and  quietly  trust  that  outward  restraint  proves  inward  holiness.  Different  wardrobes  can 
conceal the same lord: the self.

This is  why a Christian theology of  embodiment must  begin before the first  question about skirt 
length, earrings, tattoos, Botox, gym routines, weight, or hairstyles. The prior question is ownership. 
Who made the body? What is it for? What has sin done to embodied life? What did the incarnation 
affirm? What did the cross purchase? What does the indwelling Spirit claim? What does resurrection 
promise?  Until  those  questions  govern  the  discussion,  Christians  tend  to  oscillate  between  two 
shallow systems. One system says, “My body is mine, therefore my will is final.” The other says, “Your 
body is visible, therefore my preferences are law.” Scripture says something more demanding to both: 
the body is God’s creature, and the redeemed body belongs to Christ.

The author’s earlier work, especially When the Mirror Becomes an Altar, rightly insisted that modesty 
cannot be reduced to fabric while lust, pride, greed, and self-objectification remain unaddressed. The 
concern also intersects with objectification theory, which describes the psychological costs that can 
follow when persons learn to monitor themselves primarily through an external sexualizing gaze 
(Fredrickson & Roberts,  1997).  It  warned against both the market’s sexualization of the body and 
religious cultures that shame bodies while failing to crucify the gaze (Sangwa, 2026a). The author’s 
later treatment of the sovereign self also clarified that agency is not the same as autonomy. Human 
beings possess genuine moral agency, but they do not possess self-originating lordship over identity, 
morality,  or  meaning  (Sangwa,  2026b).  The  present  chapter  advances  those  arguments  in  three 
directions.  First,  it  places  dress  and beauty inside  a  fuller  theology of  creation,  redemption,  and 
resurrection. Second, it broadens the discussion beyond clothing to contemporary beauty technology, 
cosmetic intervention, body modification, weight, fitness, and eating pathology. Third, it sharpens the 
distinction between what Scripture commands and what Christians have too often converted from 
preference into law.

That distinction is essential because bodily ethics has been a fertile field for spiritual abuse. Women 
have been blamed for men’s lust. Victims of sexual assault have been interrogated about clothing as 
though the offender’s violence were transferred onto the victim’s body. Dark skin has been treated as 
a defect in cultures shaped by colorism. Fat bodies have been moralized without attention to genetics,  
medications,  environment,  poverty,  illness,  or eating disorders.  Thin bodies have been praised as 
disciplined  even  when  starvation,  purging,  anxiety,  or  compulsive  exercise  was  destroying  the 
person. Men have been pushed toward exaggerated muscularity and then praised for “discipline” 
while privately misusing anabolic steroids. Older people, especially women, have been catechized by 
industries that speak of normal aging as failure.  Young Christians have learned to compare their 
unedited bodies with filtered faces,  surgically altered proportions,  curated physiques,  and images 
selected precisely because they stop the scroll.

The answer to these harms is not to declare the body morally meaningless. Scripture refuses that 
escape. Paul can say that the body is “for the Lord, and the Lord for the body” in a passage specifically 
confronting sexual immorality (1 Corinthians 6:13). He can then tell believers that they are not their 
own, that they were bought at a price, and that they must glorify God with their bodies (1 Corinthians 
6:19-20). The immediate context concerns sexual union, not diet plans or skincare. Therefore, the text 

https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=1+Corinthians+6%3A13&version=CSB
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should not be turned into a slogan by which every personal health preference is declared a temple 
law. Yet its theological logic is unmistakable. Redemption reaches embodied life. Christ does not save 
a detachable spiritual core while leaving the body outside His lordship.

Nor  does  bodily  lordship  mean bodily  contempt.  Christian theology is  not  Gnosticism with  Bible 
verses. The Creator called embodied creation good. The eternal Word became flesh (John 1:14). Jesus 
healed bodies, fed bodies, touched bodies, died in a body, rose bodily, and remains the embodied 
risen Lord. Christian hope is not escape from embodiment but resurrection and transformation (1 
Corinthians 15:42-49;  Philippians 3:20-21). The body is weak, aging, vulnerable, and mortal because 
we live in a fallen creation, but weakness is not proof of spiritual inferiority. Disability is not a failed 
form of humanity. Illness is not necessarily hidden sin. Aging is not apostasy. Bodily limitation is not 
evidence that God has forgotten His people.

The modern body market nevertheless has enormous power because it attaches moral and emotional 
promises to appearance. The promise is rarely just “look different.” It is “be desired,” “be respected,” 
“look successful,” “appear younger,” “belong,” “be safer,” “become the person you were meant to be.” 
Social media intensifies this logic. Recent research continues to associate appearance-focused social-
media use with body shame, surveillance, thinness and muscularity pressures, and disordered eating 
risk, while also warning that relationships are complex and culturally mediated rather than reducible 
to a single causal pathway (Brasil et al., 2024; Mazzeo et al., 2024). The marketplace did not invent 
vanity, envy, lust, or comparison, but it can industrialize them.

Christian  communities  can  industrialize  judgment  too.  A  congregation  may  develop  a  detailed 
holiness code with no clear exegetical warrant, then treat compliance as visible proof of regeneration. 
A woman without earrings is assumed spiritual. A man in a suit is assumed respectable. A thin person 
is assumed disciplined. A person with a tattoo is assumed rebellious. A person who wears makeup is 
assumed vain. A person who does not wear makeup is assumed holier. In each case the church claims 
to see the heart by reading the surface. Jesus repeatedly exposes that confidence. Human beings look 
at what is visible, but the Lord sees the heart (1 Samuel 16:7). Yet the same Lord who sees the heart 
also commands embodied obedience. The answer is not interiorism, as though motives are all that 
matter. The answer is integrated discipleship in which heart, body, money, speech, sexuality, appetite,  
clothing, and social presence come under one Lord.

The  governing  thesis  of  this  chapter  is  therefore  precise:  bodily  practices  become  spiritually 
significant not because every practice has been assigned a universal dress-code rule in Scripture, but  
because  the  body  belongs  to  God  and  embodied  choices  can  express  humility  or  pride,  love  or 
exploitation,  stewardship  or  waste,  gratitude  or  self-rejection,  freedom  or  enslavement,  truthful 
beauty or deceptive performance, creaturely acceptance or self-deifying autonomy. Some practices 
are explicitly prohibited. Some are governed by clear biblical principles.  Some require prudential 
wisdom. Some belong substantially to conscience and Christian liberty. Faithfulness requires knowing 
the difference.

This chapter will speak sharply where Scripture speaks sharply and cautiously where Scripture leaves 
room. It will not baptize cultural permissiveness as freedom. It will not baptize conservative taste as 
holiness. It will not tell the wounded that beauty is evil, nor the vain that beauty is harmless. It will 
not tell the person with obesity that body size proves gluttony, nor use medical complexity to make 
appetite morally irrelevant. It will not tell a survivor that clothing caused abuse, nor tell Christians 
that intentional sexual self-display can never raise questions of love and self-control. It will not tell a 
person  recovering  from  cancer,  burns,  injury,  congenital  difference,  or  mastectomy  that 

https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=1+Samuel+16%3A7&version=CSB
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reconstructive  surgery  is  rebellion  against  God.  It  will  not  tell  someone  trapped  in  compulsive 
cosmetic alteration that every procedure is neutral merely because it is legal.

Above all, it will refuse a counterfeit assurance that says, “I am safe because I look conservative,” and 
the opposite counterfeit that says, “Because grace saves, what I  do with my body cannot matter.” 
Christ alone justifies. The Christ who justifies claims the whole person.

6.1 Created, Fallen, Redeemed, and Awaiting Resurrection
Any Christian ethic of the body that starts with fashion has started too late. Scripture begins with 
creation. Humanity is not introduced as a soul temporarily housed in disposable matter, nor as matter 
accidentally capable of  consciousness.  God creates  humanity in His image,  male and female,  and 
pronounces the created order very good (Genesis 1:26-31). The image of God cannot be reduced to one 
anatomical  feature,  intellectual  capacity,  social  role,  or  degree  of  bodily  ability.  The  doctrine 
establishes creaturely dignity before achievement. A newborn, a person with profound disability, an 
athlete,  a  person with  dementia,  a  scarred survivor,  a  person whose  body has  changed through 
pregnancy, illness, medication, age, or injury all remain human beings whose worth is not assigned 
by market desirability. This embodied account of human life is also well established in contemporary 
biblical anthropology (Green, 2008).

Genesis 2 deepens the picture by presenting embodied life as relational and received. Adam does not 
create himself, choose his species, construct his mortality, or negotiate the fact that he needs food,  
rest, work, relationship, and God. Creatureliness arrives before autonomy. That receivedness is not 
humiliation.  It  is  the  condition  in  which  love,  dependence,  stewardship,  gratitude,  and  worship 
become possible. The serpent’s temptation in  Genesis 3 makes creaturely limits appear oppressive 
and  self-authorized  knowledge  desirable.  The  body  then  enters  shame.  Adam  and  Eve  cover 
themselves, hide, blame, fear, and experience the disintegration of fellowship. The fall does not make 
embodiment evil, but it disorders embodied desire and introduces pain, domination, toil, decay, and 
death.

This distinction is crucial because several rival spiritualities solve the problem of embodied suffering 
by demoting material reality. Ancient forms of Gnostic and dualist thought differed widely, but many 
treated material embodiment as inferior to spiritual liberation. Modern metaphysical religions can 
reach similar conclusions through different language. Christian Science teaching, for example, has 
historically  denied  matter  ultimate  reality  and  framed  disease  within  an  account  of  erroneous 
material  belief  (Christian Science Publishing Society,  2025).  New Thought traditions may describe 
health  as  manifestation  of  divine  mind,  affirm  an  indwelling  divine  principle,  or  treat  bodily 
outcomes as the fruit of transformed consciousness. Contemporary Unity materials continue to speak 
of “God within,” the “Christ Mind,” affirmations that make possibilities real, and health as a divine 
idea to be manifested in embodied experience (Brumet, n.d.; Herrmann, n.d.). Scholars of New Age 
and self-spirituality have likewise documented the wider modern turn toward inner divinity, self-
sacralization,  and  spiritual  transformation  centered  on  the  self  (Hanegraaff,  1996;  Heelas,  1996). 
These teachings can sound hopeful because they resist despair and encourage prayer, expectancy, 
and purposeful thought. Yet they shift the biblical diagnosis. The problem is no longer a good creation 
subjected  to  corruption  and  death  while  awaiting  redemption.  Material  limitation  itself  becomes 
something to overcome through consciousness.

https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Genesis+3&version=CSB
https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Genesis+2&version=CSB
https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Genesis+1%3A26-31&version=CSB
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Scripture offers a different hope. The Word did not merely appear human. He became flesh (John 
1:14). The Son shared in flesh and blood so that through death He might defeat the one holding the  
power of  death (Hebrews 2:14-18).  The risen Jesus does not  correct  the disciples for believing in 
embodiment. He invites them to see and touch that He is not a disembodied spirit (Luke 24:36-43). 
Paul’s resurrection argument in 1 Corinthians 15 does not promise the annihilation of the body but its 
transformation from perishable to imperishable, dishonor to glory, weakness to power. Continuity 
and transformation belong together. The resurrection body is not the present body left untouched, 
but neither is salvation escape into formless consciousness.

This gives Christian bodily ethics an eschatological center. We care for the body without pretending 
we can make it immortal. We accept aging without worshiping decline. We use medicine without 
making medicine messiah. We exercise without imagining strength can defeat the grave. We may 
reconstruct what injury destroyed without believing every limitation must be technologically erased. 
We mourn sickness because disease belongs to the fallen order, yet we refuse to infer that sick people 
are  spiritually  deficient.  The  New Testament’s  promise  is  not  that  mature  believers  will  achieve 
permanent bodily optimization before Christ returns. Paul carried weakness. Timothy had recurring 
stomach  trouble.  Trophimus  was  left  sick  at  Miletus  (1  Timothy  5:23;  2  Timothy  4:20).  God’s 
faithfulness cannot be measured by an unscarred face, a pain-free body, an ideal weight, or a flawless  
medical report.

The doctrine of redemption intensifies bodily significance.  Romans 8 speaks of believers groaning 
inwardly as they await “the redemption of our bodies” (Romans 8:23). That phrase is remarkable. The 
body is not discarded as the embarrassing shell from which the true self finally escapes. It is included 
in redemption’s horizon. Paul likewise says that Christ will transform our humble condition into the 
likeness of His glorious body (Philippians 3:20-21). This future does not authorize neglect now. It does 
relativize obsession. If Christ will raise the body, I do not need to worship youth. If Christ will raise 
the body, I do not need to hate my scar. If Christ will raise the body, I can seek health without turning  
health into salvation.

The  strongest  objection  asks  whether  resurrection  hope  might  encourage  passivity  toward 
preventable  disease or  bodily  harm. Scripture gives  no support  for  such fatalism.  Wisdom treats 
bodily life as a gift to be protected. Jesus recognizes the ordinary need of the sick for a physician 
(Mark  2:17).  Paul  can  advise  Timothy  concerning  bodily  weakness  (1  Timothy  5:23).  The  Good 
Samaritan uses ordinary means of care (Luke 10:34). Love of neighbor includes feeding, sheltering, 
visiting, nursing, protecting, and relieving suffering. The future resurrection does not make present 
care irrelevant any more than future justice makes present justice irrelevant. Eschatological hope 
frees care from idolatry; it does not abolish care.

The opposite objection comes from religious asceticism. If the body is fallen, should serious Christians 
deliberately reject beauty, pleasure, adornment, or physical strength to keep the flesh under control? 
Paul warns against a spirituality that treats created goods as unclean in themselves. In 1 Timothy 4:1-
5 he confronts teachings that forbid marriage and demand abstinence from foods God created to be 
received with thanksgiving. In  Colossians 2:20-23 he warns that severe treatment of the body can 
possess an appearance of wisdom while lacking power against fleshly indulgence. Ascetic practices 
such as fasting may serve prayer and self-discipline, but bodily deprivation does not become holy  
merely because it is severe.

The moral classification at this foundational level is not optional. The Creator-creature distinction and 
the body’s belonging to God are theological givens,  not matters of personal taste.  Yet the specific 
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practices by which one cares for health, presents beauty, or manages bodily limitation often require 
wisdom  and  liberty.  The  church  sins  when  it  confuses  those  levels.  It  also  sins  when  it  treats  
creaturely givenness as meaningless.

The searching question is therefore deeper than “Do I like my body?” Gratitude is good, and some 
readers  need  patient  help  learning  to  receive  their  bodies  without  contempt.  But  Christian 
discipleship asks more: do I receive my body as a creature, or do I treat it as a god? Do I despise it  
because it will not meet an image the market sold me? Do I punish it in the name of holiness? Do I  
demand from it a permanence God has reserved for resurrection? The gospel releases us from both 
body worship and body hatred. We belong to the One who took flesh, bore wounds, rose in glory, and 
will raise His people.

6.2 “My Body, My Choice?” and the Limits of Bodily 
Autonomy
“My body,  my choice”  functions  in  modern discourse  as  more  than a  slogan.  At  its  strongest,  it 
expresses an important moral and legal intuition: no person should be assaulted, sexually violated, 
forcibly altered, medically treated without appropriate consent, trafficked, mutilated, or treated as 
property. Christian theology has powerful reasons to defend such protections. Human beings bear 
God’s  image.  The strong do not  own the weak.  Marriage does  not  erase  bodily  consent.  Pastoral 
authority does not authorize touching, medical control, sexual access, or coercive “deliverance.” A 
woman’s body does not belong to a pastor. A child’s body does not belong to an institution. A patient is 
not raw material for a clinician. Bodily agency and informed consent are not secular inventions the 
church should despise.

