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When We Have a Right

Edward O. Bragwell, Sr.

There are basically two kinds of lawful action under
any system of law — requirements and rights. Divine law
is no different. When something is required, we have
no choice but to do it, regardless of the consequences.
For example, meeting together for worship is demanded
by the Scriptures, along with the items of worship. We
have no choice but to do them if we are to please the
Lord. Likewise a congregation has no choice but to
preach the gospel, care for the needy among the sairts,
and edify the body of Christ according to its ability.
There are many other examples of this principle.

Other things are divinely authorized as rights. They
are permitted, but not demanded. Some refer to these
things as “authorized liberties.” It is such things that
Paul had in mind when he said, “all things are lawful for
me, but al things are not expedient.” (1 Cor. 10: 23). In
this context (1 Cor. 8-10), Pau was instructing the
Corinthians concerning the metter of eating meats,
particularly meats that had been offered to idols. He
assured them in Chapter 8, that it was lawful (permitted)
under the law of Christ. He even gave circumstances
under which it would be expedient to eat such meats.
Likewise, he wrote of circumstances under which it
would be inexpedient, even harmful— like times or
places when there would be a high probability that the
action might cause a brother to stumble. In fact, he
teaches that if such caused a brother to stumble, that the
one causing it would have to bear some of the
responsibility. In other words, the spiritual welfare of
brethren is more important than exercising one’'s mere
rights under the gospel.

In 10:23, Paul adds, “al things are lawful for me,
but al things edify not.” In another passage on a
different subject he says “let al things be done unto
edifying” (1 Cor. 14:26). This makes it important to ask
and honestly answer: “Is the exercisng of my right

under the gospel resulting in edifying (building up) or the
tearing down the Cause of Christ?” In Romans 14 he
discusses a smilar matter concerning eating of meats and
concludes that “the kingdom of God is not meat and
drink but righteousness, and peace, and joy in the Holy
Ghost.” (Verse 17). All of this suggests that the
edification, peace and joy in the kingdom of God is more
important than exercising one’s mere rights under the
law of Christ. In view of this, why would we insist on
what we consider to be just a right to the point of
disturbing and maybe even destroying the peace and
happiness (joy) among the citizens of the kingdom of our
Lord? Is the exercising of ouw particuar right so
important to the Cause of Chrigt that it is worth such an
impact on a sizeable portion of our brethren in Christ?
We need to answer these questions honestly.

In the ninth chapter of 1 Corinthians, Paul uses
himself as an example in the metter of exercising one's
rights under the gospel. He defends the right of a
preacher of the gospel, to “lead about a wife,” and to
“live of the gospel.” Though he did not bind his practice
on others, he voluntarily denied himself of these rights
for the general good of the cause of Christ. His point
seens to be, that if he was willing to forgo his rights and
become “all things to al men” that he might save sone,
then why could not the Corinthians see fit to forgo therr
rights in the matter of mests offered to idols?

| have no doubt that Paul would have resisted efforts
to force people to forgo ther rigts as a matter of
doctrine. Later in his first epistle to Timothy, he
condemmned those who would forbid to marry and to
command that people abstain from meats. He listed
these among other things characteristics of those who
would depart from the faith. (1 Tim. 4:3). It iswrong to
bind where God has not bound.

However, Paul did encourage folks to voluntarily



