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 It is easy to become excited in a heated exchange and resort to hyperbole to 
make a point. Nevertheless, exaggeration is not a valid forensic device. It clouds 
communication and places the rest of the argument structure in doubt. Perhaps one of 
the reasons why brethren remain in error on the role of Romans 14 in the fellowship 
question is because advocates of its proper use may be incorrectly defining the limits of 
its application. In other words, how can one who has narrowed the boundaries of 
Romans 14 convince the errorist who has expanded them? For example, I have heard it 
said that "Romans 14 does not deal with matters of doctrine." Such a declaration is a 
misleading overstatement at best. Unfortunately, a few seem set for the defense of this 
overstatement. "Romans 14 does not deal with matters of doctrine." 
 Are there Divinely revealed matters in Romans 14? Certainly. Paul's two 
illustrations in this chapter (meats and days) and one in 1Corinthians 8 (meats offered 
to idols) are matters on which God has spoken. There is a body of doctrine on each of 
these issues over which disciples are instructed not to divide. 
 God gave meats to be eaten with thanksgiving (1Tim. 4:3-4). Yet if a brother 
cannot eat without believing it sinful, he must abstain. However, the fact that the Lord 
receives the weak brother who will not eat indicates that He will not punish one for 
restricting himself over a tender conscience. Likewise with observing days, God has 
spoken. The feast and fast days of the Old Law are no longer binding under the New 
Covenant. However, some may be troubled in conscience if they fail to esteem a fast 
day. God receives them anyway. So it is also with the 1Corinthians 8 brother: God said 
an idol is nothing (1Cor. 8:1-4), but some are troubled in conscience and can not eat 
meats offered to idols. God still receives them. These brethren, who are not doing 
exactly what God revealed in each of these matters, have three things in common that 
make them acceptable to God and in fellowship with all Christians: 
1) In every case, they restrict themselves more than God's revealed will requires; 
2) In every case, they do so for conscience' sake; 
3) In every case, they practiced it as individuals and were not to teach or bind their 
scruples on others. 
They have done no violence to the supremacy of God's will, nor do their individual 
observances damage scriptural unity. Still, it must be acknowledged that God spoke on 
all three matters. Therefore, one must conclude that on this limited basis Romans 14 
deals with revealed matters that are qualified by defined scriptural limitations. 
 Consequently, Romans 14 is useless to the new unity in diversity movement. No 
provision is made in Romans 14 for one who looses himself from any command of God. 
No provision is made in this text for one who takes more liberty than God has granted, 
nor does the text address one who exceeds the authority of God in either strictness or 
looseness in congregational matters that involve others. Furthermore, this passage 
makes no provision for one who teaches a variation of any revealed matter, even for 
conscience sake. This applies both to the brother who has loosed more and to the 
brother who has restricted more than God's word has bound or loosed. 



 How can this principle be applied in the divorce and remarriage question? Christ 
permits the innocent mate to put away his adulterous partner and remarry (Matt. 19:9); 
but, He does not require the innocent mate to remarry. What if a man has a scruple of 
conscience against remarriage? He puts his wife away for adultery, but he can not bring 
himself to marry another without feeling guilty. For conscience sake, he chooses to 
remain alone. He has restricted himself more than God has, yet he is accepted by God, 
and he is to be received without partiality by his stronger brethren. In turn, he may not 
judge another for marrying again under the same circumstances, nor may he ever teach 
another in the same condition to remain unmarried. 
 It becomes evident at this point that a solid understanding of scriptural authority 
will answer the question of which issues are Romans 14 matters. Authority comes only 
by Divine revelation. It is established by proper observance of commands whose 
application is defined by Divinely approved examples that outline strict patterns of 
behavior, and by textual implications from which one draws necessary inferences. 
Some authorized matters are restrictive. For example, the command to lay by in store 
on the first day of the week (1Cor. 16:2) means that one must make a monetary offering 
on Sunday. He may not opt out of giving, nor may he give on any other day of the week. 
He is restricted to one pattern of behavior. 
 On the other hand, there are some matters of authority that are permissive. An 
evangelist is to be paid for preaching the gospel, but he is not required to accept the 
wages. The apostle Paul could have received wages from the Corinthian brethren, but 
he chose to make tents and to accept relief from other congregations in order to prevent 
controversy over money from hindering the spread of the gospel in Corinth (Acts 18:2-3;  
2Cor. 11:7-9). He chose to restrict himself in a matter of permissive authority. He did not 
sin when he decided to relinquish a Divinely granted freedom. 