The  question  is  whether  agency  becomes  autonomy  in  the  stronger  philosophical  sense  of  self-
legislation without higher authority. Scripture answers no. “My body” can be true as a statement of 
personal stewardship and boundary against other human claimants. It becomes false when it means 
“therefore God has no claim.” Paul’s words in  1 Corinthians 6:19-20 are deliberately anti-sovereign: 
“You are not your own.” The context is sexual immorality, where the Corinthians apparently used 
ideas of bodily appetite and freedom to justify conduct Paul says contradicts union with Christ (1 
Corinthians 6:12-20). He does not answer by denying the body. He says the body is for the Lord and 
the Lord for the body. Redemption establishes a new ownership that is simultaneously liberating and 
demanding.

This  logic  extends  beyond sexuality  without  turning  the  passage  into  a  universal  health  code.  A 
Christian may not say,  “Because Christ  owns my body,  I  can never eat  dessert,”  “I  must exercise 
exactly five days a week,” or “Any piercing defiles the temple.” Those conclusions are not present in 
the text. Yet neither can a Christian say, “My body is spiritually irrelevant to my discipleship.” Bodily  
life becomes part of worship. Romans 12:1 calls believers to present their bodies as a living sacrifice, 
language that gathers ordinary embodied existence into grateful service to God.

Autonomy is  attractive  because  human authorities  often overreach.  Families  pressure  bodies  for 
status. Churches regulate women’s clothing while ignoring men’s violence. Governments can violate 
conscience. Spouses can become controlling. Medical institutions can fail patients. Beauty standards 
can be racially or economically oppressive. For people recovering from abuse, the sentence “this is 
my body” may be a necessary boundary against someone who treated them as an object. Christian 
pastoral care should not crush that recovery by immediately replying with a slogan about divine 

https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Romans+12%3A1&version=CSB
https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=1+Corinthians+6%3A12-20&version=CSB
https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=1+Corinthians+6%3A12-20&version=CSB
https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=1+Corinthians+6%3A19-20&version=CSB


THE BROAD ROAD IN CHRISTIAN CLOTHING   |   CHAPTER 6

Open Christian Press  •  10.65655/ocp.m22.c50  •  7

ownership.  God’s  ownership  is  not  the  abuser’s  ownership.  Christ  does  not  authorize  human 
domination by claiming lordship for Himself. His lordship exposes every counterfeit lord.

The strongest defense of bodily autonomy also points to pluralistic society. If citizens disagree about 
God, revelation, and morality, should one religious community be able to control another person’s 
body? That political question cannot be answered by collapsing theology into civil coercion. Not every 
sin should be criminalized, and Christian moral witness is not identical to state enforcement. The 
present chapter is chiefly about discipleship, not a comprehensive political theory of bodily rights. A 
believer’s moral question remains prior: even where the state permits an action and other citizens 
have legal freedom to choose it, what does allegiance to Christ require of me?

The body’s relational character also limits radical autonomy. No embodied act exists in a vacuum. 
Intoxication affects families. Reckless steroid use may burden spouses and children. Sexualized self-
presentation participates in social meanings even when individual intentions differ. Cosmetic debt 
affects  household  stewardship.  Eating  disorders  wound  not  only  the  sufferer  but  relationships 
organized around secrecy, fear, and care. A decision may be intensely personal without being morally 
isolated.

This is why consent, though indispensable in many contexts, cannot be the whole Christian ethic. Two 
adults  can  consent  to  exploitation,  adultery,  degradation,  reckless  medical  risk,  or  mutual 
reinforcement of destructive behavior.  Consent answers one question,  “Was coercion present?” It 
does  not  answer  every  question,  such  as  “Is  this  truthful,  loving,  holy,  wise,  just,  beneficial,  or 
enslaving?” Paul’s Christian-liberty language repeatedly moves beyond bare permission. “Everything 
is permissible for me,” he quotes, then replies, “but not everything is beneficial” and “I will not be 
mastered by anything” (1 Corinthians 6:12). In 1 Corinthians 10:23-24 he adds edification and the good 
of the other person. Freedom under Christ is morally thicker than uncoerced choice.

A  modern  extension  of  the  autonomy  project  appears  in  transhumanist  visions  of  redesign. 
Transhumanist  thinkers  are  diverse,  but  influential  formulations  present  the  use  of  science  and 
technology to enhance human capacities, overcome biological constraints, and potentially transform 
the human condition beyond current limitations. Some aims overlap with ordinary medicine: cure 
disease, restore function, reduce suffering, extend healthy life. Christianity need not fear a prosthetic 
limb, cochlear implant, reconstructive surgery, gene therapy for disease, or other healing technology 
merely because it changes the body. Medicine has always modified bodily conditions.

The  theological  boundary  appears  when  therapy  becomes  a  doctrine  of  self-creation  and 
technological  transcendence  becomes  a  rival  eschatology.  The  Christian  hope  is  not  that  human 
beings will engineer themselves into immortality or moral perfection. Death is conquered by the risen 
Christ, not by optimization. The final body is received through resurrection, not manufactured by a 
market. The author’s earlier work on human redesign correctly warned that healing should not be 
confused with the claim that humanity may redefine the givenness of life simply because technique 
makes intervention possible (Sangwa, 2026c). “Can we?” and “may we?” remain different questions.

New Age and New Thought systems can move the same autonomy inward rather than technologically. 
When bodily reality is treated as the projection of consciousness, when “faith” becomes the mental 
power that makes an imagined condition real, or when health is said to flow from realizing divinity 
within, the self does not appear autonomous in secular language, but functional sovereignty has still 
shifted toward consciousness. Biblical faith receives from God; it does not command reality by mental 
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technique. Prayer is petition, communion, praise, lament, submission, and trust before the sovereign 
Father. It is not a metaphysical lever that guarantees a chosen face, weight, health state, or physique.

The moral classification is therefore layered. Respect for bodily consent and protection against human 
coercion follows from human dignity and love of neighbor. Final bodily autonomy against God is 
incompatible with discipleship. Many specific choices about appearance and health remain matters of 
wisdom or liberty until other biblical norms become decisive. A medical procedure may be lawful yet 
unwise. A legal enhancement may become enslaving. A private choice may become idolatrous when it 
carries the weight of identity, salvation, or self-creation.

The self-examination is simple to state and hard to evade. When I say, “It is my body,” whom am I  
resisting? If I am resisting an abuser, manipulator, or illegitimate controller, that boundary may be 
righteous.  If  I  am resisting  the  God  who made  me,  purchased  me,  and  calls  me  holy,  the  same 
sentence becomes rebellion. Christian freedom is not the body without a Lord. It is the body freed 
from lesser masters because it belongs to Christ.

6.3 Modesty in a Sexualized Culture
Modesty is among the most mishandled words in Christian moral teaching. In some communities it  
has been reduced to centimeters, sleeve lengths, neckline rules, forbidden colors, approved hairstyles, 
or lists of garments that vary sharply from culture to culture. In other communities the word has 
become so associated with shame and control that any attempt to discuss embodied self-presentation 
is treated as inherently misogynistic. Scripture supports neither reduction.

The primary New Testament texts are  1 Timothy 2:9-10 and  1 Peter 3:3-4. In 1 Timothy, Paul says 
women are to “dress themselves in modest clothing, with decency and good sense,” then contrasts 
ostentatious styling, gold, pearls, and expensive clothes with the good works appropriate to those who 
profess to worship God. The immediate concern is not simply exposed skin. It includes status display,  
wealth,  self-presentation,  and the  moral  incongruity  of  announcing  devotion  to  God  while  using 
appearance as a theater of social competition. Major commentators therefore stress respectability, 
self-restraint, and the economic-status dimension rather than reading the passage as a universal ban 
on every braid, piece of gold, or costly fabric (Mounce, 2000; Towner, 2006).

First Peter makes a similar contrast. Wives in difficult household settings are told that their beauty 
should  not  consist  merely  in  elaborate  hairstyles,  gold  jewelry,  or  fine  clothing,  but  in  the 
imperishable quality of a gentle and quiet spirit (1 Peter 3:1-6). The text does not teach that Christian 
women  should  become  aesthetically  careless  or  externally  invisible.  Peter’s  rhetorical  contrast 
redirects the center of beauty from public ornament to character. If the passage were taken as an 
absolute ban on every outward feature mentioned, the logic would create difficulties even for clothing 
itself. The point is ordered beauty: the hidden person of the heart must not be subordinated to the 
social performance of appearance (Jobes, 2005; Schreiner, 2003).

Modesty, then, is not first a measurement but a moral posture expressed through embodied judgment. 
It includes humility, self-control, sexual discretion, economic sobriety, respect for context, and refusal 
to  turn  the  body into  an  instrument  of  domination,  envy,  or  attention-seeking.  The  same  virtue 
applies to men. Scripture’s explicit clothing instructions in these texts address women in particular 
social settings, but pride, lust, ostentation, and self-control are not female sins and virtues. A man can 
be immodest through a body-hugging display chosen to provoke admiration, through shirtless self-
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exhibition, luxury branding, conspicuous jewelry, constant physique posting, or carefully engineered 
“humble” aesthetics meant to advertise wealth, masculinity, or spiritual status.

Why does modern sexualized fashion feel normal? Because clothing has always communicated, but 
contemporary  media  and  markets  intensify  the  sexual  and  status  economy  of  appearance. 
Advertising sells desire.  Entertainment normalizes exposure. Influencer culture converts the body 
into content. Fitness culture can turn functional clothing into continuous public self-display. Social 
platforms reward images that attract attention, and appearance-focused use has been associated with 
body surveillance, shame, thinness pressure, muscularity pressure, and disordered eating concerns 
(Brasil  et  al.,  2024;  Mazzeo et  al.,  2024).  None of  this  proves that  every fitted garment  or posted 
photograph is sinful.  It  does show that Christians are not imagining the communicative power of 
appearance.

The strongest objection is that “modesty” is culturally variable. It is. A garment considered ordinary in 
one  region  may  be  provocative  in  another.  Climate  matters.  Sport  matters.  Occupation  matters. 
Beachwear and ceremonial dress are not judged by identical conventions. Historical Christians have 
sometimes mistaken European or Victorian forms for divine law and then exported them as if the 
gospel required one global wardrobe. Such cultural imperialism should be rejected. Scripture does 
not provide a universal hemline chart.

But  cultural  variation does not  make modesty  meaningless.  Speech is  culturally  variable  too,  yet 
Christians still practice truthfulness and avoid obscenity. Hospitality varies, yet the duty remains. The 
existence of borderline cases does not erase moral reality. A faithful ethic asks what a garment or 
presentation means in its context, what it is designed to emphasize, what the wearer intends, what a  
reasonable  audience  perceives,  whether  it  functions  primarily  as  ordinary  clothing  or  sexual 
advertisement, and how the believer’s freedom interacts with love of neighbor.

A  second objection says  that  people  should  be  free  to  wear  what  they want  because  others  are 
responsible for their own thoughts. The responsibility of the viewer is indeed nontransferable. Jesus 
places the guilt of lust on the one who looks lustfully (Matthew 5:27-30). Job’s covenant was with his 
own eyes (Job 31:1). No one can outsource repentance by blaming another person’s body. A man who 
consumes  pornography,  harasses  women,  or  nurtures  fantasy  cannot  defend  himself  by  saying 
women were insufficiently modest. Christian teaching becomes corrupt when it turns women into 
custodians of male holiness.

Yet personal responsibility does not abolish neighbor-love. Paul can command believers not to use 
freedom in ways that carelessly harm others (Romans 14:13-21; 1 Corinthians 8:9-13). Those passages 
concern food and idolatry rather than clothing, so they must not be applied mechanically. Their moral 
principle remains relevant: mature freedom asks more than “Do I have the right?” It asks, “What does 
love seek?” Intentional sexual provocation, whether by a man or woman, is difficult to reconcile with 
the Christian call not to awaken lust as a social achievement. The point is not that the wearer becomes 
morally  responsible  for  every  observer’s  imagination.  The  point  is  that  Christians  should  not 
deliberately build identity around provoking what Scripture calls others to crucify.

A third objection comes from survivors of purity culture. Some were taught to fear their bodies, to 
interpret  normal  development  as  danger,  to  carry  responsibility  for  adult  men’s  reactions,  or  to 
believe a single clothing mistake made them “defiled.” That teaching can produce shame rather than 
holiness. The answer is not to tell survivors that their pain proves modesty is false. It is to disentangle  
modesty from coercion. Biblical modesty says the body has dignity. Shame-based systems often say 
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the body is dangerous. Biblical modesty commands men to discipline their eyes and hearts. Shame-
based systems often police  women to preserve male  comfort.  Biblical  modesty  flows from grace. 
Legalism uses appearance to rank the righteous.

This distinction also protects joy. Modest clothing need not be ugly, colorless, shapeless, or culturally 
alien.  God’s  creation is  full  of  form,  texture,  color,  and proportion.  Scripture  describes  beautiful 
garments without condemning beauty as such. The virtuous woman of  Proverbs 31 is clothed with 
strength  and  dignity  and  is  associated  with  well-made  garments,  while  the  passage  ends  by 
relativizing charm and beauty beneath the fear of the Lord (Proverbs 31:22, 25, 30). The problem is 
not beauty. It is beauty detached from truth, humility, stewardship, and worship.

The  moral  classification  is  therefore  partly  explicit  and  partly  prudential.  Scripture  explicitly 
commands modesty, self-control, and good works, and explicitly condemns lust, pride, sensuality, and 
self-exalting display.  Scripture does not specify one universal  garment length,  neckline,  fabric,  or 
silhouette  for  all  cultures  and  circumstances.  Those  applications  belong  to  wisdom,  conscience, 
community discernment, and context. A church may establish context-specific dress expectations for 
choirs,  schools,  staff,  or  ceremonies,  but  it  should identify  them honestly  as  institutional  policies 
rather than claiming every policy is a direct command of God.

The self-examination should reach both sides of the mirror. To the person who dresses chiefly to be 
sexually desired, envied, feared, or ranked: what hunger are you feeding, and why must strangers 
become witnesses  to  your  worth?  To  the  conservative  Christian  who has  mastered  an  approved 
wardrobe: have you confused external restraint with the new birth? Is your modesty humble, or has  
it become a badge by which you despise others? Christ is not honored when the body is sold for 
attention. He is not honored when modesty is sold for self-righteousness either. If your holiness can 
be measured with a tape measure while lust, vanity, envy, contempt, and pride remain unchallenged,  
it is external religion, not mature holiness. If your freedom means that intentional erotic self-display 
is  beyond  biblical  correction,  it  is  autonomy,  not  Christian  liberty.  Christ  must  be  allowed  to 
contradict both the strict and the permissive.

6.4 Semi-Nudity, Revealing Dress, and Sexualized Self-
Presentation
The phrase “revealing dress” can become morally lazy if it is used without defining what is being 
revealed, why, where, and to what end. Human cultures mark public and private space differently. A 
swimsuit at a pool, running clothes on a track, a medical gown in a clinic, and formal clothing in  
worship  do  not  carry  identical  social  meanings.  The  Christian  task  is  not  to  pretend  context 
disappears, but to ask whether context has become an excuse to stop thinking morally.

Semi-nudity is especially difficult because modern visual culture has normalized forms of exposure 
that many societies and earlier Christian communities treated as private or sexually charged, while at 
the same time some religious communities have treated ordinary anatomy as scandalous. A mature 
theology refuses both desensitization and panic. The body is not obscene. Breasts are not shameful 
because they can nurse a child. Muscles are not sinful because they can attract admiration. Legs are 
not immoral. The body God made is good. The moral question concerns the social act of presentation:  
what is being intentionally emphasized, in what setting, for what purpose, with what likely meaning,  
and under what pressures?
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Proverbs  7:10 describes  a  woman  whose  attire  forms  part  of  a  larger  narrative  of  calculated 
seduction.  The text  does not  provide a timeless wardrobe specification,  but it  does establish that 
clothing can participate  in  sexual  communication.  The  same reality  is  obvious  outside Scripture. 
Industries  use  styling,  posing,  camera angles,  and clothing  to  create  erotic  attention because the 
human body is communicative. Christians should therefore resist the implausible claim that clothing 
never signals anything. If dress can communicate professionalism, mourning, office, team allegiance, 
ceremony,  wealth,  rebellion,  or  occupation,  it  can  also  communicate  sexual  emphasis,  erotic 
signaling, or deliberate provocation. Such signaling, even when intentional, never constitutes consent 
to harassment, coercion, or assault.

