Epiphany IV, 2012

7.00am service, 3-Minute sermon
Imagine the scene; you are a dinner guest at the home of a friend.  You've enjoyed the hors d'oevres, and now to the roast, beautifully cooked on the Weber.  Inevitably a dilemma springs into your mind.  Fearful, you look at the sizzling roast. You want to eat it as it looks and smells so good.  You want to please your host by accepting the food lovingly prepared for you.  But what if this roast was bought in the market, only after it was offered to idols in the pagan temple?  You will recognise this as a common dilemma in the suburbs of Brisbane in the twenty-first century.  But wait a minute, you say to yourself: "I know that idols, all idols, any idols, are human creations and have no power at all.  I am a sane, professional person who won't be hexed or spooked.  Then again, would my God, the one true God, be offended by me if I ate such food, and wield some dreadful punishment?" Pagan temples, idols, graven images, hell and eternal damnation: How difficult it is to find the relevance of some Bible passages to the contemporary age.    

If, however, we get bogged down with the question of relevance of some of the culturally specific elements of the passage, we might find that we overlook its central message.  

You see Paul's writing to the Corinthians, is not really about what you do when you're presented with food that's previously been offered to idols, even although this was an ever-present dilemma in the first century world that Paul inhabited:

· a lot of the meat in the market stalls came from cultic sacrifices.  

· A Christian could be invited celebration of a family member or friend which actually took place in the temple of the local deity.  

Paul confirms that you can eat such food, and you can enter these temples, and there isn't any defilement in doing so, because the deity doesn't exist in the first place.  But he then qualifies this.  He does this not because he's unsure of what he believes, although his complex argumentation might lead us to think he is unsure.  He qualifies his stance because he knows that some of the Corinthians will use his answer in an arrogant way.  They will exercise their personal sense of freedom to eat such food themselves, and will offer it without compunction even to those they know are troubled by it.  Paul knew that these "free" Christians would then be contemptuous about the weakness, naivety, and failure to act freely, of their less sophisticated Christian brothers and sisters.

Paul says, knowledge and sophistication is not as important as love.  Now there's a message that transcends the passage of time, and is therefore still relevant to us today. Amen
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