 Furthermore, it is expected that one forgo his liberty in a matter of permissive 
authority if the exercise of it would lead another into sin (1Cor. 8:9-13). There appears 
to be a pattern in the reasons offered for giving up a Divinely revealed liberty. According 
to New Testament examples where one surrendered a freedom, he did so either for his 
own conscience or for the spiritual benefit of others. 
 In Christ, God has lifted the dietary restrictions on meats, including those offered 
to idols. One is permitted to eat. In Christ, God has eliminated the complex schedule of 
feast and fast days of the Old Law. One no longer has to observe them. By revelation, 
God authorized these liberties. But, God said that one can eat meat and that he is not 
required to observe days (permissive authority). He did not say one must eat meat and 
that he must not observe days (restrictive authority). Romans 14 applies to Divinely 
revealed doctrine in matters of permissive authority. Therefore, it is an overstatement to 
say that Romans 14 does not deal with matters of Divinely revealed doctrine. Saying 
more or less than what is written will not help to move the errorist toward repentance. 
"Romans 14 only deals with matters of indifference." 
 Occasionally brethren will make the overstatement: "Romans 14 only deals with 
matters of indifference." Indifferent to whom? Certainly not indifferent from God's 
perspective. He spoke on the matters of meats and days. The Lord is not indifferent 
toward the developmental level of one who abstains from meat, otherwise the apostle 
Paul would not have been inspired to call him weak. Weak and strong are not value-free 



judgments. It is scripturally imperative that the weak eventually grow to be strong 
(1Peter 2:2;  Eph. 4:11-15;  Heb. 5:11-14). God is not indifferent about Romans 
14 matters; He simply accepts one whose weak conscience will not countenance an 
authorized liberty until such time as he can grow out of his weakness. 
 Brethren should not be indifferent about these matters, either. Because these 
things are Divinely revealed doctrine, it is incumbent on all disciples to study and 
understand them. This includes the weak brother, too. His weakness is not necessarily 
in knowledge, but rather in conscience. He may know what is written, but his 
conscience has not kept up with his knowledge. He still feels pain in eating certain 
meats. The evidence for this is implied in God's command for the non-eater to receive 
the eater. Consider: if the non-eater in this context believes it is sin to eat, and God has 
commanded the non-eater to receive the eater, then we can conclude that God has 
commanded fellowship with brethren we are convinced are in sin. Regardless of what 
errorists have written, this syllogism is scripturally indefensible. Such an application of 
Romans 14 generates a contradiction of scripture (2John 9-11;  Gal. 1:6-9). 
 All Romans 14 matters are knowable because all Romans 14 matters are part of 
revealed authority. If one can isolate and identify from revealed authority those 
commands he is required to obey, then he can also isolate and identify instructions in 
which he is granted liberty. It may take the weak brother's conscience a while to catch 
up with his knowledge, but he can understand that God said meats were "created to be 
received with thanksgiving of them which believe and know the truth" (1Tim. 4:3). Upon 
being instructed in revealed doctrine on meats and days, he is expected to apply 
Romans 14 principles to the brother who eats meat and does not observe days, 
whether or not his own conscience agrees. Knowing the truth will help him to justify 
fellowship with a brother who has not restricted himself in these matters of Divinely 
revealed and authorized liberty. 
"No two brethren agree on what issues are governed by Romans 14." 
 Errorists make an implied overstatement when they ask, "Who's got the list?". 
Such a question declares the querist's belief that it is not possible to determine which 
issues are Romans 14 matters, because no two lists would be the same between 
brethren. To some, apart from matters of individual salvation and the organization and 
work of the church, all issues are effectively Romans 14 matters. This hyperbolic 
rhetoric is based on the false premise that ignorance of revealed truth in a given issue is 
an acceptable basis for fellowship. In other words, brethren who disagree over a 
revealed matter of restrictive authority ought to remain in fellowship because one or 
both of them may not understand what is written. This sophistry places a premium on 
ignorance of God's revealed word. 
 It is true that some brethren practice and preach their scruple of conscience as if 
it were restrictive authority, but this fact is not relevant to the Romans 14 discussion. 