Yet Scripture places the decisive responsibility for lust on the person who lusts. Jesus does not tell the 
man in Matthew 5 to manage women more strictly. He commands radical repentance of his own gaze 
and  desire  (Matthew  5:27-30).  This  matters  pastorally  because  victim-blaming  is  not  merely 
insensitive. It can become a form of injustice that transfers moral weight from an offender to the 
harmed person. Clothing never causes rape. A perpetrator causes rape. A child is never responsible 
for an adult’s abuse. A woman’s neckline does not create a man’s entitlement. A man’s shirtless body 
does not authorize a woman’s harassment. Christian leaders must state this without qualification.

That truth does not make intentional sexual self-presentation morally empty. A person can knowingly 
use  the  body  to  provoke,  manipulate,  monetize,  or  gather  erotic  attention  without  becoming 
responsible  for  crimes  committed  by  others.  These  are  separate  moral  questions.  Scripture  can 
condemn lust in the viewer and sensuality or seduction in the presenter without collapsing one into 
the other. Christian ethics is capable of holding more than one person accountable at once.

The modern gym illustrates the complexity. Athletic clothing often serves legitimate functions: heat 
management, mobility, compression, safety, and performance. A person who wears fitted exercise 
clothing for training has not thereby chosen sexual exhibition. Yet gym culture can also be organized 
around the visual display of bodies, filming from sexualized angles, “progress” content designed less 
to document health than to solicit admiration, and clothing selected specifically for erotic emphasis.  
The same item may have a different moral meaning depending on purpose and presentation. Wisdom 
asks whether function or exhibition is actually governing the choice.

Beach culture raises similar questions. Christians disagree about swimsuits, and Scripture supplies no 
beachwear  catalog.  It  would  be  legalistic  to  pretend  that  a  particular  twentieth-  or  twenty-first-
century garment appears in an apostolic command. But it would be equally unserious to say that 
because the Bible does not name a bikini, bodily exposure is ethically neutral. The same principles 
remain operative: dignity, sexual discretion, cultural meaning, protection of privacy, love of neighbor, 
self-control, and freedom from shame. Christian families and churches may reach somewhat different 
prudential boundaries while remaining under the same biblical norms. Disagreement should produce 
patient  reasoning  rather  than accusations  that  everyone  outside  one’s  rule  is  either  immoral  or 
Pharisaical.

Social-media exhibition adds a new dimension because the audience is no longer confined to a local 
setting. A photograph can become searchable, shareable, monetized, sexualized by strangers, reused 
without  permission,  and  preserved  long  after  the  poster’s  intentions  change.  The  platform  also 
produces a feedback loop in which likes, comments, follower counts, and algorithmic reach can train 
a person to discover which degree of exposure brings attention. This is not a theory about secret 
manipulation. It is an ordinary feature of attention markets: visible engagement rewards content that 
keeps users watching. Appearance-focused social-media use is associated in research with heightened 
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body surveillance  and shame,  and reviews identify  risks  for  body dissatisfaction and disordered 
eating, especially among adolescents (Brasil et al., 2024; Mazzeo et al., 2024).

The  strongest  defense  of  self-display  appeals  to  body  confidence.  After  generations  of  shame, 
especially shame directed at women, disabled people, larger bodies, dark skin, scars, and aging, some 
people experience public self-display as resistance. “I will not hide because society says my body is  
wrong.” There is something morally valuable in rejecting contempt. A person does not owe the world 
self-hatred.  A woman after mastectomy or a disabled athlete may display a scar or prosthesis  as 
testimony to survival, not seduction. A person with a larger body may wear ordinary clothing without 
apologizing for occupying space. The church must not mislabel the refusal of shame as immodesty.

But liberation from shame can itself be commercialized. Some forms of body-positivity rhetoric can 
move from the truthful claim that human dignity is not dependent on meeting a beauty ideal to the 
stronger claim that  every form of self-presentation or every health-related behavior or condition 
must  be  affirmed without  moral  or  medical  evaluation.  Those are  different  propositions.  A body 
deserves dignity at every size and appearance. That does not make every behavior healthy, every 
appetite  holy,  every risk irrelevant,  or  every method of  self-display wise.  Christian love does not 
require lying about either the worth of the person or the condition of the body.

Men must hear this section as directly as women. Contemporary male immodesty often hides behind 
the  language  of  fitness,  masculinity,  or  confidence.  Shirtless  posting,  calculated  displays  of 
muscularity,  clothing  designed  solely  to  emphasize  sexual  anatomy,  and  persistent  physique 
broadcasting can be forms of vanity and sexualized self-presentation. The fact that male bodies have 
historically  been  policed  differently  does  not  exempt  men  from humility.  If  a  man condemns  a 
woman for attention-seeking while constructing an online identity around his own body, he has not 
defended holiness. He has defended a gendered double standard.

Parents and church leaders also require restraint. Adolescents are learning to inhabit changing bodies 
while navigating comparison, sexual attention, peer norms, and digital exposure. Humiliation is a 
poor teacher. Public comments about a girl’s breasts, a boy’s muscles, weight changes, or perceived 
attractiveness can create lasting shame. Christian formation should teach the meaning of dignity,  
privacy, sexual boundaries, context, stewardship, and digital permanence without making the young 
person feel  that  the body itself  is  a  problem. Rules  may be necessary,  especially  for  minors and 
institutional settings, but rules should be explained through biblical principles rather than enforced 
by ridicule.

The moral  classification here  is  primarily  principle  and wisdom,  with some explicit  prohibitions 
controlling  the field.  Scripture explicitly  condemns lust,  sensuality,  sexual  immorality,  pride,  and 
exploiting others. It explicitly commands self-control, modesty, love, and honor. It does not define 
“semi-nudity” by a universal percentage of skin. Therefore, the church must reason about context.  
Intentional erotic self-presentation can become sinful through lustful purpose, vanity, manipulation, 
commercial  exploitation,  disregard  for  covenant  or  community,  and  the  mastery  of  attention. 
Ordinary functional clothing does not become sinful merely because another person notices a body.

If your clothing choices have become a contest to see how near you can move toward sexual display 
while remaining technically defensible, ask what your heart is trying to win. If your religious rules 
have  become  a  way  to  control  other  people’s  bodies  while  your  own  imagination  remains 
ungoverned, ask whom your rules are actually serving. The gospel calls the exhibitor and the voyeur 
to the same cross. Christ frees the body from sale and the eye from consumption.
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6.5 Jewelry, Gold, Diamonds, and Luxury Accessories
Jewelry  is  one of  the  clearest  tests  of  whether  Christians  can distinguish  biblical  emphasis  from 
universal  prohibition.  Some  churches  have  taught  that  wearing  rings,  necklaces,  earrings,  gold, 
pearls,  or  gemstones  is  inherently  worldly  and  therefore  sinful.  Others  treat  jewelry  as  morally 
meaningless because it is merely decorative. The biblical material supports neither simple conclusion.

Scripture  contains  positive,  neutral,  and  negative  uses  of  adornment.  Abraham’s  servant  gives 
Rebekah a gold nose ring and bracelets in the context of arranging Isaac’s marriage (Genesis 24:22, 
47). Israelites later bring jewelry as offerings for the tabernacle (Exodus 35:20-29). In Ezekiel 16, the 
Lord uses the metaphor of adorning Jerusalem with jewelry, bracelets, a necklace, and a crown to 
describe lavish covenantal care before the chapter turns to the tragedy of misused gifts (Ezekiel 16:8-
19). These texts make an absolute doctrine that metal or gems are intrinsically unholy difficult to 
sustain.

Other passages condemn adornment in contexts of pride, exploitation, seduction, or status.  Isaiah 
3:16-24 describes the daughters of Zion in a broader prophetic indictment of arrogance and social 
injustice. Their luxurious ornaments become part of a culture under judgment. The point is not that a 
necklace possesses demonic properties. The ornaments participate in pride and elite self-exaltation. 
In 1 Timothy 2:9-10, as already noted, Paul contrasts costly appearance with good works. In 1 Peter 
3:3-4,  outward  adornment  is  relativized  beneath  the  character  of  the  heart.  The  New Testament 
warning is especially sharp where wealth becomes social ranking inside the church. James pictures a 
man entering the assembly with a gold ring and fine clothing and being treated preferentially over a 
poor man in dirty clothes. The sin is partiality, a church learning to read human worth from visible 
status (James 2:1-9).

The strongest argument for a universal jewelry ban usually appeals to 1 Timothy 2 and 1 Peter 3. The 
concern behind that reading is serious. Christians should not trivialize apostolic warnings about gold,  
pearls, and expensive clothing. But grammatical and contextual considerations point to a contrast of 
priorities  and  ostentation  rather  than  an  ontological  ban  on  materials.  Major  commentators 
commonly understand the texts as opposing elaborate, status-laden display and redirecting attention 
to godly character (Jobes, 2005; Mounce, 2000; Schreiner, 2003; Towner, 2006). That interpretation 
also fits the wider canonical evidence in which jewelry can function as gift, wealth, symbolism, or 
adornment without automatic condemnation.

The opposite claim, however, that jewelry is therefore spiritually irrelevant, ignores the human heart. 
A diamond can become a portable hierarchy.  A watch can function as a résumé. A handbag can 
become social armor. A wedding ring can symbolize covenant, while another ring of comparable cost 
may be purchased almost entirely to announce rank. The moral meaning of an accessory depends not  
only on its substance but on motive, cost relative to means, cultural meaning, method of acquisition, 
and effect on the heart.

Luxury signaling has long been studied as a social phenomenon. Veblen’s concept of conspicuous 
consumption described goods whose social  function includes the display of  status.  Contemporary 
marketing research has refined this insight by showing that the prominence of luxury branding can 
help consumers signal status differently depending on audience and social position (Han et al., 2010;  
Veblen,  1899/2007).  Christians  need not  adopt  every theory of  consumer behavior to  recognize  a 
biblical  problem. Jesus  warns repeatedly about  storing treasure,  seeking human recognition,  and 
measuring life by possessions (Matthew 6:19-24;  Luke 12:15-21). Paul commands wealthy believers 
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not to set their hope on uncertain riches but to be rich in good works and generosity (1 Timothy 6:17-
19).

A serious defense of luxury accessories points out that price alone cannot define sin. A durable watch 
may last decades. A family heirloom can carry memory. A gemstone may be culturally appropriate in 
marriage. Fine craftsmanship supports artisans. A person with substantial means can purchase an 
expensive item without debt,  neglect,  or  pride and still  give generously.  Scripture does not  set  a 
maximum legal price for a ring. Christians who invent such a threshold risk becoming judges where 
God has not legislated.

That defense is valid as far as it goes. Yet “I can afford it” is not the same as “therefore it is wise.” The 
wealthy Christian must ask questions a legalistic price cap cannot answer. Why do I want this object? 
Do I need others to recognize its value? Would I still want it if no one knew the brand? What does the  
purchase  reveal  about  my comparative  desires?  Have  I  become  unable  to  enjoy  beauty  without 
prestige? Am I accumulating luxury while remaining emotionally unmoved by concrete need? Does 
my adornment build invisible class walls  in the congregation? These are not methods of  earning 
salvation. They are questions of discipleship.

Jewelry  also  carries  symbolic  meaning.  A  wedding  ring,  cross  pendant,  family  symbol,  ethnic 
ornament, academic insignia, or cultural beadwork may communicate identity rather than wealth. 
Symbolism  can  be  benign,  beautiful,  or  even  explicitly  Christian.  It  can  also  be  spiritually 
compromised. An amulet worn because it is believed to protect against spirits, a talisman used for 
luck, or jewelry employed in occult practice raises a different issue from ordinary adornment. The 
New Testament rejects magical attempts to manipulate spiritual power and commands believers to 
abandon occult practices (Acts 8:9-24; Acts 19:18-20). The relevant sin is not metal but misplaced trust 
and participation in false worship.

This distinction is important when Christians discuss symbols alleged to have pagan, occult, or secret 
meanings.  Similar  shapes  can appear in  unrelated cultures.  An object  should not  be  condemned 
merely  by  visual  resemblance,  internet  rumor,  or  a  disputed  historical  association.  Evidence 
discipline  is  part  of  Christian  truthfulness.  Meaning  is  established  through  actual  use,  intention, 
credible history,  and present context,  not guilt  by geometry. Where a symbol is genuinely tied to 
idolatry or occult participation, the Christian should abstain. Where the connection is speculative, 
conscience may still choose caution, but caution should not be preached as revelation.

The  moral  classification  is  therefore  clear.  There  is  no  sufficient  biblical  basis  for  a  universal 
prohibition of all jewelry. Ostentation, pride, greed, partiality, occult trust, exploitation, and status 
idolatry are explicitly or clearly condemned. The use of ordinary adornment generally belongs to 
Christian liberty  governed by wisdom,  stewardship,  conscience,  culture,  and love.  A  person may 
abstain from jewelry as a voluntary discipline. Another may wear it gratefully. Neither should use the 
practice to boast over the other.

The final test is not whether the accessory shines but whether the heart bows. Gold can sit on a finger  
without ruling the soul. It can also sit in the soul long before it reaches the finger. The disciple must 
ask not only what is worn, but what is worshiped. If your defense of luxury begins and ends with “I 
can afford it,” ask whether affluence has learned to kneel. If your condemnation begins and ends with 
“I never wear such things,” ask whether abstinence itself has become an ornament of pride.
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6.6 Designer Labels and Expensive Clothing
Designer clothing intensifies the same questions because brands do more than cover the body. They 
can signify quality, aesthetic preference, craftsmanship, community, aspiration, wealth, exclusivity, 
or social rank. The Christian response cannot be a simplistic equation in which cheap clothing is holy 
and expensive clothing is sinful. Poverty does not sanctify a fabric, and price does not expose the  
heart  with  mathematical  precision.  Yet  the  New Testament’s  repeated  concern with  costly  dress, 
wealth, partiality, and status makes it impossible to declare the issue morally trivial.

Jesus Himself wore a seamless tunic valuable enough that soldiers cast lots for it rather than tearing it 
(John 19:23-24). The text does not tell us that Jesus cultivated luxury; its purpose is narrative and 
prophetic. Still, it cautions against treating every item of quality as evidence of compromise. Proverbs 
31 presents a household producing and wearing quality textiles. The tabernacle and priestly garments 
used costly materials in a unique covenantal setting. Beauty, skill, durability, and excellence are not 
enemies of holiness.

The problem emerges when clothing becomes social  justification.  James 2 is  devastating precisely 
because the church gives better treatment to the man in fine clothes than to the poor man.  The 
congregation  has  learned  the  world’s  visual  theology:  expensive  appearance  means  importance. 
Paul’s concern in  1 Timothy 2 likewise places expensive clothing inside a critique of ostentatious 
worship. The church must not become a runway where social class acquires spiritual authority.

Contemporary  branding  sharpens  this  temptation.  A  logo  can  function  as  compressed  social 
information. Some buyers pay for materials or design; others pay substantially for what the label says 
about them. Luxury-brand research has shown that consumers may choose more or less prominent 
branding depending on whom they want to signal status to (Han et al., 2010). The biblical concern is 
not the existence of brands. It is the desire to be “somebody” through possession, the envy directed 
toward those above, and the contempt directed toward those below.

