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Abstract 
The idea of bearing one another’s burden is not merely an abstract principle, but a practical ethic intended to guide relationships within the body of Christ. The principle of mutual responsibility is a core tenet of Christian ethics, and nowhere is it more poignantly articulated than in Romans 15:1, “we who are strong ought to bear with the failing of the weak and not to please ourselves”. This verse encapsulates the apostolic vision of a community built on compassion, humility, and selflessness. This alone is a pedestal for the economic development of any society. The objective of the paper is to strengthen unity, tolerance, and spiritual maturity that prioritizes communal well-being over personal liberty, which enhances economic development.  The author adopts qualitative method and both historical and exegetical approaches also used. The researcher adopts Social Exchange Theory (SET) as a theoretical framework. The research finds out that, in an age marked by individualism, emotional isolation and relational breakdowns, even within professing Christian families, the call to bear with one another’s weaknesses is both countercultural and urgently needed. The paper concludes that: Christian homes are meant to reflect the love, endurance, and mutual submission modelled in Christ, yet they increasingly mirror the fractured dynamics of the broader society 
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Introduction
The principle of mutual responsibility is a core tenet of Christian ethics, and nowhere is it more poignantly articulated than in Romans 15:1 “We who are strong ought to bear with the failings of the weak and not to please ourselves.” This verse encapsulates the apostolic vision of a community built on compassion, humility, and selflessness. In the Pauline epistles, the idea of bearing one another’s burdens is not merely an abstract theological principle but a practical ethic intended to guide relationships within the body of Christ. Paul’s exhortation in Romans 15:1 is a continuation of his broader appeal in Romans 14 concerning unity, tolerance, and the spiritual maturity that prioritizes communal well-being over personal liberty.
Within the contemporary Christian home, where diverse personalities, generational gaps, and conflicting values often intersect, the relevance of this Pauline instruction cannot be overstated. In an age marked by individualism, emotional isolation, and relational breakdowns, even within professing Christian families, the call to bear with one another’s weaknesses is both countercultural and urgently needed. Christian homes are meant to reflect the love, endurance, and mutual submission modeled in Christ, yet they increasingly mirror the fractured dynamics of the broader society.

Occasion for Writing the Epistle to the Romans 
 Unlike many of Paul’s other letters, Romans was not written to address immediate crises or controversies within the church. Instead, it was written with a multi-faceted purpose, shaped by both missioned intention and pastoral concern. According to Moo, the Roman church was originally Jewish-Christian, but by the time of Paul’s writing, it had a substantial and probably majority Gentile component.1 Likewise, Dunn states that Paul’s pastoral concern is evident as he writes to a divided church, Jewish and Gentile believers needing theological reconciliation.2 Although the New Testament does not record the founding of the Roman church, early church tradition suggests that it was not founded directly by any apostle but likely emerged from Jews and proselytes who were present at Pentecost (Acts 2:10) and later returned to Rome.    Paul wrote Romans from Corinth, during his third missionary journey (around A.D. 56–57), as he prepared to deliver the collection for the poor saints in Jerusalem (Romans 15:25–26). One major reason for writing was to prepare for his proposed missionary journey to Spain (Romans 15:24, 28). Paul desired to use the Roman church as a base of operations for western expansion of the gospel. As such, Romans serves as a theological introduction of Paul’s gospel to a community he had not personally founded or visited.
 According to Moo, Paul wrote Romans as a means of support-raising and as a theological explanation of his gospel for a church he hoped would support his mission to Spain.3 This missioned agenda prompted Paul to expound on themes such as justification by faith, the universality of sin, the role of the law, and the inclusion of Gentiles in God’s redemptive plan. In addition, there was an underlying pastoral occasion. The Roman church, originally Jewish in character, had seen a demographic shift after Emperor Claudius expelled the Jews from Rome in A.D. 49 (cf. Acts 18:2). When the Jewish believers returned, tensions emerged between the returning Jewish Christians and the now predominantly Gentile congregation. Paul’s teaching on Jew-Gentile unity in Christ (especially in chapters 9–11 and 14–15) suggests a desire to reconcile ethnic divisions within the church.
