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 "Is it wrong to use the meeting house for weddings and funerals?" I have often 
been asked this question throughout the 24 years I have been preaching the Gospel. In 
September of 1988, I wrote the following article on the subject. I have used it in the 
bulletins of all of the congregations I have worked with since that time; for, I am asked 
this question everywhere I go. This article is intended to stimulate Bible study and 
discussion;  it is not designed as an attack on those dear brethren whose tender 
conscience will not permit them to participate in a wedding or funeral in the meeting 
house. I would further enjoin those who study this subject that if they still doubt it is 
permitted to wed in the meeting house, to refrain from doing so. "For he who doubts is 
damned if he eats..." (Rom. 14:23). 
 Let it be known that I am an opponent of those who would use the meeting house 
and the Lord's money for such things as gymnasiums, fellowship halls, parties and 
various socio-secular matters. Sound Christians demand Bible authority for such and 
rightly so. We use Hebrews 10:25 as our authority for having a building, for the 
command to assemble necessitates a place of assembly. Some argue from this that the 
building can then be used only for worship services. Look carefully at this point carried 
to its logical conclusion. If the building is to be used only for worship, then it cannot be 
used for debates, lectureships, classes, etc. The preacher and elders cannot have 
offices in the building, there can be no parking lot, rest rooms, water fountains, or 
nurseries. You cannot put a room in the building for the janitor to keep supplies in or to 
run the copy machine for the bulletin. There are a number of things done in the meeting 
house that do not relate directly to worship. 
 What must be understood is that the building itself is an expedient. Churches that 
have no building and meet in a home are just as scriptural as those who do. Webster 
defines expedient as "apt and suitable to the end in view, advantageous." Expedience is 
the "state or quality of being expedient." One brother wrote: "What is apt, suitable, or 
advantageous involves human judgment or opinion, and this by necessity puts it in the 
realm of general authority. It may or may not be used, as the people elect. It can never 
be a matter of faith because such things come specifically from what God has revealed 
(Rom. 10:17). A given expedient is never a requirement, but only used as an election by 
the judgment of those involved. An expedient can never be commanded or forced upon 
anyone" (From an article by Jack Kirby in Sentry Magazine, June 1988). 
 Meeting houses are only expediencies whose use is regulated by those who are 
to use it, conditional upon whether the activity is forbidden in the New Testament. If the 
elders should decide that weddings, funerals, preacher's offices cannot be in the 
building, then it is to be accepted for that group. If they decide that the building can be 
used for those purposes, it is to be accepted by those brethren, remembering never to 
force the brother whose conscience will not allow him to participate. Remember also 
what the elders decide in exercising their judgment in the flock they oversee, does not 
bind or loose anything at a neighboring congregation. 
 The use of expedients should never divide Christians. We have far too much soul 
winning to do to be spending our time over matters of individual conscience. There is 



enough false doctrine to combat that we do not have time to dedicate to squabbling 
over opinion. 
 At the same time, it is questionable policy to allow the weak in conscience and 
understanding to determine what will or will not be practiced in a local congregation in 
matters of expediencies and in matters of individual conscience. While no one wishes to 
divide the local church, at some point one must ask: "What saith the scriptures?" If a 
matter is confusing to the weak in the faith, those who are strong must bear with the 
weak. However, there also is the scriptural expectation that the weak in faith and 
conscience grow up. It is not acceptable with God that one spend a lifetime consuming 
the milk of the word in his matter of weak conscience. 
 Romans 14 and 15 teach that brethren are to receive one another when they 
differ over scruples of conscience in matter of Divine indifference. Often, we assume 
that this state of affairs is to go on in perpetuity. This is a mistaken assumption. The 
word of God is replete with passages that teach the weak in faith and conscience to 
grow up into Christ (Heb. 5:11-14, 6:1-3; Eph. 4:13-15; 1Peter 2:2). Eventually, those 
who are weak in conscience and understanding must grow up and become strong in 
conscience and understanding. 
 In addition, where is the scriptural mandate for the weak in conscience to bind his 
or her scruple on conscience on others. I see the command for the strong to bear with 
the weak (Rom. 15:1), but where is the weak told he can order the strong to bear with 
his weak conscience? Where is the Divinely approved example of the weak brother who 
told the strong brother, "You cannot eat meat because it offends me." Where is the 
weak brother commanded to tell the strong brother, "You must observe the feast and 
fast days, otherwise you will offend me." 
 In short, I must state that there exists no scriptural authority for brethren, weak or 
strong, to make demands upon one another in matters of individual con- science. The 
strong cannot bind his liberty on the weak, and the weak cannot bind his restriction on 
the strong. 
 Furthermore, use of the building for weddings and funerals does not demand 
collective activity. If the weak brother has a scruple of conscience against it. He does 
not have to participate; he is free to forgo the activity. For example, I recall reading 
about a man who had a scruple of conscience against business meetings. He 
demanded that the men in the local church cease holding them because it offended 
him. He was informed that he did not have to attend them if it troubled him, but that the 
church could not end an expedient practice due to his objections. 
 Often, brethren who hold scruples of conscience insist that these are doctrinal 
matters and not individual weaknesses. What must be clear is that God has revealed all 
doctrine. One cannot elevate his scruple of conscience to the status of doctrine simply 
because he believes it so. That the weak brother thinks his matter of conscience is 
actually doctrine is not relevant.  
 In Romans 14:20, the apostle Paul in speaking of matters of individual 
conscience, said not to destroy the work of God over them. To bind the weak brother 
into participating in a wedding or funeral in the building will destroy him. To ban the 
strong brother from having a wedding or funeral in the building is binding where God did 
not bind, and will discourage the strong brother and his family.  