The strongest defense of expensive clothing is again stewardship through quality. Cheap garments 
can be poorly made, produced under exploitative conditions, replaced frequently, and ultimately cost 
more. A well-constructed coat or pair of shoes may be a better long-term purchase. Professional roles 
sometimes  require  formal  appearance.  Cultural  ceremonies  may appropriately  involve  expensive 
dress. A gift may be received without guilt. Christians should resist moral theater in which an affluent 
believer  buys deliberately  ugly  or  low-quality  clothes  merely  to  appear humble while  remaining 
proud of apparent simplicity.

There is also an ethical complication in global fashion supply chains. “Affordable” does not always 
mean  morally  clean,  and  “luxury”  does  not  guarantee  ethical  production.  Labor  conditions, 
environmental costs, deceptive marketing, and waste can affect both ends of the market. A Christian 
consumer  cannot  investigate  every  thread,  but  indifference  is  not  a  virtue.  Where  credible 
information reveals severe exploitation and reasonable alternatives exist,  love of neighbor should 
inform purchasing decisions. Stewardship is not exhausted by the price tag.

Designer culture becomes spiritually hazardous when identity fuses with brand. The wardrobe then 
functions as a social passport. Debt may be accepted to sustain appearance. Family resources may be 
diverted from necessities. Children may be trained to despise peers without labels. Pastors may adopt  
luxury  aesthetics  as  evidence  of  “kingdom  excellence”  or  divine  favor.  Prosperity  teaching  can 
intensify the error by making visible abundance appear as a spiritual credential. Scripture refuses 
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that measure. The apostles endured hunger, poor clothing, homelessness, persecution, and material 
weakness without interpreting hardship as evidence that God had withdrawn His favor (1 Corinthians 
4:9-13; 2 Corinthians 11:23-28).

The  opposite  counterfeit  is  conservative  poverty  theater.  A  church  may  condemn  recognizable 
designer  labels  while  celebrating  a  different  status  code:  custom suits,  particular  fabrics,  clerical 
dress,  denominational  uniform,  or  carefully  curated simplicity.  Human pride is  adaptable.  It  can 
boast in a luxury logo or in refusing one. Colossians 2 warns that self-made religion and severity can 
possess an appearance of wisdom while feeding the flesh in subtler ways (Colossians 2:20-23).

The moral classification remains principle, wisdom, stewardship, and liberty rather than universal 
price legislation. Scripture commands generosity, condemns greed, warns the rich, forbids partiality, 
and directs believers away from ostentation. It does not set one monetary ceiling for clothing. The sin 
may lie in debt, waste, pride, envy, class performance, exploitation, neglect of dependents or the poor, 
or the mastery of consumer identity.

Ask a revealing question: if the label were removed and no one could recognize the brand, would I  
still  desire  the  garment  at  the  same  price?  The  answer  does  not  automatically  determine 
righteousness, but it can expose what the purchase is doing inside the heart. Christian identity has 
already been named in baptismal union with Christ. The wardrobe need not complete what the gospel 
has declared.

6.7 Beauty, Grooming, and Legitimate Adornment
Some Christians have been taught a theology in which external beauty is inherently suspect. Makeup 
is vanity. Styled hair is pride. Wigs are deception. Manicures are worldliness. Eyelashes are frivolity. 
Perfume is sensuality. A woman who invests in grooming is presumed spiritually shallow, while a 
man who spends comparable time on haircuts, suits, shoes, cars, or fitness may escape scrutiny. Such 
asymmetry often reveals that the issue is not simply holiness but inherited gender expectations.

Scripture does not  teach that  beauty itself  is  sinful.  Creation is  repeatedly described in  aesthetic 
terms. The tabernacle includes visual splendor. Song of Songs celebrates embodied beauty within 
covenant love. Scripture can describe people as physically beautiful without inserting an immediate 
moral condemnation. Esther undergoes extensive beauty preparations as part of a morally complex 
imperial narrative (Esther 2:8-12). These descriptive texts do not create a beauty command, but they 
make the claim “all cosmetics or grooming are rebellion” difficult to establish.

Several proof texts deserve careful treatment. Jezebel paints her eyes before Jehu arrives (2 Kings 
9:30). The moral evil of Jezebel’s life is not created by eye paint, and the narrative does not pause to  
legislate cosmetics.  Jeremiah 4:30 similarly uses scarlet clothing, gold ornaments, and enlarged eyes 
rhetorically in an image of doomed self-adornment. A prophetic metaphor can condemn the vanity 
and futility of adornment in a particular context without turning every mentioned practice into a 
universal prohibition. To make eyeliner sinful because Jezebel used it would be the same kind of 
reasoning as making windows sinful because she looked out of one.

The New Testament’s concern, again, is hierarchy of value. Peter does not say the Christian woman 
has no outward appearance. He tells her that beauty must not be located there as its  controlling 
source (1 Peter 3:3-4). Paul directs worshiping women away from conspicuous status and toward good 
works (1 Timothy 2:9-10).  Proverbs 31:30 gives the canonical balance: charm can deceive, beauty is 
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fleeting, and the woman who fears the Lord is to be praised. “Fleeting” does not mean “evil.” It means 
beauty cannot bear the weight of identity because time will expose its temporality.

Ordinary grooming can be an act of stewardship, courtesy, vocation, cultural participation, and even 
neighbor-love. Bathing, clean clothing, dental care, hair care, shaving or beard care, skin care, nail 
hygiene,  and appropriate use of  cosmetics  can support  health and social  functioning.  A wig may 
protect hair, respond to alopecia or medical treatment, fulfill cultural preference, or simply be an 
aesthetic choice. Nail polish or artificial eyelashes do not possess a moral essence. The question is  
what role these practices play in the person’s life.

The strongest conservative objection argues that cosmetic enhancement is deceptive because it makes 
the person appear different from the natural state. Taken consistently, that principle would condemn 
haircuts, orthodontics, clothing, skin moisturizer, dental restorations, fragrance, shaving, eyeglasses 
chosen for aesthetics, and countless ordinary forms of presentation. Human culture always involves 
some shaping of appearance. The morally relevant distinction is not “natural versus artificial” in an 
absolute sense.  It  is  truthful  presentation versus deceit  where truth is  owed,  prudent adornment 
versus idolatrous reconstruction, health versus harm, and freedom versus mastery.

Deception  can  become  a  real  concern  in  specific  contexts.  Digital  dating  images  altered  beyond 
recognition, concealment of material  facts in a relationship, or marketing that implies a cosmetic 
effect a product does not provide can be dishonest. But ordinary makeup does not normally function 
as  a  factual  claim  that  the  wearer  literally  has  naturally  pigmented  eyelids  or  lashes.  Cultural 
conventions  matter.  Christians  should  not  manufacture  deception  where  ordinary  observers 
understand the convention.

A progressive or therapeutic defense of beauty culture argues that aesthetic self-expression can be 
empowering, playful, artistic, and psychologically beneficial. That can be true. The person who has 
spent years in religious shame may discover legitimate freedom in color, style, and care. A cancer 
survivor may use makeup or a wig to recover a sense of ordinary life. A person with a visible skin 
condition may use cosmetic camouflage without rejecting God’s design. Christian counsel should not 
turn every desire to look attractive into pathology.

The danger appears when grooming becomes compulsory for identity. The person cannot leave home 
unedited. Aging features provoke panic. A single blemish ruins worship. Cosmetic spending becomes 
financially  destructive.  Hours  of  daily  preoccupation  displace  vocation  and  relationships. 
Compliments become emotional oxygen. Social comparison governs mood. At that point, the issue is  
no  longer  whether  lipstick  or  hair  extensions  are  permitted.  The  mirror  has  acquired  pastoral 
authority over the soul.

Men face parallel pressures, even if the products differ. Hair-loss treatments, beard styling, dental 
cosmetics,  skin  regimens,  fragrance,  tailored  clothing,  and  male  grooming  industries  can  serve 
ordinary care  or  become anxiety-driven identity  projects.  Christian teaching that  rebukes  female 
beauty  practices  while  baptizing  male  appearance-management  as  professionalism  is  morally 
inconsistent. Vanity has no gender monopoly.

The church should also resist the opposite error of praising neglect as spirituality. Poor hygiene can 
harm community and health.  Chronic refusal  to care for appearance may arise from depression, 
poverty,  disability,  grief,  executive  dysfunction,  or  lack  of  access  rather  than  laziness.  Pastoral 
response requires compassion and practical help, not ridicule. There are also ascetic choices that may 
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be  meaningful  to  an  individual  conscience,  but  voluntary  simplicity  must  not  become  a  new 
righteousness.

The moral  classification is  predominantly  liberty and wisdom under clear  principles  of  modesty, 
stewardship,  honesty,  self-control,  and  contentment.  Cosmetics,  wigs,  manicures,  hairstyles, 
eyelashes,  and ordinary  grooming are  not  universally  prohibited by Scripture.  They can become 
sinful when driven by pride, deception, sexual manipulation, financial irresponsibility, contempt for 
one’s created body, or compulsive mastery. They can also be received as ordinary, grateful features of 
embodied culture.

Beauty is safest when it is allowed to remain a gift rather than a verdict. The face does not have to 
preach a sermon against aesthetics. It also does not have to carry the burden of proving worth. The 
Christian may enjoy beauty because beauty is not God. Only an idol must be absolute. When peace 
depends on being admired, or righteousness depends on appearing more “natural” than someone 
else, beauty has crossed from gift into judgment.

6.8 Skin-Lightening, Tanning, Filters, and Anti-Aging Culture
Few parts of body culture expose the power of the social gaze more clearly than skin tone, age, and 
digitally manufactured appearance. A person may be told that darker skin should be lighter, pale skin 
should be tanned, textured skin should be smoothed, wrinkles should be erased, gray hair should be 
hidden, pores should disappear, and every photograph should present a more symmetrical, youthful,  
polished version of the face than ordinary life can sustain. The commands contradict one another, but  
the theology beneath them is remarkably consistent: the received body is treated as an unfinished 
draft awaiting approval from the market.

Christians should begin by distinguishing ordinary skin care and legitimate medical treatment from 
practices  driven by  colorism or  dangerous  aesthetic  pressure.  Dermatological  treatment  of  acne, 
melasma, post-inflammatory hyperpigmentation, scarring, burns, or other conditions is not the same 
moral act as trying to escape an ethnic identity or social  stigma attached to skin tone.  The same 
cream,  procedure,  or  ingredient  can  appear  in  very  different  clinical  contexts.  Christian  moral 
reasoning must therefore resist both lazy condemnation and commercial naivete.

The public-health concern is real. The World Health Organization’s 2026 toolkit on skin-lightening 
practices notes that skin lightening can involve hazardous products, including products associated 
with mercury exposure, and calls for context-sensitive research into the social and behavioral drivers 
of  use  (World  Health  Organization,  2026).  A  recent  review  focused  on  African  women  likewise 
describes colorism, media representation, economic incentives, and social pressures among the forces 
sustaining skin-bleaching practices and documents dermatological and systemic risks associated with 
hazardous agents (Tulashie et al.,  2025).  These findings should not be converted into a stereotype 
about African women, nor do they establish that every product marketed for brightening, pigment 
correction, or dermatological care is dangerous. They do establish that the church should not preach 
about skin lightening as though the issue were only vanity. It can involve racism, class aspiration, 
marriage-market  pressures,  employment  expectations,  advertising,  colonial  inheritances,  and 
profound wounds concerning belonging.

Biblically, no skin tone carries a hierarchy of holiness. Humanity shares one Creator, and the nations 
remain distinct objects of God’s redemptive purpose rather than defects to be aesthetically corrected 
(Acts 17:26;  Revelation 7:9-10). James condemns the church for assigning honor according to visible 
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social markers (James 2:1-9). The gospel does not replace one ethnic beauty hierarchy with another. It 
creates a people whose worth rests in the image of God and whose final glory rests in union with 
Christ.  A dark-skinned believer does not move closer to God by becoming lighter.  A light-skinned 
believer does not become more authentic by becoming darker. Skin tone can carry cultural meaning, 
but it cannot bear soteriological meaning.

This does not make every desire to alter skin tone equally sinful. A person with uneven pigmentation 
may reasonably  seek  treatment.  A  performer  may use  temporary  body cosmetics.  Someone may 
prefer a certain complexion for reasons that do not rise to the level of self-hatred. Motive cannot  
always be read from the surface. Yet the practice becomes spiritually dangerous when a person learns 
to despise features bound up with ancestry, believes social acceptance requires becoming less visibly 
oneself, assumes lighter or darker skin confers moral superiority, spends irresponsibly to chase an 
unstable ideal, or accepts serious health risks because the unmodified body feels socially intolerable.

Tanning presents the mirror image of the problem. In some settings, a tan signifies leisure, health,  
attractiveness, wealth, or vitality. Yet ultraviolet exposure is not morally neutral simply because the 
aesthetic  ideal  differs  from  skin  bleaching.  The  World  Health  Organization  identifies  ultraviolet 
radiation from sunlight and artificial sources such as sunbeds as a major cause of skin cancer, and 
public-health  guidance  discourages  artificial  tanning  (World  Health  Organization,  2022).  The  U.S. 
Food and Drug Administration similarly warns that tanning reflects skin damage and is associated 
with skin cancer and premature aging (U.S.  Food and Drug Administration,  n.d.-a).  This does not 
mean ordinary outdoor life is sinful, that sunlight is an enemy, or that every person with tanned skin 
has acted unwisely. It means that intentionally damaging the body for appearance deserves moral 
scrutiny under stewardship, just as other avoidable health risks do.

Digital filters intensify the pressure because they can turn an aesthetic preference into a second face. 
A  filter  can be  playful,  artistic,  humorous,  or  technically  useful.  Adjusting  exposure,  removing  a 
temporary distraction, or using a stylized effect does not automatically constitute lying. The concern 
grows when a person repeatedly presents a face or body that ordinary viewers reasonably take to 
represent reality, while the image has been narrowed, enlarged, smoothed, reshaped, or recolored 
beyond  recognition.  Research  on  social-media  appearance  preoccupation  has  linked  intensive 
appearance  monitoring  with  body  surveillance  and  body  shame,  with  different  patterns  across 
women and men (Brasil et al., 2024). Reviews of adolescent social-media use likewise identify body-
image and disordered-eating concerns serious enough to warrant harm-reduction strategies rather 
than simplistic calls to abandon all platforms (Mazzeo et al., 2024).

A defense of filters says that photography has always involved selection, lighting, posing, cosmetics, 
lenses, and editing. That is true. No photograph is a transparent window onto the whole person. The 
ethical question is therefore not whether an image has been edited at all. It is whether the editing 
participates  in  deception,  self-rejection,  harmful  comparison,  commercial  manipulation,  or 
compulsive self-surveillance. A professional portrait can be polished without becoming fraudulent. A 
person  can  remove  a  blemish  without  rejecting  creation.  But  when  the  unfiltered  face  becomes 
unbearable, the technology is no longer merely serving the image. It may be discipling the self.

Anti-aging culture raises an equally delicate question. Aging belongs to the mortal condition, and 
Scripture does not sentimentalize its losses. Ecclesiastes describes diminished strength. Paul speaks of  
the outer person wasting away even while the inner person is  renewed (2 Corinthians 4:16).  Yet 
Scripture also resists a culture that treats age as aesthetic failure. Gray hair can be called a crown of  
glory when found in the way of righteousness (Proverbs 16:31), and God’s people are commanded to 
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honor the aged rather than erase them from social visibility (Leviticus 19:32). The biblical hope is not 
permanent youth achieved by consumption. It is resurrection.

There is no sin in moisturizer, hair coloring, dental care, ordinary anti-aging skin care, or wanting to 
look well. A person may prefer to cover gray hair, soften a line, or dress in a youthful style without 
denying  mortality.  The  sin  appears  when  youth  becomes  a  moral  requirement,  age  provokes 
contempt, older people are socially discarded, financial or medical risks are accepted to escape the 
appearance of time, or identity collapses when the face begins to record a life actually lived. The 
church can itself  become cruel  here by praising “natural  aging” while  mocking wrinkles,  weight 
changes, baldness, menopause, disability, or diminished strength. A theology of creatureliness must 
be compassionate enough to let people age without humiliation.