 Dunn confirms this, stating, Paul’s concern was to establish a common theological foundation for both Jewish and Gentile Christians, ensuring unity and mutual acceptance within the Roman community.4 In sum, the occasion for writing Romans was both strategic and pastoral, Paul sought to secure support for future missions while simultaneously addressing underlying communal tensions in the Roman church through a thorough exposition of the gospel.

Exegesis of Romans 15:1
Passage in Greek:
Ὀφείλομεν δὲ ἡμεῖς οἱ δυνατοὶ τὰ ἀσθενήματα τῶν ἀδυνάτων βαστάζειν, καὶ μὴ ἑαυτοῖς ἀρέσκειν5 
Passage in English: We who are strong ought to bear with the failings of the weak and not to please ourselves. (NIV)
Keywords Studies: 
Ὀφείλομεν (opheilomen) – "we ought"
 The Greek term Ὀφείλομεν (opheilomen) is a verb, first person plural, present active indicative of oφείλω, the present tense indicative here emphasizes a continual obligation, rather than a one-time requirement.6 The word oφείλω denotes the concept of owing something to someone, whether as a debt, duty, or moral responsibility. According to Bauer, Danker, Arndt, and Gingrich, the verb means to be under obligation to meet certain social or moral expectations, ought, must, be obligated.7 Ὀφείλομεν serves as a key ethical term in Paul’s epistles. It reflects his deep concern for communal ethics, particularly the responsibilities that arise from Christian liberty and maturity. In Romans 15:1, this verb connects back to earlier arguments in Romans 14, where Paul discusses the relationship between the strong and the weak in faith. The strong are not merely permitted to act in freedom but are morally bound to bear with the scruples and weaknesses of others.
Moo highlights the weight of this obligation, explaining that Ὀφείλομεν is “not a suggestion, but a moral requirement grounded in Christian love and modeled after the example of Christ.8 Moo asserts that this is not about tolerating the weak, but about actively bearing their burdens, emotionally, spiritually, and relationally. Similarly, Dunn notes that the verb is used by Paul to express the believer's indebtedness, not to the law or flesh, but to one another in Christ.9 This reinforces the communal and sacrificial dimension of Christian ethics that Paul promotes throughout his writings.
Furthermore, Murray offers a theological reflection by stating that Ὀφείλομεν implies a continuing debt of love, which fulfills the law and reflects Christ’s own bearing of others’ failings.10 Thus, the use of this verb in Romans 15:1 not only signals obligation but frames the ethos of Christian fellowship, self-giving love rooted in mutual responsibility.
δυνατοὶ  (dunatoi) – "The strong"
 The word δυνατοὶ  is parsed as a nominative plural masculine of the adjective δυνατο=$. The nominative plural form δυνατοὶ  functions here as a substantival adjective, meaning it acts like a noun, those who are strong. The masculine gender is generic, applying to both men and women in the group being addressed.11 Lexically, δυνατο=$ derives from the root δυναμαὶ, meaning “to be able” or “to have power/ability.” Bauer-Danker-Arndt-Gingrich, defined δυνατο=$ as someone who is strong, powerful, capable, or competent.12 The adjective denotes spiritual strength or maturity, the capacity to act in freedom without causing others to stumble.
 The designation "the strong" is not a praise of physical might or theological arrogance but an ethical and pastoral classification. Moo, in his commentary on Romans, states that the δυνατοὶ  are those whose conscience is not bound by scruples over food and days (cf. Rom. 14:1–6), and who understand the implications of Christian liberty in Christ.13 This liberty, however, is not for self-serving purposes but is to be tempered by love and consideration for others. Dunn also support it earlier view, he explains that Paul’s use of δυνατοὶ  in Romans 15:1 is framed within a pastoral concern for unity, where the strong are urged not to dominate the weak but to bear their weaknesses.14 Dunn notes that strength, in Paul’s usage, includes the responsibility to limit one's own freedom for the sake of community edification.