 To make a command where God did not, makes it necessary to explain this 
inconsistency to sinners and to the young. Those same sinners and young folk will ask 
us why, if we profess to speak only where the Bible speaks, do we have a command 
that is not found in God's word.  
 Weddings and funerals in the building are incidental uses equal to that of elders' 
meetings, preacher's offices, deacons' meetings, special Bible classes, men's training 
classes, work parties, nurseries, et al. None of these activities are evangelism, 
edification, or limited benevolence. However, each of these things is supportive or 
subsidiary to the work of the church. As such, they are under the judgment of the elders 
as to whether or not they are acceptable uses of the expediency that is the church 
building. 
ANSWERING OBJECTIONS 
 "If you have a wedding or funeral in the building, you will offend someone." 
 It has been my experience that often those who make that kind of statement are 
people who misunderstand the use of the New Testament phrases, "wound their weak 
conscience" or "cause to stumble or offend." If I am practicing something which the New 
Testament gives me liberty and my weak brother, by observing that, later goes out and 
practices the same, violating his conscience, then I have sinned. But if a brother 
observes me practicing that for which I have liberty, and says to me, "You shouldn't do 
that, it offends me," I am not required to yield to his demand. His statement does not 
meet the scriptural parameters of offending the weak. The only way the above objection 
would be valid would be if I were married in the meeting house, and some weak brother 
saw it and was emboldened to do it himself, but violated his conscience when he did so. 
 "God didn't ordain weddings or funerals as a religious services." 
 To begin with, this argument starts on a false premise, that you can only have a 
spiritual service in the meeting house when specifically named. Meetings, Wednesday 
Bible class, ladies' Bible class, men's training class, business meetings, etc. are not 
specifically named either, but we have them at the discretion of the elders. 
 Secondly, how can one deny it is a spiritual service? We sing hymns and offer 
prayers that are identical to those used in worship and Bible study. Wedding sermons 
are Bible based lessons. Paul said in 1Corinthians 2:2 that he spoke of nothing among 
the Corinthians except Jesus and him crucified, and then he went on to write an entire 
chapter on marriage. Now either preaching on scriptural marriages is preaching Christ 
or the Apostle Paul was mistaken. 
 "If it is a religious service, why do you allow sinners to participate?" 
 Why do we allow them to participate in Sunday worship services? I've watched 
sinners sing in the assembly, say "Amen" at the end of prayers, walk the front of the 
building and make the good confession. They are permitted to ask and answer 
questions in Bible classes. Why do we allow Christians who are in sin to participate in 
worship services? I know of Christians who forsake the assembling of ourselves 
together excessively, Christians who engage in bad habits, who are known to take a 
social drink, who have been known to use foul speech; yet, we allow them to continue to 
participate for a time in hope that they will grow and repent. 
 Simply because a sinner or erring Christian participates in our worship services 
does not mean that we are in fellowship with them. However, the objection introduces a 
valid question... who should be permitted to use the building for weddings and funerals? 



I believe that the sensible limitation should be for those with whom we are in fellowship, 
that is, members of the Lord's church. 
 "They use secular or instrumental music during the ceremony." 
 They shouldn't. That sort of activity should be rebuked, as we are limited to the 
kind of music used in worship to God (Eph. 5:19; Col. 3:16). I would refuse to perform 
the wedding in the meeting house and enjoin the elders to do so as well, where the 
couple insisted on secular or instrumental music. 
 "They decorate the building in an irreligious manner." 
 This too, is left up to the good judgment of elders. If they were truly meeting the 
character descriptions of 1Timothy 3 and Titus 1, they would be exercising restraint in 
this.  It is poor judgment to allow the building to be dressed up like fourth of July at city 
hall. If the couple or their parents want decorations, it would be best if they would rent a 
community center for the affair. 
 Briefly, if we conduct ourselves as loving children of God, respect His word and 
the hearts of one another, then these difficulties over conscience would melt away. Kind 
Reader, think on these things. "Let nothing be done through selfish ambition or conceit, 
but in lowliness of mind, let each esteem others better than himself. Let each of you 
look out not only for his own interests, but also for the interests of others" (Phil. 2:3-4). 