New Thought and New Age currents can add another layer by treating appearance, health, and aging 
as manifestations of consciousness. Representative Unity materials, for example, speak of the Christ 
Mind, divine health, mental images, and faith as a power through which realities are made manifest 
(Brumet, n.d.; Herrmann, n.d.; Olson, n.d.). Such teachings should be described accurately rather than 
caricatured.  They  often  encourage  gratitude,  optimism,  exercise,  rest,  and  care  of  the  body.  The 
theological problem is not those ordinary practices. It is the relocation of saving or healing power into 
an inward divine principle, mental causation, or a “Christ” understood as a consciousness available 
within rather than the incarnate  Lord who acts  sovereignly.  Biblical  faith  trusts  God;  it  is  not  a 
metaphysical technique by which the mind compels the body to conform to an image.

The moral classification in this area is mixed. Deception, racism, partiality, self-hatred, reckless bodily 
harm,  and  idolatry  are  governed  by  clear  biblical  prohibitions  and  principles.  Specific  cosmetic 
choices, hair color, skin-care routines, photo editing, and many anti-aging practices usually fall under 
wisdom and liberty. Medical treatment belongs within responsible care, not suspicion. The decisive 
questions concern truth, health, motive, mastery, stewardship, cultural meaning, and whether the 
practice trains gratitude or contempt toward the creature God has made.

The reader who has lightened skin because of colorist humiliation does not need mockery. The older 
believer  frightened  by  visible  aging  does  not  need  a  lecture  delivered  without  tenderness.  The 
teenager comparing an ordinary face to thousands of curated images does not need to be told that 
insecurity is simply vanity. They need truth sturdy enough to confront lies and gentle enough to bear 
wounds. In Christ, a face is not a product awaiting market validation. It is part of a person whom God 
summons by name, redeems by blood, sanctifies by the Spirit, and will raise in glory.

6.9 Cosmetic Procedures and Surgery
Cosmetic procedures force the church to move beyond slogans because the category itself contains 
radically different acts. Reconstructing a face after burns, repairing a cleft lip, restoring a breast after 
cancer  surgery,  correcting  a  functional  deformity,  treating  severe  scarring,  repairing  trauma, 
reducing  physical  pain,  and  performing  an  elective  aesthetic  procedure  are  not  morally 
interchangeable. Even the line between “reconstructive” and “cosmetic” can blur. A procedure may 
improve  function  and  appearance  simultaneously.  A  scar  revision  may  relieve  both  physical 
restriction and social distress. Breast reduction can be aesthetic and medically relieving. Orthodontics 
can improve chewing and appearance. A faithful Christian ethic must therefore ask what is being 
done, why, at what risk, under whose care, and toward what end.

https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Leviticus+19%3A32&version=CSB
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An absolute prohibition sometimes begins with a plausible theological  intuition:  if  God made the 
body,  deliberately changing it  must  express  dissatisfaction with His  design.  That  intuition rightly 
warns  against  treating  the  body as  raw material  for  endless  reinvention.  It  becomes  overbroad, 
however, when every modification is treated as rebellion. Medicine regularly alters the body in order 
to heal it. Surgeons remove tumors, repair congenital conditions, restore damaged tissues, implant 
prostheses, replace joints, reconstruct breasts, close wounds, correct vision, and change anatomical 
structures  for  therapeutic  ends.  Even ordinary  dentistry  modifies  the  body.  The  Creator-creature 
distinction does not require Christians to preserve every post-fall bodily condition unchanged.

The opposite claim is equally inadequate: “It is my body, I consent, and therefore the procedure is  
morally  neutral.”  Consent  matters  enormously.  Competent  adults  should  not  be  subjected  to 
unwanted procedures,  and bodily integrity is  a serious good. Yet consent cannot carry the whole 
moral burden. A person can consent to an exploitative contract, a dangerous practice, an unnecessary 
procedure,  or  an  act  governed  by  obsession.  Christian  ethics  asks  not  only  whether  a  choice  is 
voluntary but whether it is truthful, wise, loving, medically responsible, financially just, and free from 
mastery.

Modern aesthetic medicine includes minimally invasive procedures and major surgery: botulinum 
toxin injections,  dermal fillers,  chemical  peels,  laser procedures,  hair transplantation,  liposuction, 
rhinoplasty, breast augmentation or reduction, abdominoplasty, facial surgery, implants, and many 
other interventions. The moral question cannot be answered by a single list because the risk profiles, 
indications,  permanence,  and motives differ greatly.  Some procedures have strong safety records 
when properly indicated and competently performed. Others carry rare but serious complications. 
The U.S. Food and Drug Administration, for example, notes that dermal fillers can cause common 
effects such as bruising and swelling and, in rare vascular complications,  tissue death,  blindness,  
stroke, or death; it also warns that removal can be difficult or impossible for some materials (U.S. 
Food and Drug Administration, n.d.-b, n.d.-c). This does not prove that receiving a filler is sinful. It 
proves that “non-surgical” does not mean “morally or medically trivial.”

A mature Christian discussion must also make room for psychological complexity. Some people seek 
cosmetic procedures after years of stable reflection and experience improved confidence or relief. 
Others enter a cycle in which no intervention resolves the perceived defect because the distress is not 
proportionate  to  the  physical  feature.  Research  in  plastic-surgery  settings  has  documented  body 
dysmorphic disorder among a subset of patients seeking cosmetic procedures and has emphasized the 
importance of identifying those for whom further surgery may be inappropriate (Şimşek et al., 2024). 
Brown et al. (2025), studying a short screening tool in Australian cosmetic-surgery patients, found a 
more  complicated  picture,  including  postoperative  improvements  in  self-perception  alongside 
limitations of screening. More recent Australian evidence also reports substantial uncertainty among 
surgeons about mandatory screening tools, which cautions against pretending that one questionnaire 
can settle every case (Haines et al.,  2026). The responsible conclusion is neither “cosmetic surgery 
causes  mental  illness”  nor  “psychology  is  irrelevant.”  It  is  that  repeated  or  high-stakes  aesthetic 
intervention  should  include  serious  attention  to  psychological  readiness,  expectations,  and 
vulnerability.

Pastors  must  not  diagnose  body  dysmorphic  disorder  from  the  pulpit.  A  believer  who  receives 
cosmetic  surgery  is  not  thereby  mentally  ill.  Conversely,  a  church  should  not  spiritualize  severe 
appearance preoccupation as though prayer alone eliminates the need for competent mental-health 
assessment. When a person is trapped in obsessive checking, repeated procedures, severe shame, or 
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distorted perception, skilled clinical care can be an expression of God’s common grace. The church’s  
task is to support truthful care while refusing both medical contempt and medical idolatry.

The same balance applies to “divine health” teachings that frame medical care as unbelief. Scripture 
records  supernatural  healing and commands prayer for the sick (James 5:14-16).  It  also presents 
medicine and ordinary means without embarrassment. Luke is identified as a physician (Colossians 
4:14). Paul recommends a practical remedy to Timothy for recurring stomach ailments (1 Timothy 
5:23).  The Good Samaritan treats wounds with available means (Luke 10:34).  Trusting a surgeon, 
dermatologist, counselor, or physician within proper limits is not a denial of God’s sovereignty. It is 
no more an act of unbelief than eating food while trusting God for daily bread.

New Thought and New Age metaphysical healing can move in the opposite direction by making the 
mind,  consciousness,  energy,  or  inner  divinity  the mechanism by which the  body is  expected to 
become whole.  Unity’s official materials,  for example,  connect healing to a “Christ  Mind,” inward 
divine presence, and faith understood as a power of mental realization (Brumet, n.d.; Herrmann, n.d.; 
Olson,  n.d.).  Such  claims  differ  from  biblical  prayer.  The  Christian  does  not  generate  health  by 
discovering divinity within or holding an image until reality conforms. The believer asks a personal 
God, receives medicine as providence, accepts creaturely limits, and can remain faithful even when 
healing does not come before resurrection.

Transhumanist rhetoric can create a further confusion by shifting from treatment to enhancement. 
The  Transhumanist  Declaration,  adopted  by  Humanity+  in  2009,  explicitly  envisions  broadening 
human potential by overcoming aging and other limitations through science and technology while 
also acknowledging serious risks and ethical responsibilities (Humanity+, 2009). There is no simple 
moral  line  in  which  “therapy”  is  always  good  and  “enhancement”  is  always  evil.  Vaccination 
enhances  resistance  to  disease.  Corrective  lenses  enhance  sight.  Education  enhances  cognitive 
capacity. A prosthetic limb can exceed some functions of a damaged natural limb. Yet an ideology of 
human redesign becomes spiritually significant when finitude itself is treated as the enemy, technical 
power becomes the source of salvation, and the human person is valued according to optimization. 
Christian hope does not require hostility to innovation. It does require refusing to turn the clinic into 
an altar and the engineered body into an eschatology.

The  strongest  defense  of  elective  cosmetic  surgery  deserves  a  fair  hearing.  Adults  may  desire 
proportion, correction of a feature that causes longstanding distress, restoration after pregnancy or 
major  weight  change,  or  an  appearance  more  congruent  with  how  they  reasonably  understand 
themselves. The procedure may be financially responsible, medically safe, and undertaken without 
social  obsession.  Scripture  nowhere  provides  a  verse  saying  that  a  facelift,  rhinoplasty,  breast 
reconstruction,  liposuction,  or  hair  transplant  is  intrinsically  sinful.  Christians  should  not 
manufacture a prohibition by intuition alone.

Yet the strongest critique also deserves a hearing. A commercial industry can profit from insecurity. 
Before-and-after imagery can create new defects in the viewer’s imagination. Repeated intervention 
can move the threshold of normality. Social media can intensify comparison. Financial resources can 
be  diverted from family  obligations.  Procedures  can be  undertaken because  a  spouse,  employer, 
congregation,  or  online  audience  has  made  love  seem  conditional  on  appearance.  A  morally 
voluntary signature can conceal  profound relational  coercion.  This  is  why the Christian question 
reaches deeper than legality.
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A useful discernment sequence asks: Is there a genuine medical or reconstructive purpose? If the 
purpose  is  primarily  aesthetic,  is  the  expectation  realistic?  What  risks  and  uncertainties  have 
competent  clinicians  explained?  Is  the  provider  appropriately  qualified?  Is  the  procedure  being 
hidden from a spouse or financed by deception or irresponsible debt? Am I seeking one proportionate 
change, or has alteration become an escalating answer to anxiety? Would I still believe my life worth 
living if  the  result  were modest,  imperfect,  or  visible?  Does  this  choice arise  from gratitude and 
prudence, or from hatred of the creature I am? None of these questions saves. They are instruments 
of sanctified honesty. If peace is always one procedure away, that pattern deserves careful clinical 
and spiritual attention before another intervention.

The moral classification is therefore not a universal ban. Reconstructive and therapeutic medicine 
can be received as gifts. Elective aesthetic procedures usually belong to wisdom and Christian liberty 
under stronger duties of informed consent, health stewardship, truthfulness, financial responsibility, 
and freedom from idolatrous mastery. A procedure becomes sinful where it is bound to deception,  
exploitation, reckless harm, compulsive self-redesign, sexual manipulation, neglect of obligations, or a 
heart that demands from surgery the identity only Christ can give.

The  person  who  regrets  a  procedure  should  hear  the  gospel  clearly.  You  are  not  permanently 
disqualified because you altered your body. The person whose procedure went badly is not evidence 
that God has abandoned you. The person who refuses a procedure is not more righteous merely for 
refusing it.  The  cross  does  not  sort  humanity  into  the  surgically  modified and the  untouched.  It 
exposes the deeper idolatries common to both and offers forgiveness, wisdom, and restored freedom 
in Christ.

6.10 Tattoos, Piercings, Scarification, and Body Modification
Tattoos may be the most frequently proof-texted body practice in contemporary Christian debate. The 
verse appears straightforward: “You are not to make gashes on your bodies for the dead or put tattoo 
marks on yourselves” (Leviticus 19:28). Some believers therefore conclude that every tattoo in every 
culture is directly forbidden. Others reply that Leviticus is old covenant law and therefore irrelevant 
to Christians. Both answers are too quick.

Leviticus  19 addresses  Israel’s  holiness  amid  surrounding  practices  and  contains  commands  of 
different kinds: moral obligations repeatedly reaffirmed elsewhere, ritual and identity markers tied to 
Israel’s  covenantal  setting,  agricultural  instructions,  social  justice,  sexual  prohibitions,  occult 
practices,  and rules  concerning  mourning and bodily  signs.  Leviticus  19:27-28 connects  hair  and 
beard  practices,  cutting  the  body  for  the  dead,  and  tattoo-like  marking  in  a  context  that  likely 
concerns mourning, cultic identity, or pagan ritual. The exact ancient practice behind the Hebrew 
expression translated “tattoo marks” is discussed by commentators, but the connection to practices 
for the dead is important (Hartley, 1992; Milgrom, 2000; Wenham, 1979).

Christians therefore should not pretend that the text is meaningless. It reveals that bodily marking 
can carry religious allegiance and that God’s people were not free to participate in idolatrous ritual 
simply because the act occurred on skin. At the same time, the New Testament does not restate a 
universal  tattoo  prohibition,  and  the  old  covenant  legal  code  must  be  interpreted  through  its 
fulfillment in Christ rather than transferred indiscriminately. The moral norm that survives clearly is 
the  rejection  of  idolatry,  occult  participation,  self-mutilating  religious  ritual,  and  false  spiritual 
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allegiance.  Whether  every  modern  decorative  tattoo  belongs  to  that  category  requires  further 
reasoning.

The strongest argument for universal prohibition says that even if the immediate context concerns 
pagan mourning, the command still says not to mark the body. It also appeals to the body as God’s 
temple and to the permanence of tattoos. The concern for stewardship is legitimate. Yet the temple 
argument cannot do more than Paul makes it do. In 1 Corinthians 6, Paul addresses sexual immorality 
and bodily union with prostitutes. The principle of belonging to Christ is broad, but the passage does 
not  transform  every  permanent  bodily  change  into  desecration.  Otherwise  scars  from  surgery, 
pierced ears, dental implants, orthopedic hardware, and other alterations would need to be treated 
similarly.

The strongest argument for unrestricted liberty says that tattoos are now ordinary art and therefore 
morally  neutral.  That  too  is  insufficient.  Tattoos  can  carry  gang  allegiance,  sexual  imagery, 
blasphemy, occult symbols, hatred, violent threats, racist ideology, grief rituals, identity claims, or 
commercial branding. A tattoo can also memorialize a loved one, mark military service, represent 
cultural heritage, display an artistic design, or communicate Christian conviction. Meaning matters. 
So do motive, permanence, health, social context, and conscience.

Piercings  demonstrate  why  material  acts  cannot  be  assigned  a  single  moral  essence.  Scripture 
describes earrings and nose rings without universal condemnation. Rebekah receives a nose ring and 
bracelets (Genesis 24:22, 47). Ezekiel’s covenantal metaphor includes earrings and a nose ring among 
gifts bestowed upon Jerusalem (Ezekiel  16:11-12).  These texts do not command piercing,  but they 
prevent  Christians  from  calling  every  piercing  intrinsically  pagan  merely  because  some  pagan 
cultures pierced bodies. Similar acts can inhabit different systems of meaning.

Scarification requires even greater cultural humility. In some societies, scarification has historically 
signified kinship, age, beauty, courage, belonging, status, or ritual identity. It can also be coercive, 
medically dangerous, linked to occult or ancestral rites, or imposed on children without meaningful 
consent. Christian evaluation must distinguish the physical mark from the religious or social act it 
embodies.  A  convert  need  not  despise  an  ethnic  history  merely  because  the  body  bears  marks 
acquired before faith. But participation in a ritual that explicitly invokes other spirits, ancestors as 
mediators, magical protection, or covenant with a false spiritual power cannot be baptized as culture 
when its present meaning remains religious.