 Murray adds that Paul speaks to the δυνατοὶ  not to promote superiority, but to emphasize that strength must express itself in bearing, not in despising the infirmities of the weak.15 Thus, the term δυνατοὶ  is inherently relational, it gains its full meaning only in contrast to the ἀσθεῖς   (“the weak”) and is directed toward fostering mutual forbearance and unity within the body of Christ. The term δυνατοὶ  in Romans 15:1 is a profound designation that underscores the moral and spiritual maturity of a believer. Far from being a badge of superiority, it serves as a call to selfless service, rooted in the gospel example of Christ.
ἀσθενήματα  (asthenēmata) – "Weaknesses"
ἀσθενήματα is the accusative plural neuter of the noun ἀσθενήμα. The term is a substantive noun formed from the root verb ἀσθενεω.16 According to Bauer-Danker-Arndt-Gingrich, ἀσθενήματα  is defined as a weakness, lack of strength, or frailty, especially in regard to the limitations or scruples of the conscience. The term does not connote sin per se, but rather the infirmities associated with moral or doctrinal uncertainty.17 The Liddell and Scott Greek Lexicon similarly defines ἀσθενήματα as “a debility, feebleness,” noting that it was used in classical Greek for both physical and moral weakness.18
 Dunn explains that ἀσθενήματα  refers to scruples or inhibitions related to Jewish law, for example, dietary restrictions and observance of holy days (cf. Romans 14:2–5). These are not weaknesses in faith per se, but in assurance or liberty. He clarifies that Paul is not calling the weak unspiritual, but rather encouraging the strong to avoid despising or dominating them.19 Moo describes ἀσθενήματα  as the tender conscience or spiritual incapacity that inhibits full enjoyment of Christian liberty. He stresses that Paul’s intent is not to ridicule the weak but to protect their conscience, urging the strong to act in love, not in pride.20 Stott asserts that ἀσθενήματα  are not to be equated with sin or false teaching, but rather immature convictions. These may arise from cultural background, religious upbringing, or lack of instruction. He affirms that bearing with these weaknesses is part of living out the gospel ethic of grace and patience in community.21 Schreiner adds that ἀσθενήματα designate moral weaknesses in regard to disputable matters, such as food or Sabbath observance.22 The strong are not to compel the weak to adopt their position but are to support them as they grow in grace.
βαστάζειν (bastazein) – "To bear"
 βαστάζειν  is the present active infinitive of the verb βαστάζω. The present tense conveys continuous or habitual action, indicating that bearing with the failings of others is not a one-time gesture but a lifelong Christian posture.23 According to Bauer-Danker-Arndt-Gingrich, βαστάζω means to bear, to carry, often with a focus on endurance or responsibility. It is used both literally (e.g., carrying physical burdens) and metaphorically for bearing emotional, moral, or spiritual burdens.24 The Liddell-Scott-Jones expands the semantic range by noting its classical usage in bearing loads, enduring difficulties, or supporting the weight of another’s weakness.25
Moo affirms that βαστάζειν indicates a moral obligation of the strong to carry the burden of the weak by refraining from judgment or disdain. It requires active engagement and support, not passive indifference.26 Dunn underscores the ethical reciprocity suggested by βαστάζειν, connecting it with the Christological model of Romans 15:3 where Christ is said to have borne our reproaches. This parallel underlines that the Christian's burden-bearing mirrors Christ’s redemptive humility.27 Schreiner stresses the communal function of βαστάζειν : it is not merely tolerance but active assistance aimed at edifying and encouraging those still struggling in faith. It is a discipleship-oriented action, not a mere act of charity.28 Stott notes that βαστάζειν suggests sympathetic identification with the weak, pointing out that Paul does not advocate that the strong should condescend to the weak but should walk with them in patience and compassion, just as Christ did.29
ἀρέσκειν (areskein) – "To please"
 ἀρέσκειν is the present active infinitive of the verb ἀρέσκω. As a present infinitive, it conveys continuous or habitual action.29 According to Bauer-Danker-Arndt-Gingrich, ἀρέσκω means to strive to please, accommodate oneself to the opinions, desires, and interests of others, especially in ways that seek their good and promote harmony.30 In the Liddell-Scott-Jones, ἀρέσκω carries the sense of “to make oneself agreeable, to win favor,” but often with an ethical or communal motive in Hellenistic and biblical usage.31