Believing a thing to be universally binding does not elevate it to the status of restrictive 
authority. Teaching or binding a scruple of conscience as if it were revealed restrictive 
doctrine is addressed in other passages that mandate a different treatment and 
outcome than Romans 14. In Galatians 2:3-5, Paul did not tolerate brethren who taught 
circumcision as if it were authorized by Christ, even though in his day many Christians 
of Hebrew extraction considered it necessary to fellowship with God. Romans 14 does 
not apply to a man who is preaching and binding his scruple of conscience as if it were 



the doctrine of Christ. It applies to a man who is privately practicing his scruple of 
conscience. In point of fact, preaching anything other than the revealed doctrine of 
Christ is false teaching, and since scruples of conscience are not restrictive matters of 
the doctrine of Christ, then preaching them as if they were is false teaching. Preaching 
error is not under discussion in Romans 14. 
 While some Christians do not accept that their scruples of conscience are not 
doctrine, this failure has no bearing on the question of what is or is not authorized. The 
weak brother can know that God said meats and days have no significance, and he 
must come to realize that his only objection is one of conscience. Once a brother has 
been taught the truth, he must accept it. There is no grace period in which God will not 
judge him for his persistent ignorance or his prideful unwillingness to recant. The only 
exception to this is when a man with a weak conscience has trouble with an instruction 
in a matter of permissive authority. He must realize it is his weakness, not God's will, 
that prevents him from partaking of meat. He must realize that his stronger brother is 
not sinning when he eats. Even though his conscience objects, the weak brother must 
accept the fact that the brother who eats does so because God authorized it. Merely 
believing his personal scruple is binding will not make it so. We all know brethren who 
have elevated the head covering, military participation, or funerals in the church building 
to the status of restrictive authority; we may even do it ourselves.  However, that is 
simply not relevant to the current debate over the misuse of Romans 14. 
"Some matters are too hard to understand alike" 
(and therefore we must apply Romans 14 to them). 
 Furthermore, it is an overstatement to suggest that any revealed matter is too 
hard for reasonable folk to come to common understanding on both its meaning and 
application. While the scriptures affirm some matters are more difficult than others, the 
word does not state that they are impossible for honest students to understand. First, 
Paul said that his readers could acquire his level of understanding in the mystery of 
Christ by reading his epistle (Eph. 3:2-5). Second, God commands every disciple speak 
the same thing (1Cor. 1:10). Therefore, revealed truth can and must be universally 
understood and uniformly preached. The Holy Spirit did not offer the disclaimer 
anywhere in scripture that "you must understand and speak revealed doctrine alike in 
matters of salvation and the work and worship of the church, but the following issues 
are exempt from this requirement: divorce and remarriage, the limits of fellowship, the 
Deity and humanity of Jesus, and the days of creation." For the record, none of these 
issues fit within the scripturally defined parameters of Romans 14. This passage is 
limited to questions of fellowship between brethren in the personal exercise of 
permissive authority. 
 Variant teachings on MDR are violations of restrictive authority and are not 
Romans 14 matters. Expanding the scriptural limits of fellowship is a violation of 
restrictive authority and is not a Romans 14 matter. To advocate that Jesus was just a 
man or to teach that He did not endure temptation while in the flesh does violence to 
revealed truth; these are not Romans 14 matters. To deny the six day creation is error; 
to teach this error is heresy; it is not a Romans 14 matter. To suggest that these matters 
are too difficult for some to understand and that we must apply Romans 14 to them is 
overstating the purpose of that text. 



 Brethren on both sides of this issue are overstating their cases and appear to be 
set for the defense of their overstatements. When one declares that there are no 
doctrinal matters in Romans 14, he implies that God has not spoken on meats, days, 
and other revealed matters of liberty. There is a body of truth on each of these 
questions outlining permissive authority to exercise liberty. Romans 14 simply describes 
the circumstances under which the strong should forgo the liberty in order to maintain 
fellowship with the weak, and where the weak must not sever fellowship with one who 
has not adopted his scruple of conscience. 
 When the errorist states that all difficult issues are potential Romans 14 matters, 
he has expanded this text's use beyond what is reasonable and scriptural. He must be 
made to understand that ignorance of the truth is not an acceptable reason for 
maintaining fellowship in perpetuity, that confusion among disciples is not a rational 
substitute for soundness of faith, and that indulgent tolerance of error is not an 
authorized expression of brotherly love. 
 There is no need to overstate the case in a debate. Calmly and firmly declare 
what is written, and then trust God for the results. It will please God, edify His children, 
and answer the errorist. If the false teacher still refuses to hear, you are free from his 
blood when you mark him.  