This is where New Age and occult symbolism require precision. Scripture explicitly rejects divination, 
sorcery,  necromancy,  magical  attempts to control  spiritual  power,  and participation in idolatrous 
worship (Deuteronomy 18:9-14; Acts 19:18-20; 1 Corinthians 10:14-22). If a person receives a mark as 
part of such participation, the spiritual issue is substantive. Yet Christians should not invent occult 
connections  from  internet  charts  or  visual  resemblance.  Triangles,  eyes,  circles,  animals,  stars, 
numbers, geometric patterns, and ancient motifs have appeared in multiple cultures with multiple 
meanings. A symbol’s moral significance must be established by credible evidence, intended meaning, 
and actual use. Suspicion is not discernment.

Nor should conversion produce panic about an old tattoo. The New Testament does not command 
converts  to  erase  every  visible  trace  of  their  former  lives.  Some  removal  procedures  are  costly, 
painful, medically complicated, or incomplete. A person with a gang tattoo may choose removal for 
safety  or  testimony.  A  person with an occult  symbol  may choose  to  cover  or  remove it  because 
conscience requires a visible break. Another may leave the mark while openly explaining that the 
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allegiance it once represented has been renounced. Repentance is not measured in laser sessions. The 
decisive transfer of ownership occurs in belonging to Christ.

Parents  and young adults  should  also  consider  permanence.  A  temporary  fashion can become a 
lifelong mark. Employment rules, military requirements, family relationships, cultural settings, and 
future conscience can change. A wise Christian may decide that a permanent choice should wait even 
if  it  is  lawful.  Age restrictions and health regulations should be respected.  Professional infection-
control standards matter. Christian liberty is not a license to ignore medical safety or civil law.

A different  danger  appears  when tattoos  become a  badge  of  spiritual  sophistication or  rebellion 
against “religious people.” A Christian may be technically free to receive a tattoo and still use the act 
to perform contempt. Another may abstain and perform equal contempt toward those who do not. 
Romans 14 warns both the one who despises and the one who judges in disputed matters (Romans 
14:1-13). The mature conscience does not need an enemy in order to feel clean.

The moral classification is layered. Occult participation, idolatry, hatred, indecency, deception, and 
deliberately  harmful  self-mutilation  are  governed  by  explicit  biblical  prohibitions  or  strong 
principles. Tattoos, piercings, and culturally situated body markings as such do not receive a clear 
universal New Testament prohibition. They generally belong to wisdom and conscience, with special 
attention to symbolism, permanence, health, law, family obligations, cultural meaning, witness, and 
the possibility of mastery or rebellion.

This conclusion will disappoint Christians who want a one-word answer. But fidelity is not improved 
by pretending Scripture says more than it  says.  The broad road includes lawlessness,  but  it  also 
includes  Pharisaical  confidence  that  mistakes  a  disputed  external  practice  for  evidence  of 
regeneration. A tattoo can neither save nor damn. The deeper question is whether the person bearing 
it belongs to Christ, turns from idolatry, walks in holiness, and refuses to make skin into a substitute 
gospel.

6.11 Weight Loss, Weight Gain, and the Ideal Body
Body weight is one of the most morally abused visible characteristics in church life. Thinness may be 
praised as discipline, larger bodies presumed gluttonous, muscular bodies treated as healthy, curves 
eroticized,  and  weight  loss  celebrated  without  asking  whether  it  resulted  from  disease,  grief, 
disordered eating, medication, poverty, or compulsive restriction. In other settings, concern about 
obesity is so feared as stigma that serious health risks are difficult to discuss. Christian truth must 
refuse both cruelty and denial.

The medical  picture is  more complex than the moral  stereotype.  The World Health Organization 
reported in 2025 that in 2022 approximately one in eight people worldwide were living with obesity,  
with  2.5  billion  adults  classified  as  overweight  and  890  million  living  with  obesity.  WHO  now 
describes obesity as a chronic, relapsing disease arising from complex interactions among genetics,  
neurobiology,  eating  behavior,  food  access,  market  forces,  and  the  broader  environment  (World 
Health Organization, 2025a). Large global analyses likewise show dramatic changes in underweight 
and obesity over recent decades, indicating that population weight patterns cannot be explained by 
individual willpower alone (NCD Risk Factor Collaboration, 2024).

That complexity matters pastorally.  A larger-bodied person may eat prudently, exercise regularly, 
take medications associated with weight change, live with endocrine or metabolic conditions, carry 

https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Romans+14%3A1-13&version=CSB
https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Romans+14%3A1-13&version=CSB
https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Romans+14&version=CSB


THE BROAD ROAD IN CHRISTIAN CLOTHING   |   CHAPTER 6

Open Christian Press  •  10.65655/ocp.m22.c50  •  26

genetic risk, or be recovering from an eating disorder. A thin person may be metabolically unwell, 
malnourished,  depressed,  severely  restricting  food,  using  stimulants,  or  simply  naturally  lean.  A 
muscular  person  may  have  developed  strength  through  disciplined  training,  or  may  be  using 
dangerous substances. Appearance cannot bear the diagnostic or moral weight Christians often place 
upon it.

This does not mean behavior is irrelevant. Scripture treats eating as a morally meaningful activity 
because appetite can be governed or disordered. Proverbs warns against patterns of drunkenness and 
gluttonous  feasting  (Proverbs  23:20-21).  Paul  can  describe  people  whose  “god  is  their  stomach” 
(Philippians 3:19). Yet gluttony is not a synonym for a high body-mass index. It concerns appetite 
enthroned, excess that refuses self-control, and a life ordered around consumption. A person can be 
larger without being gluttonous, and a thin person can be mastered by food, luxury dining, purging, 
stimulants, or obsession. The church sins when it infers the condition of the soul from a silhouette.

Weight loss can be a legitimate health goal. It may reduce risk, improve mobility, prepare a patient 
for  surgery,  ease  pain,  or  help  manage  disease.  Weight  gain  can  be  equally  legitimate  in 
undernutrition, recovery from illness, pregnancy, athletic training, frailty, or treatment of an eating 
disorder.  The  moral  value  lies  not  in  the  direction  of  the  scale  but  in  the  purpose  and  means.  
Christians should not turn “weight loss” into a universal synonym for stewardship.

Modern  anti-obesity  medications  create  a  new  moral  temptation  to  divide  treatments  into 
“disciplined” and “cheating.” That distinction is theologically shallow. Medicines do not remove the 
need for wise eating, movement, monitoring, and long-term care, but neither does using a clinically 
appropriate treatment prove laziness. The Christian is not more virtuous for refusing evidence-based 
medical care in order to prove willpower. Nor should a medication be treated as a cosmetic shortcut 
without medical supervision. These are clinical decisions requiring qualified professionals, not pulpit 
prescriptions. WHO’s 2025 guideline conditionally recommends GLP-1 therapies for long-term obesity 
treatment in adults as part of comprehensive chronic care, while emphasizing that medication is not 
a standalone solution (World Health Organization, 2025b).

Diet  culture  can  become  a  secular  asceticism.  Foods  are  divided  into  morally  pure  and  impure 
categories  beyond what health evidence supports.  A missed workout  feels  like confession-worthy 
guilt.  A  birthday  meal  is  described  as  “sinful.”  Social  media  turns  caloric  control  into  identity. 
Christians  can  then  import  this  language  into  spirituality  and  confuse  shrinking  the  body  with 
sanctifying it.  Paul warns against self-made religion built  around “Don’t handle,  don’t taste,  don’t 
touch” when such rules promise spiritual power they cannot deliver (Colossians 2:20-23).  He also 
warns against teachings that prohibit foods God created to be received with thanksgiving (1 Timothy 
4:1-5).

These texts do not imply that all diets are foolish. Medical conditions require dietary restrictions. 
Athletes  use  structured  nutrition.  Families  budget  food.  Some  believers  voluntarily  abstain  for 
reasons of conscience. The issue is whether a health practice becomes a law of righteousness, a source 
of  superiority,  or  an enslaving identity.  Romans 14 is  instructive precisely because believers can 
honor God through different eating practices when conscience is submitted to the Lord and contempt 
is rejected (Romans 14:1-12).

Fasting requires its  own distinction. Biblical fasting is  an embodied practice of humbling oneself, 
seeking God, lamenting, praying, or setting aside ordinary goods for spiritual focus. It is not a baptized 
crash diet. Jesus assumes His disciples may fast, but He condemns fasting performed to be seen by 
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others (Matthew 6:16-18). A believer with diabetes, pregnancy, an eating disorder, frailty, medication 
requirements, or other medical concerns may need a modified or non-food form of self-denial under 
wise care. The Lord is not impressed by a fast that damages a vulnerable body in order to satisfy 
religious pressure.

The  strongest  body-positivity  argument  says  that  people  deserve  dignity  without  waiting  to  lose 
weight and that shame is a poor health strategy. That claim contains important truth. Human worth is  
not  postponed  until  a  target  weight  is  reached.  Clothing,  medical  care,  employment,  friendship, 
marriage, church belonging, and basic respect should not be rationed according to size. The corrective 
becomes inadequate only when acceptance is taken to mean that no health-related behavior can ever 
be questioned. Christian love can reject stigma while still welcoming truthful medical counsel. Dignity 
and stewardship are allies, not enemies.

The strongest “personal responsibility” rebuttal likewise contains truth. People make choices about 
food, activity, sleep, alcohol, stress, and medical care, and habits can affect health. Scripture does not 
erase  agency.  But  responsibility  without  context  becomes  cruelty.  A  person’s  food  environment, 
income,  trauma  history,  medications,  disability,  work  schedule,  genetics,  caregiving  burden,  and 
access  to  safe  physical  activity  can  profoundly  shape  available  choices.  Christian  moral  counsel 
should be concrete enough to address agency and humble enough to acknowledge limits.

The moral classification is again mixed. Gluttony, contempt, dishonesty, self-harm, drunken excess, 
and enslavement are governed by biblical prohibitions and principles. A particular weight, dress size, 
body-fat percentage, waist measurement, or muscularity level is not a biblical moral category. Weight 
loss, weight gain, diet, and medical treatment generally belong to health stewardship and wisdom, 
informed by competent care and individual circumstances.

A  church  that  publicly  congratulates  every  weight  loss  may  unknowingly  applaud  cancer,  grief,  
anorexia,  or  dangerous  restriction.  A  church that  jokes  about  larger  bodies  may drive  wounded 
people away from fellowship and medical care. A church that refuses all discussion of eating and 
health may leave genuine bondage untouched. The better way is truthful tenderness. Ask about habits 
without pretending to see the heart through the body. Encourage health without making health a 
gospel.  Offer practical support without humiliation. Above all,  remember that no scale can weigh 
righteousness.

6.12 Gym Culture, Bodybuilding, and Fitness as Identity
Physical training is an unusually revealing good because Scripture can affirm its value and relativize 
it in the same sentence. Paul tells Timothy that bodily training is of some value, while godliness is 
valuable in every way because it holds promise for the present life and the life to come (1 Timothy 
4:8). The apostle does not say bodily training is worthless. He assigns it a subordinate place. That 
balance is precisely what contemporary fitness culture often struggles to maintain.

Regular physical activity can be genuine stewardship. The World Health Organization summarizes 
significant physical and mental health benefits from movement and reports that roughly 31 percent of 
adults  globally do not meet  recommended levels  of  physical  activity (World Health Organization, 
2024). Walking, cycling, sport,  resistance training, physical labor, mobility work, adapted exercise, 
and recreation can strengthen health, function, mood, sleep, and community. A Christian need not 
apologize  for  enjoying  strength,  endurance,  skill,  competition,  or  the  satisfaction  of  disciplined 
training.
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The strongest  critique of  gym culture sometimes treats  any intentional  physique development  as 
narcissism.  That  is  unfair.  Bodybuilding  can  involve  exceptional  discipline,  nutrition  knowledge, 
patience,  sport,  artistry,  and  community.  Strength  training  can  protect  function  with  age. 
Rehabilitation  often  uses  similar  exercises.  A  young  man  who  gains  muscle  is  not  necessarily 
worshiping his body. A woman who trains intensely is not rejecting femininity. Scripture gives no 
command that believers must remain physically average in order to appear humble.

Yet  fitness  can become a  total  identity  with remarkable  speed.  The gym becomes sanctuary,  the 
program  becomes  liturgy,  the  coach  becomes  confessor,  the  mirror  becomes  judge,  progress 
photographs become testimony, and the physique becomes visible proof of self-mastery. Meals cease 
to  be  fellowship  and  become  macronutrient  transactions.  Rest  produces  guilt.  Injury  threatens 
identity.  Other bodies  are silently  ranked.  Clothing is  chosen primarily  to  display muscularity  or 
sexual attractiveness. The person may be physically stronger while becoming spiritually more fragile 
because worth depends on a body that can be lost through illness in a month.

Social  media  intensifies  this  dynamic  for  both  women  and  men.  Research  on  appearance 
preoccupation  and  self-objectification  indicates  that  body  surveillance  and  shame  can  mediate 
relationships  between social-media  appearance engagement  and drives  for  thinness,  leanness,  or 
muscularity (Brasil  et al.,  2024).  This does not prove that fitness content causes disorder in every 
viewer.  It  does  mean that  Christians  should  not  treat  endless  physique  comparison  as  harmless 
motivation. An algorithm can turn another person’s body into a daily accusation.

Muscularity pressure deserves special  attention because Christian body-image conversations have 
often focused primarily on women. Men can develop severe anxiety about size, leanness, height, hair, 
sexual  attractiveness,  and muscularity.  Some move  into  compulsive  training  or  appearance-  and 
performance-enhancing  drugs.  The  National  Institute  on  Drug  Abuse  notes  that  anabolic-steroid 
misuse  can  carry  serious  cardiovascular,  liver,  kidney,  hormonal,  psychiatric,  and  other  risks 
(National  Institute  on  Drug  Abuse,  2018).  The  fact  that  some anabolic  hormones  have  legitimate 
medical uses does not make nonmedical misuse morally neutral.

Performance-enhancing drugs raise several distinct questions. First is health: knowingly accepting 
severe risk for appearance or competitive advantage may violate stewardship. Second is honesty: 
using  substances  prohibited  by  a  sport  while  claiming  compliance  is  cheating.  Third  is  coercive 
culture: when competitors believe they must use drugs simply to remain employable or competitive, 
an industry can normalize bodily exploitation. Fourth is mastery: the desire for size or performance 
can become so absolute that health, fertility, mood, relationships, or conscience are sacrificed.

Supplements  require  nuance.  “Supplement”  covers  everything  from  ordinary  protein  powder  or 
vitamins to poorly regulated mixtures,  stimulants,  contaminated products,  and illegal compounds. 
Christians should not preach that every supplement is drug abuse. Nor should they assume that a 
product is safe because it is sold beside ordinary nutrition products or promoted by a fit influencer. 
Health claims should be checked, clinicians consulted when appropriate, and sports anti-doping rules 
honored. A church has no mandate to become a supplement laboratory, but it does have a mandate to 
teach truthfulness and stewardship.

Gym clothing returns us to modesty without permitting an easy rule. Functional sportswear may be 
close-fitting for safety,  movement,  heat management,  swimming,  cycling,  or  competition.  In some 
spaces,  the  same garment  can also  be chosen or  styled primarily  for  sexual  display.  Motive  and 
context matter, but Christians should be cautious about pretending they can always infer motive from 
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fit.  The wearer has responsibility for self-presentation. The observer retains responsibility for the 
eyes. A gym is not an exemption from holiness, and it is not a courtroom where every body becomes 
evidence of lust.