 Moo comments that ἀρέσκειν in this passage implies a “voluntary and habitual concern for the spiritual benefit of others”, which aligns with Christ’s self-giving example in v.3. It is not an encouragement to servility, but to intentional ministry.32 Dunn notes that Paul is redefining social dynamics among believers. In Roman society, pleasing others could imply currying favor or political alliance. But here, Paul radicalizes the term, aligning it with self-denial for the sake of communal growth.33
 Schreiner emphasizes that ἀρέσκειν calls the believer to imitate Christ’s sacrificial model (v.3). He writes, this pleasing is not about popularity, but about aiding the spiritual development of the neighbor.46 John Stott observes that ἀρέσκειν in this text is part of Paul’s broader vision of mutuality in the church. Pleasing others here means setting aside one’s own rights or freedoms for the benefit of others, a theme that resonates deeply with Romans 14–15.34

Evaluation
 Paul opens Romans 15 with a powerful ethical imperative through the verb Ὀφείλομεν, the present active indicative of Ὀφείλω, indicating a continuous sense of moral obligation or indebtedness. Bauer-Danker-Arndt-Gingrich defines it as to be under obligation, be bound, or be indebted morally35 The word is often used to indicate divine or ethical responsibility in the New Testament (cf. Rom. 13:8). Moo rightly asserts that Paul is establishing a non-negotiable duty for the strong, not a suggestion or counsel.36 Schreiner concurs, noting that “Paul does not appeal to generosity, but to obligation, rooted in the gospel.37 The adjective δυνατοί, meaning "the strong" or "the powerful," stands in nominative plural masculine, identifying those in the Roman church who have spiritual or theological maturity. Liddell-Scott-Jones renders it capable, powerful, or competent.38 Dunn highlights that Paul here does not praise the strong per se, but rather calls them to humility.39 Their strength becomes valuable only when used in service to others.
 ἀσθενήματα (asthenēmata), this accusative plural neuter of ἀσθενήμα refers not merely to physical weakness but spiritual frailty. Bauer-Danker-Arndt-Gingrich defines it as a state of incapacity or limitation.40 According to Stott, Paul uses this term to describe scruples or oversensitive consciences.41 Thus, the strong are not to scorn these weaknesses but to bear them compassionately. As previously examined, ἀρέσκειν (present active infinitive), to act in a way that brings benefit to others, not flattery or appeasement. Bauer-Danker-Arndt-Gingrich places emphasis on the benevolent intention of this pleasing.42 Fee emphasizes that Paul calls for a Christ-centered redefinition of pleasing others, one that aims at edification, not people-pleasing for approval.43 Schreiner also stresses that this pleasing is goal-oriented, εις το ἀγαθον a moral action aimed at the neighbor’s good.44 Finally, οίκοδομἡ, a feminine singular noun, denotes the building up or strengthening of the church and the individual. Bauer-Danker-Arndt-Gingrich notes its metaphorical use in the New Testament for spiritual development.43 Gorman connects this term with the Pauline theology of koinonia, arguing that edification is the practical outcome of selfless love.46 Fee likewise asserts that spiritual gifts and Christian conduct must aim toward mutual edification.47
 Together, these five words form a cohesive theological framework for Christian maturity and communal ethics. Paul instructs that those who are strong (δυνατοὶ) must understand their obligation (Ὀφείλομεν) not to live for themselves, but to bear (βαστάζειν) the weaknesses (ἀσθενήματα) of others. The purpose of this self-sacrifice is to please (ἀρέσκειν) others not superficially, but in a way that leads to edification (οίκοδομἡ). This aligns deeply with Pauline theology seen elsewhere (e.g., Galatians 6:2; 1 Corinthians 10:33), where Christian love manifests in bearing burdens, self-limitation, and community-oriented obedience. In the context of the contemporary Christian home, particularly in Nigeria, these keywords provide a framework for harmonious living, where strength (economic, emotional, spiritual) is directed not to dominate but to serve. In families facing intergenerational or gendered tensions, Romans 15:1–2 calls each believer to lay down personal rights for the good of others.

Relevance of Romans 15:1 to the Economic Development of the Christian Home.
To start with, there is a need to bridge the gap between Apostle Paul’s ancient exhortation and modern economic advancement, thus, it presents the Christian home through the lens of Social Exchange Theory (SET). This framework suggests that social behavior is the result of an exchange process where the goal is to maximize benefits and minimize costs. The application of SET to the text, explains the "self-sacrificial model of Christ" as a transformation from a purely spiritual concept into a strategic engine for household prosperity48 in the following descriptions:
1. The Principle of Reciprocity: From Tolerance to Investment
In Social Exchange Theory, Reciprocity is the "glue" of any relationship. Paul’s call for the "strong" to bear with the "weak" (Rom. 15:1) is an invitation into a High-Trust Exchange. In a Nigerian Christian home, if one member (the "strong" or breadwinner) invests his resources into the "weak" (a struggling relative or a spouse seeking skill acquisition), they are not just "spending" money. According to SET, they are building Social Capital. This sacrifice creates a cycle of mutual indebtedness that ensures when the "strong" eventually faces a downturn, the household structure remains resilient enough to support them.
2. Rational Choice and the "Vibrant Economy"
The text notes that a vibrant economy results from "deliberate choices.", explained as rational choice in SET. This implies that every member of the Christian home acts as an "economic agent." When the household adopts Paul’s theological ethic, they change their calculation of "profit." Instead of seeking individual "tax nairas" or personal pleasure (ἀρέσκειν), they realize that the collective utility of the family is higher than the sum of its parts. By "not pleasing ourselves," we invest in the "quality of life for the community" (the home), which ultimately creates a more stable "tax base" of shared household wealth.
3. The "Home" as a Micro-Community
The text also elucidates economic development as programs and policies that "create and retain jobs." In the framework of Social Exchange Theory (SET), the Christian home therefore functions as a Micro-Economy, where by the Leader is saddled with improving the health of the local economy, which in turn results to bearing the failings of the wak to prevent the home from wasted resources, conflict or failure.
4. Synthesis: The Theology of Social Profit
Ultimately, applying Social Exchange Theory to Paul’s teaching reveals that Self-Sacrifice is a Revenue Strategy. When a Christian home moves away from individualistic consumption and toward mutual responsibility, it minimizes social friction (costs) and maximizes collective stability (benefits). In culturally dynamic societies like Nigeria, this "Theological Ethic" becomes a competitive advantage, turning the family into a robust economic engine capable of navigating pluralistic pressures.
5. Asymmetric Resource Transfer (The Mentorship Model)
In standard social exchange, parties usually seek an immediate, equal trade. However, Paul’s ethics introduce Asymmetric Exchange, where the "spiritually and economically mature" provide resources (patience, capital, mentorship) to those at lower development levels without expecting an immediate return. Moo asserts that this verse articulates a central principle in Pauline ethics, strength must be used in service of the weak.49 This principle, when applied in homes, challenges authoritarianism and promotes empathetic leadership. Instead of asserting superiority, stronger individuals are called to mentor, accommodate, and support those still growing even economically.
6. The Economics of Sacrificial Love
In the Christian household—often a site of relational deficit due to unmet expectations or generational gaps—Paul’s exhortation functions as a framework for mutual investment. Rather than viewing the "strained" relationship as a bankrupt exchange, the concept of βαστάζειν (to bear) redefines the cost-benefit analysis of the family unit.50 In marriage, for example, this translates to spouses not insisting on their rights but seeking the good of the other (cf. 1 Corinthians 13:5). In parenting, it implies understanding children’s struggles and nurturing them with both discipline and grace. In economic development it means to help existing local businesses solve problems that would cause them to fail, close, or move away.