The “temple of the Holy Spirit” is often invoked to demand fitness, sometimes with cruel implications 
for disability, chronic illness, obesity, age, or genetic limitation. As already noted, 1 Corinthians 6:19-
20 directly concerns sexual holiness. The principle of bodily stewardship is valid, but it must not be 
expanded into a theology in which visible fitness proves spiritual maturity. Some saints cannot walk.  
Some live with wasting disease. Some gain weight through treatment. Some have bodies that will 
never  conform to  athletic  ideals.  Godliness  cannot  be  measured by  resting  heart  rate  or  muscle 
definition.

Nor  should  the  opposite  extreme  spiritualize  neglect.  Avoidable  inactivity,  sleep  deprivation, 
uncontrolled  substance  use,  and  disregard  for  medical  advice  can become stewardship  issues.  A 
person who has reasonable capacity to move and repeatedly refuses all care because “the body will 
die anyway” has adopted a distorted eschatology. Resurrection hope dignifies the present body even 
while refusing to absolutize it.

The moral classification is straightforward at the level of principle. Exercise, sport, bodybuilding, and 
strength training are generally  matters  of  wisdom and liberty and can be excellent  stewardship. 
Cheating,  illicit  drug  use,  deception,  self-harm,  sexual  exploitation,  contempt,  and  idolatry  are 
governed by clearer biblical norms. The sin begins when fitness becomes master, neighbor-love is 
sacrificed to physique, health becomes self-righteousness, or the body becomes a public argument for 
superiority.

One practical test is whether training can be interrupted without the self collapsing. Can you miss a 
session to care for a child, visit the sick, worship, sleep, recover from injury, or serve someone in need 
without resentment? Can you bless a body less strong than yours without condescension? Can you 
receive a season of weakness without believing God has withdrawn meaning from your life? Strength 
is safest when it can kneel.

6.13 Eating Disorders, Gluttony, and Disordered Desire
Few  topics  require  greater  pastoral  discipline  than  eating  disorders  because  careless  religious 
language can wound people who are already fighting for life. Anorexia nervosa is not simply “vanity.” 
Bulimia nervosa is  not  merely “lack of  self-control.”  Binge-eating disorder is  not  reducible to the 
biblical  category  of  gluttony.  Avoidant/restrictive  food  intake  disorder  is  not  spiritual  pickiness. 
Eating  disorders  are  serious  illnesses  involving  complex  interactions  of  biological,  psychological, 
behavioral,  and  social  factors,  and  they  can  affect  people  across  body  sizes,  sexes,  ages,  and 
backgrounds (National Institute of Mental Health, 2024). Some can be life-threatening.

This clinical reality does not require Christians to adopt a view of humanity without moral agency. It 
requires  Christians  to  stop  confusing  diagnosis  with  moral  verdict.  Human  behavior  can  be 
simultaneously  embodied,  psychologically  conditioned,  socially  shaped,  habituated,  and  morally 
meaningful.  A  person  with  an  eating  disorder  may  make  choices,  experience  compulsions,  hold 
distorted  beliefs,  conceal  behavior,  fear  food,  seek  control,  or  use  food  to  regulate  unbearable 
emotion. The existence of responsibility does not make illness imaginary. The existence of illness does 
not make every behavior morally meaningless. Wise care refuses both reductionisms.
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The strongest spiritualizing response says, “The Bible already calls this gluttony, fear, or vanity, so 
repentance is the treatment.” That approach is dangerous. A person with anorexia may be starving 
while  terrified  of  weight  gain.  Telling  such  a  person  to  practice  greater  dietary  discipline  can 
reinforce  the  disorder.  A  person  with  bulimia  may  require  urgent  medical  evaluation  because 
purging can cause dangerous complications. A person with binge-eating disorder may need evidence-
based psychological and medical treatment, not public humiliation. The church should pray, preach 
truth, encourage confession where sin is present, and also help the person obtain competent care.

The  strongest  medicalizing  rebuttal  says  that  because  eating  disorders  are  illnesses,  spiritual 
categories  should  never  enter  the  conversation.  That  can  also  be  too  simple.  People  are  whole 
persons. Shame, secrecy, envy, perfectionism, control, family dynamics, trauma, identity, fear, social 
comparison, and spiritual beliefs may all  interact with illness.  A Christian clinician or pastor can 
address truth, hope, forgiveness, and worship without pretending to replace treatment. The goal is 
integration, not turf war.

Gluttony  itself  deserves  recovery  from caricature.  Biblical  warnings  about  excessive  appetite  are 
serious (Proverbs 23:20-21;  Philippians 3:19), but gluttony is not identified by body size. It concerns 
desire  becoming  master,  indulgence  without  self-government,  and  consumption  detached  from 
gratitude, justice, or love. It can appear in expensive tasting menus, compulsive snacking, alcohol, 
hoarding delicacies while others lack food, or a life emotionally governed by the next meal. It can also 
coexist with a thin body. The church should not reserve the word for people whose bodies are visibly 
large.

Emotional eating similarly requires nuance. Food is naturally comforting. Scripture associates meals 
with celebration, hospitality, covenant fellowship, mourning, and restoration. Eating after a difficult 
day is not automatically idolatry. The concern becomes stronger when food repeatedly functions as 
the only available regulator of  distress,  secrecy increases,  health deteriorates,  responsibilities  are 
neglected, or the person experiences loss of control. Even then, pastoral care should ask what pain the 
behavior is carrying rather than merely commanding the behavior to stop.

Restriction  can  be  equally  disordered.  In  some  Christian  subcultures,  severe  food  control  hides 
behind language of discipline. A believer can be praised for fasting, “clean eating,” or weight loss 
while  fear  of  food  and  obsessive  control  intensify.  This  is  why  fasting  must  never  be  imposed 
carelessly on a person with an eating-disorder history. The biblical purpose of fasting is to seek God, 
not to prove spiritual worth by overriding bodily warning signs.  Pastors should be willing to tell  
vulnerable believers that medically necessary eating can itself be obedience.

Parents need special caution. Commenting repeatedly on a child’s body, praising thinness, mocking 
weight  gain,  enforcing  humiliating  weigh-ins,  comparing  siblings,  or  turning  food  into  a  moral 
scoreboard can form shame long before any diagnosis appears. Parents also should not dismiss rapid 
weight change, food avoidance, bingeing, purging, excessive exercise, menstrual changes, dizziness, 
fainting, dental damage, or obsessive body talk as ordinary adolescence. The appropriate response is 
neither panic nor surveillance without trust, but attentive care and professional assessment when 
warning signs arise.

Church communities can either worsen or interrupt the cycle. Potluck tables can become places of 
commentary where every plate is evaluated. Women’s ministries can drift into diet culture. Men’s 
groups  can  glorify  bulking  and  cutting.  Testimonies  can  celebrate  dramatic  weight  loss  without 
context.  Social-media ministry can post  transformation photos that  silently equate smaller bodies 
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with moral renewal. None of these practices is necessarily malicious. They can nevertheless catechize 
the church into reading virtue from appearance.

Shame is  particularly destructive because it  drives behavior underground.  Galatians 6:1 instructs 
spiritual  believers  to  restore  a  person  caught  in  wrongdoing  with  gentleness  while  watching 
themselves.  The  principle  matters  even more  when illness  and  sin  intertwine.  Gentleness  is  not 
permissiveness. It is the refusal to turn truth into spectacle.  Romans 8:1 assures those in Christ that 
there is no condemnation, while Romans 8 as a whole calls believers to life in the Spirit rather than 
the flesh. Gospel freedom can therefore hold accountability and refuge together.

Someone  recovering  from  an  eating  disorder  may  need  a  treatment  team,  structured  meals, 
medication for co-occurring conditions, medical monitoring, psychotherapy, dietetic support, family 
involvement, and a church community that does not sabotage care. The precise treatment belongs to 
qualified  professionals.  The  church  can  provide  meals,  transportation,  prayer,  financial  help, 
companionship, and protection from spiritualized shame. It can also refuse teachers who promise 
that  a  deliverance  session,  positive  confession,  fasting  campaign,  or  “healing  frequency”  makes 
evidence-based care unnecessary.

New Age wellness  culture  can be especially  confusing here  because  it  often combines  legitimate 
practices  with  spiritual  claims  about  detoxification,  energy,  vibration,  purity,  manifestation,  or 
intuitive  identity.  A  nutritious  diet,  meditation  as  an  ordinary  attentional  technique,  breathing 
exercises, movement, or sleep hygiene can be separated from metaphysical systems. But when food is  
assigned spiritual purity, illness is blamed on “low vibration,” or the person is told that consciousness 
creates  bodily  reality,  the  practice  has  moved  beyond  health  into  worldview.  Christians  should 
receive what is demonstrably good without importing a rival doctrine of the person.

The moral classification must therefore be patient and individualized. Eating disorders are clinical 
illnesses, not moral identities. Specific actions may involve deception, harm, or disordered desire, but 
they should be addressed within the realities of illness and treatment. Gluttony is a biblical category, 
but it cannot be diagnosed by body size. Food, feasting, and ordinary enjoyment are gifts. Fasting is a 
discipline,  not  a  universal  measure  of  holiness.  Health  practices  belong  largely  to  wisdom,  and 
treatment can be part of faithful stewardship.

To the believer whose mind has become a battlefield around food: Christ is not waiting for your body 
to become smaller, larger, leaner, or more aesthetically acceptable before He receives the repentant 
sinner who comes to Him. To the believer who has sinned through secrecy or uncontrolled appetite: 
grace does not require denial. It makes confession possible. To the church: do not turn a dining table  
into a tribunal. Make it a place where truth, nourishment, gratitude, and fellowship can begin to be 
restored.

6.14 Beauty Without Idolatry, Health Without Self-Worship
The chapter can now return to its governing question. What does it mean for the body to be under the 
lordship of Christ? It does not mean the body is hated. It does not mean beauty is banned. It does not  
mean  jewelry,  cosmetics,  exercise,  surgery,  tattoos,  stylish  clothing,  or  medical  treatment  are 
automatically sinful. It does not mean the church receives authority to police every hemline, hairstyle, 
wrinkle, scar, kilogram, piercing, or purchase. It means something more searching: the body is no 
longer available as a private kingdom.
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The biblical vision begins with gratitude. The body is created, not self-originated. It is sexed, finite,  
dependent, vulnerable, capable of pleasure, susceptible to disease, marked by history, and destined to 
die unless Christ comes first. Sin disorders how people inhabit bodies. We lust, compare, consume, 
dominate, starve, indulge, display, hide, alter, shame, exploit, and worship them. Redemption does not 
erase embodiment. The Son took flesh, died bodily, rose bodily, and will raise His people. Christian 
bodily  ethics  therefore  begins  neither  with  disgust  nor  with  self-adoration  but  with  received 
creatureliness.

That framework exposes several rival gospels. Legalistic Christianity promises moral safety through 
external  conformity.  It  creates  detailed  rules  God  has  not  given  and  can  produce  the  terrifying 
illusion that a modest wardrobe, bare face, jewelry-free body, natural hair, slim figure, or unmarked 
skin is evidence of justification. Therapeutic individualism moves in the opposite direction and says 
bodily desire becomes righteous when sincerely felt, provided the person experiences the choice as 
authentic. Consumer culture says the body becomes valuable when it is upgraded, displayed, desired, 
or branded. New Thought and New Age metaphysics can relocate divinity into consciousness and 
treat bodily reality as something mind, energy, affirmation, or spiritual law can manifest. Prosperity 
teaching can treat visible health, beauty, and abundance as evidence of faith. Transhumanist hope 
can imagine technical optimization as the path beyond creaturely limitation.

Each error takes a partial good and enthrones it. Rules can guide. Agency matters. Therapy can heal. 
Markets can provide. Thoughts affect behavior and wellbeing. Medical and technological innovation 
can relieve suffering. Health is good. Beauty is good. Strength is good. But none can bear the weight of 
salvation. The Christian answer is not to destroy the gifts. It is to return the crown.

A  useful  biblical  discernment  framework  can  be  stated  in  questions  rather  than  slogans.  Has 
Scripture  explicitly  commanded  or  prohibited  this  act?  If  not,  what  enduring  biblical  principles 
govern it? What meaning does the practice carry in this culture and in my own heart? What motive is  
driving me? Am I mastered by it? Does it cause foreseeable harm to myself or others? Does it depend  
on  deception  or  exploitation?  Is  it  financially  responsible?  Does  it  violate  conscience?  Does  it  
encourage another believer toward sin, or am I merely fearing human disapproval? Can I receive the 
practice with thanksgiving? Can I relinquish it without losing myself? Does it help me serve Christ, or 
has it become a condition under which I agree to be content?

These questions will not make every decision identical. Two faithful Christians may reach different 
conclusions about a tattoo, a wedding ring, a luxury watch, a cosmetic procedure, a hairstyle, a gym 
program, a filter, a diet, or a form of dress. Christian liberty is real. Yet liberty is not moral vacancy. 
Paul  can  say,  “Everything  is  permissible  for  me,”  and  immediately  add  that  not  everything  is  
beneficial and that he will not be mastered by anything (1 Corinthians 6:12). He can say believers are 
free and then command them not to use freedom as an opportunity for the flesh but to serve one 
another through love (Galatians 5:13). Freedom under Christ has shape.

This is also where modesty must be rescued from gendered legalism. Women are not responsible for 
male sin, and men are not permitted to outsource the governance of their eyes. At the same time, 
Christians of both sexes are called to consider how they present themselves. The body need not be 
made ugly in order to be holy,  but  neither must  it  be made sexually consumable in order to be 
valuable. Beauty can invite gratitude without demanding worship. Clothing can be attractive without 
becoming an advertisement for erotic attention. Strength can serve without dominating. Grooming 
can honor occasion and neighbor without becoming a sacrament of self-creation.
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Wealth  presents  another  test.  The  affluent  believer  may  wear  beautiful  things  without  sin,  but 
affluence increases responsibility rather than reducing it. The poor believer may wear simple things 
without  possessing  superior  righteousness.  The  church  must  refuse  both  prosperity  theater  and 
poverty theater. James will not allow the congregation to place the gold-ringed visitor above the poor 
(James 2:1-9). Paul will not allow wealth to become hope (1 Timothy 6:17-19). Jesus will not allow 
treasure to become master (Matthew 6:19-24). The question is never simply what the garment cost. It 
is what the heart believes the garment proves.

Health requires the same gospel correction. Christians should encourage medical care, movement, 
nutrition, sleep, sobriety, and responsible prevention. Yet health is not proof of faith. Some of the 
godliest  believers  live  with  chronic  illness.  Paul  carried  weakness  he  asked  God  to  remove  and 
received sustaining grace rather than the requested deliverance (2 Corinthians 12:7-10). Timothy had 
recurring ailments (1 Timothy 5:23). Epaphroditus nearly died (Philippians 2:25-30). The Bible does 
not  offer  a  doctrine  in  which  sufficient  faith  guarantees  an  uninterrupted  healthy  body  before 
resurrection.

That  truth  directly  contradicts  positive-confession  and  metaphysical  healing  systems  that  make 
sickness  evidence  of  wrong belief,  deficient  faith,  negative  confession,  spiritual  misalignment,  or 
failure to manifest health. Such teaching can become cruel because the suffering person bears two 
burdens: the illness and the accusation that the illness proves spiritual failure. Biblical faith may pray 
boldly for healing while also saying, with the Lord Jesus in Gethsemane, “Yet not as I will, but as you 
will” (Matthew 26:39). God’s sovereignty is not a technique. His love is not measured by the absence of 
disease.

The final pastoral test  must return to false assurance.  A person can obey a strict  dress code and 
remain unregenerate. A person can avoid jewelry, makeup, tattoos, cosmetic surgery, luxury fashion, 
and revealing dress while harboring pride,  lust,  cruelty,  greed,  gossip,  bitterness,  corruption,  and 
hatred. Another person can speak fluently about grace and Christian liberty while refusing every 
bodily discipline that contradicts desire.  Both can walk the broad road in Christian clothing.  One 
trusts external restraint. The other trusts self-definition. Neither refuge is Christ.