7. Redirecting the Relational Economy
Paul contrasts the high-cost investment of bearing others’ weaknesses with the immediate gratification of "pleasing ourselves" (μὴ ἑαυτοῖς ἀρέσκειν), challenging the individual to bypass short-term personal rewards for the sake of long-term communal stability. In the contemporary Nigerian household—frequently governed by a consumer-driven exchange model where status symbols and personal ego function as primary "rewards"—this shift is a radical recalibration of the relational ledger. The text moves the focus from individual profit (individualism) to shared equity (communal edification). As Gordon Fee suggests, Paul’s framework replaces the standard "tit-for-tat" reciprocity with a Christ-centered benchmark, where the "cost" of self-sacrifice is validated by the ultimate example of Christ’s self-giving, rather than an immediate return from the other person. (cf. Rom. 15:3)51 In this light, Christian homes are to be shaped by Christocentric service, where each member seeks the good and growth of the other. Since economic development is activities that seek to improve the economic well-being and quality of life for a community, this will improve a community’s quality of life 
8. Managing Asymmetric Social Capital
In the context of the Nigerian Christian home, generational conflicts represent a clash of social currencies, where cultural traditions, technological fluency, and shifting moral frameworks create a high-friction environment. Romans 15:1 provides a strategy for cost-absorption: those with higher relational power or "spiritual capital" (the strong) are encouraged to forgo the "reward" of dominance. Instead of "crushing" the weaker party—which would result in a negative exchange characterized by resentment and withdrawal—the "strong" are called to assume the emotional costs of the younger generation’s scruples. According to Hoehner, this "spiritual strength" is only viable as a social resource when it is paired with empathetic sensitivity, turning a potential power struggle into a balanced exchange where the elder’s investment of patience yields a "return" of intergenerational harmony and communal stability.52 This approach prevents authoritarian parenting or dismissive attitudes and replaces them with understanding, which is essential for maintaining healthy Christian homes. This economic development activities encourage working with partners to prepare residents for available careers, connect businesses to skilled workers, and build the pipeline of future workers in the community
9. Optimizing the Household Exchange
The concept of οίκοδομἡ (edification) functions as a blueprint for value-added interactions, ensuring that the "exchanges" within a Christian home consistently result in positive outcomes such as growth, stability, and structure. When these principles are applied, the household ceases to be a site of random or neutral interactions and becomes a specialized exchange environment—a microcosm of the church designed for the "production" of healing and spiritual capital. Gorman argues that the household serves as the primary site of ethical formation, where the daily negotiation of costs and rewards is calibrated to reflect a "Kingdom economy." In this model, individual sacrifices are not viewed as net losses but as strategic investments in a collective "gospel witness," increasing the overall relational equity of the family unit.53 Christian households that operationalize the exchange model of Romans 15:1–2—prioritizing cost-absorption over domestic conflict—serve as a high-value social signal to the external environment. In societies where "broken homes" and domestic violence represent high relational risks and social instability, these families demonstrate a stable exchange system that builds trust and communal "credit."
Conclusion
The paper concludes that while many Christian homes currently mirror the fractured exchange dynamics of the broader culture—characterized by high conflict and low reciprocity—the implementation of a holistic Economic Development of the Christian Home offers a viable "market correction." By prioritizing "spiritual capital" and "mutual submission," the home can move from a state of relational deficit to one of enduring communal "profit" and stability. Romans 15:1 functions as more than a theological directive; it serves as a foundational economic principle for the sustainability of the Christian home. In the Nigerian context—where households face high relational costs due to materialism, individualism, and the "bankruptcy" of emotional isolation—Paul’s mandate to "bear weaknesses" provides a strategy for stabilizing the familial ledger. By shifting the household's Comparison Level (CL) away from "consumerist" individualism toward a model of sacrificial investment, families can transform "weakness" from a liability into an opportunity for redemptive exchange. Grounding ethics in this framework allows the contemporary home to transcend the low-reward dynamics of modern society, instead fostering a "Kingdom Economy" of relational holiness. This model incentivizes mutual submission as a high-value "input" that secures the long-term "output" of Christ-like maturity for every member.
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