Jesus’ warning in Matthew 7:13-23 does not ask whether our bodies meet a denominational aesthetic. 
It asks whether we enter through the narrow gate, belong to Him, bear good fruit, and do the Father’s 
will. External practices can become fruits of obedience in particular circumstances. They can also 
become costumes for a heart that has never bowed. The body matters intensely, but it cannot justify  
the sinner.

Self-examination should therefore move beyond the mirror. What do I fear losing when appearance 
changes? Whose approval determines whether I feel permitted to exist? What bodily practice have I 
made impossible to question? Do I  judge other Christians by markers God has not made tests  of 
salvation? Do I use grace to excuse habits that master me? Do I call vanity “self-care” because the 
softer word protects me from repentance? Do I call personal preference “holiness” because divine 
language gives me power over others? When corrected, do I move toward Christ or merely defend the 
image I have built?

For the person burdened by shame, the gospel speaks differently from the market. Christ did not 
purchase an idealized version of you.  He saves sinners in real  bodies.  Scars do not exclude you.  
Disability does not reduce your image-bearing dignity. Age does not make you spiritually obsolete. 
Obesity does not place you outside grace. Thinness does not make you pure. An eating disorder does 
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not  make  you untouchable.  A  tattoo  does  not  outlast  the  cross.  Cosmetic  regret  does  not  cancel  
adoption. A mastectomy, amputation, burn, deformity, infertility, chronic illness, or visible difference 
cannot separate the believer from the love of God in Christ Jesus (Romans 8:31-39).

For the person who has made the body an idol,  grace also speaks with authority. Christ does not 
merely soothe the idolater. He calls for repentance. If sexual display has become your currency, lay it  
down. If luxury has become rank, lay it down. If the gym owns your schedule, lay it down. If cosmetic 
intervention has  become an endless  attempt  to  manufacture worth,  seek help  and lay down the 
throne. If you despise the body God gave you because an industry profits from your contempt, bring 
that contempt into the light.  If  you shame other bodies to reassure yourself,  repent.  Grace is  not 
permission to keep the altar. It is power to leave it. Do not rename the idol “self-care,” “confidence,” 
“excellence,” or “freedom” merely because those words are culturally respectable. If the practice is 
treated as beyond Christ’s correction, it has already claimed too much.

The Christian hope is finally bodily. “Our citizenship is in heaven,” Paul writes, and from there “we 
eagerly wait for a Savior, the Lord Jesus Christ. He will transform the body of our humble condition 
into  the  likeness  of  his  glorious  body”  (Philippians  3:20-21).  This  is  not  self-optimization.  It  is 
resurrection grace. John says that when Christ appears, believers will be like Him because they will 
see Him as He is, and everyone who has this hope purifies himself (1 John 3:2-3). Biblical eschatology 
does not make the present body irrelevant. It makes holiness urgent and bodily perfection a promise 
rather than a project.

For believers who understand the Blessed Hope as Christ’s coming for His church before the climactic 
tribulation, the practical conclusion is not date-setting or bodily panic. It is readiness. The same grace 
that brings salvation teaches God’s people to deny godlessness and worldly lusts and to live sensible, 
righteous, and godly lives while waiting for “the blessed hope, the appearing of the glory of our great  
God and Savior, Jesus Christ” (Titus 2:11-14). Readiness is not measured by fashion severity. It is a life 
under  the  Lordship  of  the  One  who  gave  Himself  to  redeem  and  purify  a  people  for  His  own 
possession.

The mirror, then, may remain a mirror. It can help a person dress, groom, notice a medical change,  
prepare for work, or enjoy beauty. It need not become an altar. The body may be trained, treated, 
adorned,  protected,  and  sometimes  medically  altered  without  becoming  a  god.  It  may  also  age, 
weaken,  scar,  gain weight,  lose  hair,  or  fail  without  becoming worthless.  The Christian’s  deepest 
confession is not “my body is perfect” or “my body does not matter.” It is this: my body belongs to the 
Lord, and the Lord is for my body (1 Corinthians 6:13).

That confession leads neither to shame nor sovereignty. It leads to stewardship, repentance, gratitude, 
freedom, holiness, and hope. Christ alone saves. The Christ who saves claims the whole person. The 
final word over the Christian body belongs neither to the mirror, the market, the clinic, the gym, the 
algorithm, nor the rulebook, but to the crucified and risen Lord who bought His people at a price,  
sanctifies them by grace, and will raise them in glory. The body that bows to Him now will not be  
discarded. It will be raised.

References
Brasil, K. M., Mims, C. E., Pritchard, M. E., & McDermott, R. C. (2024). Social media and body image: Relationships between 

social media appearance preoccupation, self-objectification, and body image. Body Image, 51, Article 101767. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bodyim.2024.101767

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bodyim.2024.101767
https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=1+Corinthians+6%3A13&version=CSB
https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Titus+2%3A11-14&version=CSB
https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=1+John+3%3A2-3&version=CSB
https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Philippians+3%3A20-21&version=CSB
https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Romans+8%3A31-39&version=CSB


THE BROAD ROAD IN CHRISTIAN CLOTHING   |   CHAPTER 6

Open Christian Press  •  10.65655/ocp.m22.c50  •  35

Brown, T., de la Paz, J., Murphy, T., & Hansen, L. (2025). Assessing the effectiveness of a short form screening tool (COPs) for 
body dysmorphic disorder in cosmetic surgery patients: A study of pre- and post-operative outcomes. Aesthetic Plastic 
Surgery, 49(5), 1536-1542. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00266-024-04447-7

Brumet, R. (n.d.). What is faith? Unity World Headquarters. https://www.unity.org/en/article/what-faith
Christian Science Publishing Society. (2025). Matter [Bible lesson]. 

https://www.christianscience.com/media/download/4c2e5d0b21a98d5a208a0a403b3fbea8/707304
Fredrickson, B. L., & Roberts, T.-A. (1997). Objectification theory: Toward understanding women’s lived experiences and 

mental health risks. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 21(2), 173-206. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.1997.tb00108.x
Green, J. B. (2008). Body, soul, and human life: The nature of humanity in the Bible. Baker Academic.
Haines, M., Sanki, A., & Magnusson, M. R. (2026). A national survey of aesthetic plastic surgeons’ experience with mandatory 

body dysmorphic disorder screening in Australia. Aesthetic Surgery Journal Open Forum, 8, ojag014. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/asjof/ojag014

Han, Y. J., Nunes, J. C., & Drèze, X. (2010). Signaling status with luxury goods: The role of brand prominence. Journal of 
Marketing, 74(4), 15-30. https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.74.4.15

Hanegraaff, W. J. (1996). New Age religion and Western culture: Esotericism in the mirror of secular thought. Brill.
Hartley, J. E. (1992). Leviticus (Word Biblical Commentary, Vol. 4). Word Books.
Heelas, P. (1996). The New Age movement: The celebration of the self and the sacralization of modernity. Blackwell.
Herrmann, L. (n.d.). I am healthy. Unity World Headquarters. https://www.unity.org/en/article/i-am-healthy
Humanity+. (2009). The transhumanist declaration. https://www.humanityplus.org/the-transhumanist-declaration
Jobes, K. H. (2005). 1 Peter. Baker Academic.
Mazzeo, S. E., Weinstock, M., Vashro, T. N., Henning, T., & Derrigo, K. (2024). Mitigating harms of social media for adolescent 

body image and eating disorders: A review. Psychology Research and Behavior Management, 17, 2587-2601. 
https://doi.org/10.2147/PRBM.S410600

Milgrom, J. (2000). Leviticus 17-22: A new translation with introduction and commentary (Anchor Bible, Vol. 3A). Doubleday.
Mounce, W. D. (2000). Pastoral Epistles (Word Biblical Commentary, Vol. 46). Thomas Nelson.
National Institute of Mental Health. (2024). Eating disorders: What you need to know (NIH Publication No. 24-MH-4901). U.S. 

Department of Health and Human Services, National Institutes of Health. 
https://www.nimh.nih.gov/health/publications/eating-disorders

National Institute on Drug Abuse. (2018). Steroids and other appearance and performance enhancing drugs (APEDs). National 
Institutes of Health. https://nida.nih.gov/sites/default/files/815-steroids-and-other-appearance-and-performance-
enhancing-drugs-apeds.pdf

NCD Risk Factor Collaboration (NCD-RisC). (2024). Worldwide trends in underweight and obesity from 1990 to 2022: A pooled 
analysis of 3663 population-representative studies with 222 million children, adolescents, and adults. The Lancet, 
403(10431), 1027-1050. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(23)02750-2

Olson, A. (n.d.). Seven ways to heal yourself. Unity World Headquarters. https://www.unity.org/en/article/seven-ways-heal-
yourself

Sangwa, S. (2024, March 20). Are we challenging God’s design? A call to humility amidst society’s beauty obsessions. Open 
Christian Education. https://learn.openchristian.education/blog/sangwa/a-call-to-humility-amidst-society-s-beauty-
obsessions

Sangwa, S. (2026a). When the mirror becomes an altar: A pilgrim exhortation on modesty, the body, and the garments of the 
Bride. Open Journal of Science, Philosophy & Theology, 2(2). https://doi.org/10.65655/OpenChristianPress.2026.115

Sangwa, S. (2026b). The gospel according to the age: Exposing modern deceptions, counterfeit Christianity, and the church’s 
captivity to the spirit of the age (P. Mutabazi, Ed.). Open Christian Press.

Sangwa, S. (2026c, July 19). Before birth becomes design: Embryo editing and the biblical test of human redesign. Open 
Christian Education. https://learn.openchristian.education/blog/sangwa/before-birth-becomes-design-embryo-editing-and-
the-biblical-test-of-human-redesign

Schreiner, T. R. (2003). 1, 2 Peter, Jude. B&H Academic.
Şimşek, F., Kaya, N., Altuntaş, Z., & Gıca, Ş. (2024). Prevalence of body dysmorphic disorder, its clinical characteristics and 

psychiatric comorbidities in patients admitted to a plastic surgery outpatient clinic. Nordic Journal of Psychiatry, 78(6), 
533-540. https://doi.org/10.1080/08039488.2024.2376184

Towner, P. H. (2006). The letters to Timothy and Titus. Eerdmans.
Tulashie, S. K., Ackom, V., Baidoo, E. B., Acquah, G., Fialor, B., & Alale, E. M. (2025). Changing skin: The prevalence, impact, and 

risks of skin bleaching among African women. Journal of Racial and Ethnic Health Disparities. Advance online publication. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40615-025-02695-0

U.S. Food and Drug Administration. (n.d.-a). The risks of tanning. 
https://www.fda.gov/radiation-emitting-products/tanning/risks-tanning

https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Leviticus+17-22&version=CSB
https://www.humanityplus.org/the-transhumanist-declaration
https://www.fda.gov/radiation-emitting-products/tanning/risks-tanning
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40615-025-02695-0
https://doi.org/10.1080/08039488.2024.2376184
https://learn.openchristian.education/blog/sangwa/before-birth-becomes-design-embryo-editing-and-the-biblical-test-of-human-redesign
https://learn.openchristian.education/blog/sangwa/before-birth-becomes-design-embryo-editing-and-the-biblical-test-of-human-redesign
https://doi.org/10.65655/OpenChristianPress.2026.115
https://learn.openchristian.education/blog/sangwa/a-call-to-humility-amidst-society-s-beauty-obsessions
https://learn.openchristian.education/blog/sangwa/a-call-to-humility-amidst-society-s-beauty-obsessions
https://www.unity.org/en/article/seven-ways-heal-yourself
https://www.unity.org/en/article/seven-ways-heal-yourself
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(23
https://nida.nih.gov/sites/default/files/815-steroids-and-other-appearance-and-performance-enhancing-drugs-apeds.pdf
https://nida.nih.gov/sites/default/files/815-steroids-and-other-appearance-and-performance-enhancing-drugs-apeds.pdf
https://www.nimh.nih.gov/health/publications/eating-disorders
https://doi.org/10.2147/PRBM.S410600
https://www.unity.org/en/article/i-am-healthy
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.74.4.15
https://doi.org/10.1093/asjof/ojag014
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.1997.tb00108.x
https://www.christianscience.com/media/download/4c2e5d0b21a98d5a208a0a403b3fbea8/707304
https://www.unity.org/en/article/what-faith
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00266-024-04447-7


THE BROAD ROAD IN CHRISTIAN CLOTHING   |   CHAPTER 6

Open Christian Press  •  10.65655/ocp.m22.c50  •  36

U.S. Food and Drug Administration. (n.d.-b). Dermal fillers (soft tissue fillers). https://www.fda.gov/medical-devices/aesthetic-
cosmetic-devices/dermal-fillers-soft-tissue-fillers

U.S. Food and Drug Administration. (n.d.-c). Dermal filler do’s and don’ts for wrinkles, lips and more. 
https://www.fda.gov/consumers/consumer-updates/dermal-filler-dos-and-donts-wrinkles-lips-and-more

Veblen, T. (2007). The theory of the leisure class. Oxford University Press. (Original work published 1899)
Wenham, G. J. (1979). The book of Leviticus. Eerdmans.
World Health Organization. (2022, June 21). Ultraviolet radiation. 

https://www.who.int/news-room/fact-sheets/detail/ultraviolet-radiation
World Health Organization. (2024, June 26). Physical activity. https://www.who.int/news-room/fact-sheets/detail/physical-

activity
World Health Organization. (2025a, December 8). Obesity and overweight. 

https://www.who.int/news-room/fact-sheets/detail/obesity-and-overweight
World Health Organization. (2025b, December 1). WHO issues global guideline on the use of GLP-1 medicines in treating 

obesity. https://www.who.int/news/item/01-12-2025-who-issues-global-guideline-on-the-use-of-glp-1-medicines-in-treating-
obesity

World Health Organization. (2026). Understanding the use of skin lightening products: A toolkit for behavioural data collection. 
https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/9789240121140

https://www.who.int/news/item/01-12-2025-who-issues-global-guideline-on-the-use-of-glp-1-medicines-in-treating-obesity
https://www.who.int/news/item/01-12-2025-who-issues-global-guideline-on-the-use-of-glp-1-medicines-in-treating-obesity
https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/9789240121140
https://www.who.int/news-room/fact-sheets/detail/obesity-and-overweight
https://www.who.int/news-room/fact-sheets/detail/physical-activity
https://www.who.int/news-room/fact-sheets/detail/physical-activity
https://www.who.int/news-room/fact-sheets/detail/ultraviolet-radiation
https://www.fda.gov/consumers/consumer-updates/dermal-filler-dos-and-donts-wrinkles-lips-and-more
https://www.fda.gov/medical-devices/aesthetic-cosmetic-devices/dermal-fillers-soft-tissue-fillers
https://www.fda.gov/medical-devices/aesthetic-cosmetic-devices/dermal-fillers-soft-tissue-fillers

	Abstract
	Introduction: When the Body Becomes a Project, a Product, or an Altar
	6.1 Created, Fallen, Redeemed, and Awaiting Resurrection
	6.2 “My Body, My Choice?” and the Limits of Bodily Autonomy
	6.3 Modesty in a Sexualized Culture
	6.4 Semi-Nudity, Revealing Dress, and Sexualized Self-Presentation
	6.5 Jewelry, Gold, Diamonds, and Luxury Accessories
	6.6 Designer Labels and Expensive Clothing
	6.7 Beauty, Grooming, and Legitimate Adornment
	6.8 Skin-Lightening, Tanning, Filters, and Anti-Aging Culture
	6.9 Cosmetic Procedures and Surgery
	6.10 Tattoos, Piercings, Scarification, and Body Modification
	6.11 Weight Loss, Weight Gain, and the Ideal Body
	6.12 Gym Culture, Bodybuilding, and Fitness as Identity
	6.13 Eating Disorders, Gluttony, and Disordered Desire
	6.14 Beauty Without Idolatry, Health Without Self-Worship
	References

